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Response to Comment Letter 191
Coastside Fire Protection District
Response to Comment 191-1
The commenter asserts that his department has finished its review of the planning documents and has a
list of comments regarding the project development. The commenter states that a third party plans
examiner will be required to assist in the building, sprinkler and site plan review for the building permit
and the costs will be the responsibility of the developer.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA. *
Response to Comment 191-2
The commenter requests a site and floor plan along with information regarding occupancy use and types
of construction in order to determine the amount of water needed for fire protection. The commenter
states that the 2007 fire code will be the basis of the building permit pertaining to supplemental water
supplies. The commenter summarizes the requirements of the 2007 fire code and the requirements of the
building permit in the following sections.
As stated in Section III of the FEIR, the proposed options for fire flow are:
1.

On-site water storage for fire protection: Wellness Center swimming pool with submersible pump
well or below-ground water storage tank (capacity up to 180,000 gallons as required by Coastside
County Fire Protection District at the building permit stage).

2.

Combination of On-site Water Storage and Water Connection for Fire Service only: The system
as described with an emergency connection to CCWD that can be energized through a valve with
a reduced pressure backflow preventer and meter if the onsite fire system has problems or is
inadequate.

3.

Water Connection for Domestic and Emergency Service: Connection to one or both Municipal
utilities if and when connection is available.

Response to Comment 191-3
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building permit requirements for fire hydrants.
Comment is noted. Compliance required at the building permit application stage.
Response to Comment 191-4
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building permit requirements for fire access roads.
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Fire roads are shown on the Office Park site plan in the DEIR and the revised Wellness Center site plan in
Section III of the FEIR. Compliance required at the building permit application stage.
Response to Comment 191-5
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building permit requirements for coordination of
emergency building access.
The project will supply Knox Boxes and will comply with the 2007 California Fire Code and the
requirements of the Fire Protection District at the building permit application stage.
Response to Comment 191-6
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building permit requirements for address numbers.
Comment is noted. Compliance required at the building permit application stage.
Response to Comment 191-7
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building permit requirements for roof covering.
Comment is noted. Compliance required at the building permit application stage.
Response to Comment 191-8
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building permit for the requirements for an
appropriate exiting plan.
Comment is noted. Compliance required at the building permit application stage.
Response to Comment 191-9
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building permit requirements for exit door hardware.
Comment is noted. Compliance required at the building permit application stage.
Response to Comment 191-10
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building permit requirements for an automatic fire
sprinkler system.
Comment is noted. Compliance required at the building permit application stage.
Response to Comment 191-11
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building permit for an indoor lighting layout.
Comment is noted. Compliance required at the building permit application stage.

Response to Comment 191-12
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building permit requirements for a fire alarm system.
Comment is noted. Compliance required at the building permit application stage.
Response to Comment 191-13
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building permit for adequate occupancy load signage.
Comment is noted. Compliance required at the building permit application stage.
Response to Comment 191-14
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building permit requirements for fire extinguishers.
Comment is noted. Compliance required at the building permit application stage.
Response to Comment 191-15
The commenter summarizes the 2007 Code for the building occupancy that the project will be required to
form a Community Facilities District (CFD) before an occupancy permit will be issued.
Comment is noted. Compliance required at the building permit application stage.
Response to Comment 191-16
The commenter provides a brief conclusion clarifying that further reviews can alter or become more
restrictive.
Comment is noted.
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Response to Comment Letter 192
City/County Assoc. of Governments of San Mateo County
Response to Comment 192-1
The commenter introduces the organization he is affiliated with, and notes that the comments were made
by Airport Land Use Committee staff. He describes the Big Wave Project, as well as the Half Moon Bay
Airport operations, and notes that a formal review by the Airport Land Use Commission is not required.
Comments are noted. This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA.*
Response to Comment 192-2
The commenter claims the comments are intended to improve the content of the DEIR to better inform the
decision-makers and the public regarding the airport land use compatibility issues, impacts, and potential
mitigation measures related to the proposed project.
This comment introduces ensuing comments. This statement is introductory. No response is required by
CEQA. *
Response to Comment 192-3
The commenter states that the DEIR does not state that (1) the project site is located within the FAR Part
77 airspace protection surfaces for Half Moon Bay Airport, and therefore, the project sponsor must
submit FAA Form 7460-1, “Notice of Proposed Constriction or Alteration” and project plans/supporting
material to the FAA; and (2) that the project sponsor has or will submit the required form and
information (a website is given where these forms can be obtained).
The DEIR discusses FAR Part 77 and its noticing requirements throughout Section IV.G (Hazards and
Hazardous Materials). Specifically, page IV.G-4 of the DEIR states that “Per the Federal Aviation
Regulation (FAR) Part 77 Standards, the topography of the coastal mountain range to the east and south
of the airport field is identified as a high terrain obstruction for aircraft operations, where occasional
turbulence occurs at low levels.” Page IV.G-10 states, “ The San Mateo County Airport Land Use
Commission (C/CAG) supports the FAR Part 77 notification process related to proposed construction or
alterations in the Half Moon Bay Airport airspace and advises project sponsors to comply with such
notice requirements.”
New Recommended Mitigation Measure LU-3 has been added to the FEIR to require that, in accordance
with Federal Aviation Regulation, Part 77 “Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace” a Notice of Proposed
Construction or Alteration (Form 7460-1) shall be provided if required by the FAA.
Specifically noted is p. IV.G-26, where it should read: “avigational easement” not “navigational
easement.” The commenter requests that change should be made throughout the document as needed.
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

The commenter explains what an avigation easement is, and explains that the granting of such is not a
mitigation. The commenter discusses the steps necessary to obtain an avigational easement.
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 (Hazards Associated with Airport Operations) has been revised in Section III
of the DEIR to state “avigation easement”, not “navigational easement”. Without implementation of
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, Impact HAZ-3 on page IV.G-25 states that the project would result in a less
than significant impact associated with airport safety hazards to people residing or working in the area of
a public airport. The mitigation measure does not reduce potential hazard impact, but is, as the
commenter states, a disclosure tool that increases the compatibility of proposed residential uses and
airport operations, in that, through the recordation of the easement, the property owner grants a right to
subject the property to noise, vibration, fumes, dust, and fuel particle emissions associated with normal
airport activity.
Response to Comment 192-4
The commenter discusses safety, specifically pp. IV.G-24 and IV.G-25 of the DEIR, Approach Protection
Zone for Runway 30 at Half Moon Bay Airport, the Airport Overlay, and features of the development that
are intended to enhance safety in the vicinity of the runway. He notes that not included in these pages is
any discussion, data or analysis of aircraft accidents/incidents in the vicinity of the project site. He
suggests looking at Chapter 8, Aircraft Accident Characteristics and Appendix E, Accident Data
Research Methodology in the California Airport Land Use Compatibility Handbook (Jan. 2002). He also
suggests speaking with the San Mateo County Airports Manager to discuss this topic in more detail.
In a review of the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB) Aviation Accident Database and the
FAA’s Accident/Incident Database System (ASIAS) (resources suggested by the California Airport Land
Use Compatibility Handbook), there has been a total of approximately 50 incidents/accidents at the Half
Moon Bay Airport. Incidents/accidents occurred between 1964 and 2010. Neither database provides
exact accident location information. Databases only provide general information regarding the cause of
the incident or an incident narrative that may or may not provide any information regarding the properties
affected by such accident. The information provided in the DEIR on page IV.G-4, which states that “The
risk of people on the ground being impacted by a falling plane is small”, is consistent with the
commenter’s statement that “the risk of aircraft accidents/incidents is low at Half Moon Bay Airport.”
Also, County Planning staff has coordinated with the County Department of Public Works and,
specifically, the Half Moon Bay Airport Manager, regarding the location of project sites relative to safety
compatibility zones, as outlined in the California Airport Land Use Compatibility Handbook. The
analysis, contained in Response to Comment 169-3, concludes that, for the purpose of CEQA, the project
complies with the basic compatibility qualities of the Handbook.
Therefore, as stated on page IV.G-25 of the DEIR, the project would result in a less than significant
impact associated with airport safety hazards to people residing or working in the area of a public airport.
Response to Comment 192-5
The commenter believes that further aircraft noise impact analysis should be done, including a detailed
acoustic analysis by a registered acoustic engineer that includes identification and documentation of
single-event levels and cumulative noise event levels at the Big Wave site from aircraft operations at Half

Moon Bay Airport. The commenter believes the noise analysis should include a graphic that illustrates
the single-event aircraft noise contours and the cumulative aircraft noise contours at the project site.
As stated on page IV.J-12 of the DEIR, based on the Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, a project
could have a significant noise impact if it would cause any of the following conditions to occur (italics
added for emphasis):
(a)

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;

(b)

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels;

(c)

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels
existing without the project;

(d)

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project;

(e)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted,
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airstrip, expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels; or

(f)

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels.

As shown above, applicable noise thresholds for items (c) and (d), above, are based on ambient noise
levels, not single-event noise levels. The difference between decibels (dBA) versus Community Noise
Equivalent Levels (CNEL) units of noise level measurement is that dBA reflects how humans experience
noise, while CNEL reflects noise averaged over 24-hours. Noise levels measured by the noise specialist
retained by Christopher A. Joseph and Associates were measured in dBA but recorded ambient noises
(i.e., aircraft and other environmental noises, such as cars, birds, dogs, tractors, etc.). Ambient noise
levels accurately reflect how noise is experienced within the context of a complex environment. The
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook (January 2002) states that a variety of noise metrics
have been used in the U.S. and abroad and is not prescriptive regarding the use of any one metric. Based
on the foregoing, single-event noise analysis (i.e., aircraft noise only) is not required by CEQA or the
California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook.
The noise levels associated with existing traffic volumes and cumulative base traffic volumes with the
proposed project (i.e., future cumulative traffic volumes) along with airport noise levels are identified in
Table IV.J-17 of the DEIR. The increases in noise levels at the existing residential areas located along the
study area roadways (including the Wellness Center located on Airport Street, between La Granada
Avenue and Stanford Avenue) would not exceed the thresholds of significance utilized for this analysis
and the cumulative impact would be less than significant.
The commenter states that none of the requested data and graphics (including specific information about
taking noise measurements at Half Moon Bay Airport on certain days and under certain conditions) is
included in the DEIR. The commenter states that without a substantial level of aircraft noise analysis, the

content on this topic in the DEIR is inadequate, too encyclopedic, and does not support the conclusion
stated in the document that the “…impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are
required.” The comment states that there is no indication that the suggested aircraft noise assessment
methodology was used and states that the purpose of his comments is to have the project sponsor conduct
aircraft noise analysis based on the most current data.
Regarding the recommendation of the commenter to use a single-noise event assessment methodology,
please refer to the previous response to comment. More information regarding the noise analysis
methodology used by the noise specialist retained by Christopher A. Joseph and Associates (including the
reasoning behind when the noise measurements were taken and under what conditions) is provided in
Section III of the FEIR, as an addition to Appendix I of the DEIR. Current and site specific noise
measurements were taken on June 2, 2009. Based on the foregoing, page IV.J-21 of the DEIR concludes
that airport noise will be less than significant.

Comment Letter No. 193

193-1

193-2

193-3

193-4
193-5

193-6

193-7

193-8

193-9

193-10

193-11

193-12

193-13
193-14

193-15

193-16

193-16

193-16

193-17

193-18

193-18

193-19

193-20

193-20

193-21

193-22

193-23

193-24

193-25

193-26

193-26

193-27

193-28

193-29

193-30

193-31

193-32

193-33

193-34

193-35

193-36

193-37

193-38

193-39

193-40

193-40

193-41

193-42

193-42

193-43

193-44

193-45

193-45

193-46

193-47

193-48

193-48

193-49

193-50

193-51

193-51

193-52

193-52

193-53

193-54

193-55

193-56

193-57

193-57

193-58

193- Attachment 1

193- Attachment 2

193- Attachment 3

Comment Letter No. 193
Attachment 3

193-3-1

193-3-2

193-3-3

193-3-4

193-3-5

193-3-6

193-3-7

193-3-8

193-3-9

193-3-10

193-3-10

193-3-11

193-3-12

193-3-12

193-3-13

Response to Comment Letter 193 and Attachments
Committee for Green Foothills
Response to Comment 193-1
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA.*
Response to Comment 193-2
The commenter states that the site is a natural landscape and that some of the on-site and adjoining
wetlands have been destroyed by agricultural activities.
The site has been actively farmed for the past 4 years. The site was cleared in the 1940s cleared again in
the 1980s (DEIR Appendix II, DEIR aerial photographs). For information regarding the potential
destruction of wetlands through agricultural operations, please refer to Topical Response 13, County
Permit History.
The commenter states that construction would result in wholesale alteration of scenic and natural open
space character of the project site and states that the proposed buildings and associated infrastructure
are incompatible with the natural setting.
The project description proposes the planting of native landscaping and wetlands restoration to shield the
project and make the visual impacts less than significant. The site is bracketed by commercial, industrial
and multi-family residential uses, including the Princeton Commercial/Industrial area and the Pillar Ridge
Mobile Home Park. The site has been zoned for manufacturing and light industrial uses. As discussed in
the Aesthetics section of the DEIR, the potential visual impacts of the project are less than significant.
Regarding the compatibility of the proposed buildings with its surrounding, refer to Response to
Comment 213-19.
Response to Comment 193-3
The commenter gives a general description of the proposed project as an introduction to ensuing
comments.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA.*
Response to Comment 193-4
The commenter states that the DEIR failed to analyze the impacts associated with Wellness Center
businesses.
The DEIR project description states that the Wellness Center on-site businesses at the Wellness Center
are operated by the developmentally disabled residents. Section III of the FEIR clarifies that the extent of
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Land
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

food related businesses will be limited to that which can be accommodated by the proposed kitchen space.
Analysis of these small business ventures was included on the demand for water and water
recycling/wastewater treatment as analyzed in the DEIR. Refer to “Estimated Wastewater flows on page
IV. N-14 and “Estimated Water Demands” on pages IV. N-32 and 33. For additional information
regarding potential impacts of Wellness Center businesses, refer to Response to Comment 185-8.
Response to Comment 193-5
The commenter states that the traffic impacts of the Wellness Center businesses were not analyzed.
The Wellness Center has a commercial kitchen as described in the DEIR. The catering is based on
delivery of meals from the existing kitchen to the Office Park. This will be done with an electric golf cart
driven on the Class 1 trail as described in the FEIR project refinements. The traffic report has
conservatively calculated the number of trips generated by this operation as described in the DEIR Traffic
Section Table IV.M-6. For additional information regarding potential traffic impacts of Wellness Center
businesses, refer to Response to Comment 185-8.
Response to Comment 193-6
The commenter states that there are potential problems with the proposed water supply and that the
project lies outside the boundaries of the Coastside County Water District.
Page IV.N-36 of the DEIR states there is adequate water supply from the domestic well on the site
(47,500 gpd). As discussed in the footnote on page IV.N-23, the project is in the sphere of influence of
CCWD. Per page IV.N-30, connection to CCWD would require annexation via Local Agency Formation
Commission (LAFCO) and amendments to the Coastal Development Permits for the El Granada Pipeline
replacement project. Fire service can also be provided on-site without connection to the utilities as
described on page IV.N-32 of the DEIR (use of Wellness Center swimming pool) and in Section III of the
FEIR. For more information on utility district boundaries, please refer to Response to Comment 193-7.
Response to Comment 193-7
The commenter states that the project falls within the boundaries of Montara Water and Sanitary District.
According to the County Local Agency Formation Committee (LAFCO), the project lies within the
sphere of influence of CCWD and does not lie within the MWSD boundary or sphere of influence (please
see DEIR page III-64 and page IV.N-22). The project does not fall within the boundaries of MWSD.
Water service from CCWD is described on page IV.N-32 of the DEIR. It should be noted that the project
has a domestic well with capacity to serve the project.
Response to Comment 193-8
The commenter states that water service from CCWD will require an Amendment to the Coastal
Development Permit A-2-SMC-99-63.
Refer to Response to Comment 193-6.
Response to Comment 193-9

The commenter states there was no Coastal Permit issued for the well in 1986.
As stated in Topical Response 13, County Permit History, the County is unable to find documentation of
the issuance of a Coastal Development Permit or Exemption for the agricultural well on the northern
parcel. However, the County has confirmed that the well was approved by the San Mateo County Public
Health Division. In a letter dated February 25, 1987, the San Mateo County Public Health Division
approved the well at the property for potable use for agricultural, single-family residential and
commercial/industrial uses (letter is included in Attachment K of the DEIR). The letter states that
additional chemical analysis may be required as deemed necessary by the Public Health Division for well
use as a public non-community water supply or public community water supply as defined by the
California Safe Drinking Water Act.
The applicant has applied for a Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to Section 6328.4 of the County
Zoning Regulations, for use of an existing agricultural well for domestic purposes. Therefore, the review
and approval of a Coastal Development Permit will address the proposed domestic use of the well.
The commenter states that domestic use of the groundwater would require treatment, due to high iron and
manganese levels.
The DEIR analyzes treatment for iron and manganese as well as for the potential of solvents and bacteria
on page IV.N-31.
Response to Comment 193-10
The commenter questions the availability of water from the on-site well, alleging that the well’s pumping
of groundwater has not been factored into the limit on total annual extractions established by Coastal
Development Permits A-3-SMC-86-155 and A-3-SMC-86-155A.
The well has been identified and included in recent a study that estimated current levels of ground water
extraction (Plate 6, Midcoast Ground Water Study Phase II and DEIR page IV.N-21). The referenced
Coastal Development Permits set limits for the wells on Airport property that were previously owned by
Citizens Utilities, and do not apply to the well at the project site. For information regarding the potential
impact of well use to Pillar Point Marsh, please refer to Response to Comment 185-31.
Response to Comment 193-11
The commenter states that, as an assured source of water has not been identified, has not been analyzed,
the DEIR is inadequate and suggests a Program EIR.
Sources of water are identified in the DEIR and FEIR; refer to Response to Comments 193-6 through
193-10.
Response to Comment 193-12
The commenter states that the specific treatment and disposal of wastewater has not been determined;
Commenter states that the project site is within the Granada Sanitary District (GSD) and would be
appropriately served by GSD yet the applicant proposes its own sewer treatment and disposal system.

Wastewater treatment and disposal systems have been determined. As described in Section III of the
FEIR, the project proposes connection to GSD and on-site water recycling. A GSD connection for eight
(8) EDUs is described in Section III of the FEIR and on-site water recycling for building use and site
irrigation is discussed in Figure III-27, pages III-54 and 55 and IV.N-11 through 14 of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 193-13
The commenter states that the evaluation of impacts from on-site treatment and disposal are vague and
depend upon future study to ensure their effectiveness.
Page IV.N-16 of the DEIR found that the on-site water recycling/wastewater disposal system, as
mitigated, is feasible. Specific design details (such as unit sizing) will require permit approval by the
State Regional Water Quality Control Board (authorized responsible agency for recycled water) and the
County Environmental Health Department (authorized responsible for on-site treatment and disposal). As
discussed in Response to Comment 205-60, the drainfields have been eliminated from the proposal and
any excess treated wastewater or water not meeting Title 22 will be discharged into the GSD sewer
system. Refer to Topical Response 4, Deferral of Mitigation Measures.
Response to Comment 193-14
The commenter states that impacts associated with the potential for chemical uses and/or pollutants
associated with manufacturing, research and development uses of the Office Park have not been
addressed.
Office Park businesses and the Wellness Center are required to comply with County Environmental
Health Division requirements for the handling and/or storing of hazardous materials. Future businesses
locating at the Office Park would be required by the County Environmental Health Division to complete
and submit a Business Plan within 30 days of handling or storing a hazardous material equal to or greater
than the minimum reportable quantities. If a Business Plan is required, Environmental Health Division
staff will inspect the business at least once every two years to determine if the Business Plan is complete
and accurate. The inspection will also include a review of emergency response procedures and employee
training records. One copy of the Business Plan will be maintained at the Division office and one copy
will be forwarded to the local fire department following review. The Hazardous Materials Business Plan
Program is also known as the Community Right to Know Program and any citizen has the right to review
these plans upon request. Monitoring by the Environmental Health Division will ensure that projectgenerated hazardous waste is stored, treated, transported and disposed of in a legal and environmentally
safe manner so as to prevent human health hazard and/or ecological disruption.
Response to Comment 193-15
The commenter states that the Wellness Center does not meet the definition of a “sanitarium,” and thus
does not comply with Section 6500 (D)(3) of the Zoning Regulations. The commenter cites various
hazards associated with the site location, such as flooding, tsunami, seiche events and settlement from
earthquakes along the Seal Cove, site proximity to the San Gregorio fault.
Please refer to Topical Response 11, Sanitarium Use Permit. Potential project impacts associated with the
location of the Wellness Center nearby sources of hazardous materials is analyzed in Section IV.G of the

DEIR. Regarding geotechnical, flooding, and tsunami hazards, refer to Sections IV.F and IV.H of the
DEIR, respectively.
Response to Comment 193-16
The commenter questions the construction schedule on Page III-60 and states that the construction period
should be 72 months rather than 36 months as stated in the DEIR.
Refer to Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park.
The commenter states that site restoration and stormwater runoff facilities may have significant impact
since the project as proposed could not be finished until 2025.
As described in the phasing discussion in Section III of the FEIR, each phase of the construction will
include a phase of the wetlands restoration and parking lot construction (such that each building
constructed would comply with parking requirements). Mitigation Measures HYDRO-3 and HYDRO-5
require the preparation and submittal of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and erosion
control plan, in accordance with the NPDES permitting requirements enforced by San Mateo County
Water Pollution Prevention Program (SMCWPPP) and the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality
Control Board (RWQCB), which shall address construction erosion control, including provision for
revegetation or mulching of the site.
The commenter states there is no evaluation in the DEIR as to how space in each of the four Office Park
buildings would be allocated or enforced.
As previously discussed, each phase of the construction will include a phase of parking lot construction
such that each building constructed would comply with parking requirements. For traffic impacts at each
phase, please refer to revised Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 in Section III of the FEIR. The County’s
approval of this project or project alternative would require that the project remain as approved, including
retaining the percentages of each use. The approval will require regular review and monitoring of the
project by the County, at the owner’s expense, to ensure that the project is operated in a manner that is
consistent with the County’s approval.
Response to Comment 193-17
The commenter states that the soils on the project site qualify as prime agricultural land and asserts that
the DEIR fails to adequately address the impact the loss of these soils.
Both project sites contain prime soils. However, the parcels are designated for urban land uses by the
County’s General Plan and Local Coastal Program (LCP), and therefore do not constitute “Prime
Agricultural Lands” pursuant to LCP Policy 5.2. Conversion of lands already designated for nonagricultural uses is not considered a significant impact, and the consistency of this conversion with state
standards for the protection of agricultural resources was established at the time of LCP certification.
Therefore, no mitigation is required.
The commenter states that that there is no feasible location on the Big Wave site for a native plant
nursery.

LCP Policy 7.19 (Permitted Uses in Buffer Zones) limits uses within buffer zones to uses allowed within
wetlands, as well as public trails, scenic overlooks, and agricultural uses that produce no impact on the
adjacent wetlands. The proposed location of the native plant nursery within the 100-foot wetland buffer
zone was considered in the analysis of the biological impact of this project, which was considered less
than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures.
The commenter states that the proposed 12-acre off-site farming and the native plant nursery are not
adequate mitigations for the loss of prime soils.
As described above, the impact to agricultural soils is less than significant and therefore does not require
mitigation.
The commenter accuses the applicant of destroying historic wetlands.
Please refer to Topical Response 13, County Permit History.
Response to Comment 193-18
The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with the LCP and that the DEIR does not adequately
analyze the project’s compliance with the LCP generally.
Impact LU-2 of Section IV.I (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR analyzes the project’s consistency
with applicable land use plans, policies and regulations, including the LCP, and determines that the
project would not result in a significant conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations.
Detailed discussions of project compliance with LCP policies will take place during the County’s permit
review process.
Response to Comment 193-19
The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with LCP Policies 1.18(c) and 1.18(d).
On page IV.I-58, the DEIR states that the project is compliant with all of LCP 1.18. Applicable portions
of LCP Policy 1.18 direct the County to (1) direct new development to existing urban areas by requiring
infill of existing residential subdivisions and commercial areas, and (2) to allow some future growth to
develop at relatively high densities for affordable housing in areas where public facilities and services are
or will be adequate and where coastal resources will not be endangered. Policy 1.19 defines infill as the
development of vacant land in urban areas and rural service centers which is: (1) subdivided and zoned
for development at densities greater than one dwelling unit per 5 acres, and/or (2) served by sewer and
water utilities. These policies direct development to urban areas, but do not prohibit development that
does not meet the LCP’s definition of infill, nor do these policies require that development within urban
areas be served by public utilities. Therefore, the project would not result in a significant conflict with
these policies.
Regarding permitted uses in buffer zones, refer to Response to Comment 193-17. Regarding the legality
of the on-site well, refer to Response to Comment 193-9.

Response to Comment 193-20
The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with LCP Policy 1.19 and that 1.19 was not
analyzed in the DEIR.
Please refer to Response to Comment 193-19. Regarding annexation to CCWD, refer to Response to
Comment 193-6.
Response to Comment 193-21
The commenter states that the project does not comply with LCP Policy 1.24.
The DEIR adequately analyzed the extent of the Cultural Resources area and identified the impacts and
mitigation measures as set forth in Impact Sections Cult-2a, b, and c (see pp. IV.E-15 through 16), as well
as in Impact Cult-3 and Impact Cult-4 (see pp. IV.E-16-17) of the DEIR. The revised site plan avoids site
CA-SMA-151 as determined by State Certified Archeologist and is presented in Section III of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 193-22
The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with LCP Policy 2.2.
The project is a private improvement and is not Public Works facility. This policy is not applicable to the
project. Therefore, compliance with the policy is not required.
Response to Comment 193-23
The commenter states that the DEIR does not analyze compliance with LCP Policies 2.23 or 7.20.
LCP Policy 2.23 is only applicable to Public Works facilities and is not applicable to this project; please
refer to Response to Comment 193-22.
Policy 7.20 (Management of Pillar Point Marsh) calls for the following: (1) the County to restrict
groundwater extraction in the aquifer to a safe yield as determined by a hydrologic study participated in
by the two public water systems (CUC and CCWD); (2) adjacent development, where feasible, to
contribute to the restoration of biologic productivity and habitat, and (3) the County to limit the number
of building permits allowed in any calendar year based on the findings of the study. As discussed in
Section IV.H (Hydrology) of the DEIR, the County’s Midcoast Groundwater Study prepared by
Kleinfelder determined that, while safe yield and groundwater/habitat relationships could not be
accurately assessed, the report concludes that the project groundwater subbasin, Airport Subbasin, had
high yields and would be adequate for municipal or irrigation purposes. According to Schaaf & Wheeler
memorandum dated September 17, 2007 (included as Appendix H of the DEIR), hydrologic impacts to
the Pillar Point Marsh based on conditions in the entire marsh watershed appear to be minor. In addition,
as discussed in the DEIR, the applicant proposes to perform wetland restoration that will benefit the
biologic productivity and habitat of the marsh. LCP Policy 1.22 establishes a building permit quota the
construction of residences in the Midcoast to 125 per year, but excludes the construction of affordable
housing in this quota. Also, refer to Response to Comment 185-31.

Response to Comment 193-24
In reference to LCP Policy 3.1, the commenter states that there are no guarantees that the applicant will
follow through with building affordable housing.
Page IV.I-59 of the DEIR analyzes the project’s compliance with LCP 3.1 and finds it to be consistent.
The County’s approval of this project or project alternative would require that the project remain as
approved, including retaining the Wellness Center units as affordable housing. The approval will require
regular review and monitoring of the project by the County, at the owner’s expense, to ensure that the
project is operated in a manner that is consistent with the County’s approval.
Response to Comment 193-25
The commenter has various questions regarding the Wellness Center admissions process.
Policy 3.2 (Non-Discrimination) calls the County to strive to ensure that decent housing is available for
low and moderate income persons regardless of age, race, sex, marital status or other arbitrary factors.
The Wellness Center would provide 57 affordable housing units to house up to 50 disabled adults and 20
aides. The County’s approval of this project or project alternative would require that the project remain
as approved, including retaining the Wellness Center units as affordable housing for disabled adults,
including residents of the Coastside. The approval will require regular review and monitoring of the
project by the County, at the owner’s expense, to ensure that the project is operated in a manner that is
consistent with the County’s approval.
Response to Comment 193-26
The commenter states that the DEIR does not adequately evaluate public transit and the impact of
residents who are employed off-site.
The DEIR evaluates the local bus routes that pass in front of the facility, the shuttle bus service proposed
by the applicant, and the bike trails (DEIR Figures IV.M-2, IV.M-3). The DEIR also identifies the
number of potential jobs associated with operating the Wellness Center and the potential to hire local
residents from Princeton and the Pillar Ridge Mobile Home Park. The Wellness Center residents do not
drive and will utilize the shuttle service for employment outside of the immediate area.
The traffic studies assumed a worst-case scenario and did not include many of the innovative
transportation options that justify the parking exception. The traffic studies concluded that, with
mitigation, the impacts are less than significant. Analysis and clarification of parking impacts from the
proposed parking exception can be found in Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts. In
addition, the project description has been amended to include the recordation an off-site parking
agreement and/or the provision of shuttle services to the Office Park (to accommodate a minimum of 50
cars and their drivers) for the purpose of reducing project traffic, in addition to the implementation of
other Traffic Demand Management (TDM) measures.
The commenter asserts that the access roads to the site from both the north and south pose safety risks for
bicyclists.
Refer to Response to Comment 185-49.

The commenter expresses concern that public transportation may not be adequate to justify a parking
exception.
Please refer to the responses above for more information.
Response to Comment 193-27
In reference to LCP Policy 3.4, the commenter states that potential jobs generated by the Office Park and
the Wellness Center will increase the need for affordable housing both locally and regionally.
LCP Policy 3.4 states, “[The County will] strive to improve the range of housing choices, by location,
type, price, and tenure, available to persons of low and moderate income.” Page IV.I-59 of the DEIR
evaluated this policy and found the project to be compliant with that LCP. LCP Policy 3.4 seeks to
improve affordable housing options, not deter creating a need for it as the commenter implies. Also,
Impact POP-1 of the DEIR states that impacts to population growth associated with temporary and
permanent jobs would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. Also, page V-3
states that the project would not result in significant growth inducing impacts.
Response to Comment 193-28
The commenter states that to maintain the character of the Princeton neighborhood, the residential
buildings should be two stories.
LCP Policy 3.13 (Maintenance of Community Character) requires that new development providing
significant housing opportunities for low and moderate-income persons contribute to maintaining a sense
of community character by being of compatible scale, size and design. The policy calls for the County to
limit the height to two stories to mitigate the impact of this development on the surrounding
neighborhoods and to assess negative traffic impacts and mitigate as much as possible. As proposed,
Building 1 of the Wellness Center is three stories in height. While buildings in the immediate vicinity are
generally one and two stories in height, including the warehouse buildings in Princeton and the homes in
the Pillar Ridge Mobile Home Park, several buildings in the project vicinity are three stories in height.1
While these buildings do not contain affordable housing, they contribute to the existing visual character of
the neighborhood. As a three-story structure, the project could maximize affordable housing resources as
directed by LCP Policies 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.5 and still maintain community character. For the purpose of
CEQA, the project is in substantial conformance with this and LCP policies pertaining to affordable
housing. Refer to the analysis of compliance with this policy on page IV.I-59 of the DEIR and Section
IV.A (Aesthetics) of the DEIR, which indicates that the size of the buildings has no significant impacts on
aesthetics.
Response to Comment 193-29
The commenter states that the Wellness Center cannot be designated as an affordable housing site and,
therefore, cannot be eligible for priority water and sewer.

1

Staff found at least 3 three-story buildings, including two along the Princeton waterfront, as well as a warehouse
on Yale Avenue.

The site is not a designated affordable housing site, nor is it dependent upon priority service allocations.
Please refer to Response to Comment 193-24.
Response to Comment 193-30
The commenter claims that the site is prime agricultural land. The commenter claims that the applicant’s
proposal to lease 12 acres on the airport across the street would not be an appropriate mitigation
because the proposed land is already in agricultural production. The commenter states that mitigations
should be required for the loss of prime soil.
Refer to Responses to Comment 193-17 and 205-17.
The commenter claims that virtually all current agricultural land will be converted to non-agricultural
housing and commercial use and this conversion will create a potentially significant impact.
The project is zoned M-1 and W (please see Response to Comment 193-17). It should be noted, however,
that approximately 44% of the site will be dedicated to wetlands restoration (See Section III of the FEIR),
5 acres will be used as a native plant nursery and portions of the Office Park not under construction will
continue to be farmed.
Response to Comment 193-31
The commenter states that LCP Policy 7.1 and the notation of sensitive habitats, including wetlands, and
special-status species of special concern, were not included in the DEIR’s analysis.
LCP Policy 7.1 can be found on page IV.D-12 of the DEIR. The sensitive habitats, as defined by this
policy, are analyzed in depth throughout Section IV.D of the DEIR and in the supporting documents of
the DEIR. The analysis of special-status species can be found throughout Section IV.D of the DEIR,
especially on pages IV.D-25 – IV.D-91, particularly on pages IV.D-94 – IV.D-98, and in the supporting
documents referenced on these pages and found in Appendix E of the DEIR. The analysis of sensitive
habitats can be found throughout Section IV.D of the DEIR, especially on page IV.D-91, pages IV.D-98 –
IV.D-99, and in the supporting documents referenced on these pages and found in Appendix E of the
DEIR. Additional information can be found in the 90% Design Report (included in Section III of the
FEIR as an addition to Appendix E of the DEIR).
Response to Comment 193-32
The commenter states that LCP Policy 7.2 and the designation of sensitive habitats were not included in
the DEIR’s analysis.
Discussion of LCP Policy 7.2 can be found on page IV.D-12 of the DEIR. The analyses and the location
of the sensitive habitats as defined by the LCP, federal law, and state law were analyzed and described
throughout Section IV.D and Appendix E of the DEIR. Refer to Response to Comment 193-31.
Response to Comment 193-33

The commenter claims that LCP Policy 7.3 regarding potential adverse impacts on sensitive habitat areas
and land use compatibility with the maintenance of biologic productivity of the habitats, was not analyzed
in the DEIR.
Discussion of LCP Policy 7.3 can be found on page IV.D-12 of the DEIR. The protection of sensitive
habitats is addressed, analyzed, and described throughout Section IV.D of the DEIR, especially on page
IV.D-91, pages IV.D-98 – IV.D-99, and in the supporting documents referenced on these pages and found
in Appendix E of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 193-34
The commenter provides general information about LCP Policy 7.4. The commenter disagrees with the
DEIR findings that, in comparison to the current agricultural operations of the site, the restored wetlands
would extend both foraging and breeding habitat currently available in Pillar Point Marsh for project
area special species as well as provide a wider, protected movement corridor through the site,
specifically referencing the fencing incorporated into the wetlands restoration plan as problematic.
The revised Wellness Center site plan does not have a fire trail in the buffer zone and does not have fabric
covered gates for the fire trail. Please refer to Section III, Corrections and Additions in the FEIR. The
proposed project provides a restored wetlands and uplands restoration that provides cover and safety for
special species from predators. Currently, the special species have no such protection. The project
focuses the wildlife corridor to the culvert crossing under Airport Street. Also, refer to Response to
Comment 205-17.
Response to Comment 193-35
The commenter questions the difference in the 1994 Corps of Engineers delineation report and the 2007
Corps of Engineers delineation report.
The wetland delineation included as Appendix E of the DEIR (“An Analysis of the Geographic Extent of
Waters of the United States, Including Wetlands on the Big Wave Property” prepared by WSP Ecosystem
Science and Natural Resources Management, March 2008) was based on both the Federal Definition and
the LCP definition of wetlands. The WSP report and delineation, revised in March 2009, was based on
field surveys conducted in 2007, has been certified by the Corps and is the basis for the DEIR evaluation.
The Introduction of the DEIR references Appendix E of the DEIR, which includes the Biological Impact
Report prepared by Wetlands Research Associates in 2001 for a different project and the subsequent
Wetlands Delineation Report prepared by CAJA but not certified by the Corps of Engineers.
Appendix E of the DEIR references a 1994 map prepared by the Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) at the
request of San Mateo County as part of the County’s acquisition of the Pillar Point Marsh area. The map
is titled “Pillar Point Marsh, Half Moon Bay, CA., San Mateo County, Request for Sec. 404 Jurisdictional
(File No. 20375S20),” dated June 20, 1994. The map (attached in Section III.C of the FEIR as an
addition to Appendix E of the FEIR) shows the extent and location of Corps of Engineers’ jurisdiction on
this date, which indicates wetland areas over a large portion of the southern parcel (covering the west,
north and center of the parcel with a finger extending to Airport Street). A letter from the Army Corps of
Engineers, dated July 19, 1994, accompanies the map and states that this jurisdictional delineation will

expire in three years from the date of the letter. The 1994 wetland delineation prepared by ACOE expired
in 1997.
The three reports (as underlined above) are similar but vary slightly due to the interpretation of the three
necessary criteria for Federal Wetlands, the presence of hydric soils, the presence of hydrophytic
vegetation, and wetlands hydrology. The CAJA and WSP delineations identified the same acreage. WSP
wetlands are slightly to the south of CAJA. This slight variation between CAJA and WSP was due to the
18-inch deep furrows by the farmer for winter preparation before the CAJA field work. At the time of the
WSP field work, the field was level. The 1994 Corps delineation includes the areas similar to WSP and
CAJA but extends a “finger” to the east along the boundary of the mapped Dennison Creek soils. Neither
the CAJA nor the WSP identified this finger as part of the wetlands. The surface soils disturbed by
farming are between 12 and 18 inches thick. The hydric soils are the in situ soils below the disturbed
layer that show the continued presence of wetlands hydrology. WSP was the only report based on the
results of backhoe test pits, which were pitted below the disturbed layer to locate hydric soils. CAJA
used shovel pits that were 15 inches or less in depth. The backhoe pits at a depth of up to 4 feet are the
most accurate of the locators of hydric soils and is the basis of the certification by the Corps in 2007.
WSP excavated two soil pits within the wetland finger identifies in the 1994 report and did not find
hydric soils. The wetlands hydrology is provided by the backup of the drainage ditch from the airport and
matches the edge of the location of hydric soils by the WSP soil pits. Hydrophilic vegetation extended
beyond to the east of the hydric soils and wetlands hydrology by about 50 feet due to the low gradient of
the site and the presence of ground water. The edge of the hydrophytic vegetation as identified by WSP
demarcates the edge of the wetlands meeting the criteria of the Coastal Act and the LCP. Detailed aerial
photographic surveys and field surveys by a licensed surveyor show that the topographic features had not
changed between 2001 and 2007. Big Wave is providing a buffer of 100 feet from the edge of these
wetlands.
Also, refer to Topical Response 13, County Permit History.
The commenter accuses the applicant of disking, deep ripping, and importing excessive truckloads of soil
to destroy wetlands since 2006.
Refer to Topical Response 13, County Permit History.
The commenter states that LCP Policy 7.14 was not properly analyzed in the DEIR.
The sensitive habitats, as defined by this policy, are analyzed in depth throughout Section IV.D of the
DEIR and in the supporting documents of the DEIR. The analysis of project impacts to Federally and
State Protected Wetlands is included in Sections Impact BIO-3 and BIO-5 of the DEIR and in the
supporting documents referenced in these sections and found in Appendix E of the DEIR. Additional
information can be found in the 90% Design Report (included in Section III of the FEIR as an addition to
Appendix E of the DEIR).
The commenter states that the applicant destroyed wetlands prior to a site visit by the biologist.
The commenter identifies the April 27, 2008 letter from Dr. Fiedler as the basis of this comment. The
following are details from the letter and details from the WSP Delineation Report provided in Appendix
E. As stated in the letter, the original delineation was performed in November 2007. As required, the

applicant requested that the WSP biologists, including Dr. Lee and Dr. Fiedler, return to the site after the
heavy rains of January through March. WSP was invited by the applicant to observe the field and modify
the delineation report prior to the preparation of the field for spring planting. It was assumed that the
California Coastal Act hydrophitic vegetation parameters would be met farther to the east of the Federal
Delineation that was performed in November.2 On March 27, 2008, Dr. Fiedler met with Dan McLeod of
McLeod Engineering, the project surveyor (also listed in the letter), for the specific reasons to survey the
locations of the stakes marking the edge of the Coastal Act delineation. The location of the edge of the
hydrophitic plants were drawn on a map and staked in the field. McLeod Engineering transferred the
field locations on the map to his site plan. After this was done, Dr. Fiedler returned to observe the site
after the site was prepared for the spring planting. The locations of the hydrophitic plants is the boundary
of the State Wetlands Delineation. The wetlands delineation conforms closely to the CAJA delineation.
Dr. Fiedler further stated that she was able to verify the edge of the hydrophitic plants by identifying the
desiccated plant fragments that were present. The hydrophitic plants return every year in March, if the
conditions are suitable, in more or less the same location prior to the spring planting. .
Response to Comment 193-36
The commenter states that LCP Policy 7.15 was not properly analyzed in the DEIR.
Policy 7.15 (Designation of Wetlands) designates the Pillar Point Marsh as wetlands requiring protection.
As stated in Section D of the DEIR, a total of 0.74 acres (32,180 sq. ft.) of the site meets the Coastal Act
definition of wetlands. A portion of this total, 0.45 acres, is under Federal jurisdictional waters/wetlands
on the project site under the permit authority of the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACOE). Wetland
boundaries relative to the project site are shown on Figures III-2A and 2B of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 193-37
The commenter provides general information about LCP Policy 7.16.
Policy 7.16 (Permitted Uses in Wetlands) limits uses in wetland areas to nature education and research,
fish and wildlife management, among other uses. In addition to the existing wetlands (1.19-acres), the
applicant proposes to perform wetlands restoration on approximately 44% of the project sites. The
applicant proposes only uses associated with wetland restoration and monitoring within wetland areas.
The commenter notes that the DEIR states that the proposed uses within the restored wetlands would be
limited to allowable uses, but includes wetlands trails, a use not explicitly allowed by LCP 7.16
Policy 7.19 (Permitted Uses in Buffer Zones) limits uses within buffer zones to uses allowed within
wetlands, as well as public trails, scenic overlooks, and agricultural uses that produce no impact on the
adjacent wetlands. The Office Park trail will be constructed in the 100-foot buffer zones. The wetlands
trail on the Wellness Center parcel has been eliminated from the project.
Response to Comment 193-38

2

The three requirements to meet the Federal Definition is the presence of hydric soil, hydrophitic plants and
wetland hydrology.

The commenter states that LCP Policy 7.17 and performance standards of wetlands during and after
construction were omitted from any analysis or discussion in the DEIR.
LCP Policy 7.17 can be found on page IV.D-14 of the DEIR. Discussion can be found throughout
Section D of the DEIR, with conclusions found in Impact BIO-5 on page IV.D-99. The DEIR has over
300 pages of text analyzing, discussing the project compliances with various wetlands standards.
Specifically, the DEIR answers issues raised in LCP Policy 7.17 with Mitigation Measure BIO-1a (DEIR
pages IV.D-94 - IV.D-96).
Response to Comment 193-39
The commenter provides general information about LCP Policy 7.18. The commenter states that grading
within the 100-foot buffer zone exclusively for wetlands restoration and in accordance with the approved
wetlands restoration plan, is in conflict with the site plans that show additional uses within the 100-foot
buffer zone.
Refer to Response to Comment 193-37.
The commenter claims that the DEIR omits analysis and discussion of how planting uplands/coastal
scrub and riparian species rather than wetland species would maintain the functional capacity of the
wetland.
Please refer to 90% Design Report (included in Section III of the FEIR as an addition to Appendix E of
the DEIR) and the discussion in Section III of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 193-40
The commenter states that the applicant has proposed uses for the buffer zones that do not comply with
LCP Policy 7.19.
LCP Policy 7.19 (Permitted Uses in Buffer Zones) limits uses within buffer zones to uses allowed within
wetlands, as well as public trails, scenic overlooks, and agricultural uses that produce no impact on the
adjacent wetlands. As stated above, the trail is a permitted use within the wetland buffer zone. No
significant grading is required to construct this trail. The transformer and the fire road were taken out of
the buffer zone in the revised site plans in the FEIR. Stormwater complying with Provision C.3 of the
NPDES permit is stored in the parking lots and infiltrated. Temporary potting yards for the growing of
wetlands plants is an agricultural activity.
The commenter states that the DEIR does not include any analysis of the project’s compliance with LCP
Policy 7.19.
Please see previous discussion. More information on project consistency with LCP policies can be found
in Section IV.I (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 193-41
The commenter provides general information about LCP Policy 7.20. The commenter states that the
DEIR does not analyze LCP Policy 7.20 for the protection of groundwater resources for the Marsh.

Please refer to Response to Comment 193-23.
The commenter claims that recent farming activity has altered the extent of the wetland vegetation and
that the DEIR should analyze the impact of this activity on the biological productivity of the marsh.
Please refer to Response to Comment 193-35 for information regarding recent farming activity.
Regarding analysis of past farming activity on the Marsh, this is outside the purview of this CEQA
document.
The commenter states that the well proposed as a possible water source for the project is “an agricultural
well, installed in 1986, without receiving a Coastal Development Permit, or analysis of its impact upon
the marsh.”
Refer to Response to Comment 193-9.
The commenter states that the DEIR does not include discussion or analysis of the California Coastal
Commission’s conditions placed on Permit A-23-SMC-86-155A and that the project’s well was not
included in aquifer studies related to the issuance of the permit.
The correct permit number for Citizens Utility Company’s CDP is Permit A-3-SMC-86-155A. The
permit was issued by the California Coastal Commission to Citizens Utility Company and is only relevant
for wells used by the permit holder. Therefore, the groundwater extraction limit does not apply to the
project well. Regarding the Coastal Development Permit Application for the well, refer to Response to
Comment 193-9. Regarding well capacity, refer to Section IV.N.2 of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 193-42
The commenter states that LCP Policies 7.32 (Designation of Habitats of Rare and Endangered Species),
7.33 (Permitted Uses), 7.34 (Permit Conditions), 7.35 (Preservation of Critical Habitats), 7.43
(Designation of Habitats of Unique Species), 7.44 (Permitted Uses), 7.45 (Permit Conditions), and 7.46
(Preservation of Habitats) were not analyzed regarding protection of Species of Special Concern. The
commenter states that “construction activities as well as development of the site will alter the current
habitats that are in part adapted to agricultural use of the site.”
As stated on page IV.D-5, Species of special concern (CSC) are broadly defined as animals not listed
under the FESA or CESA, but which are nonetheless of concern to CDFG because they are declining at a
rate that could result in listing or historically occurred in low numbers and known threats to their
persistence currently exist. An analysis of the potential for occurrence for CSC and potential impact to
CSC is included in Table IV.D-2 of the DEIR. The DEIR studied the species listed by the commenter and
determined that the impacts of the project, as mitigated, to the habitat of these species is less than
significant, due to the lack of suitable habitat onsite to support special-status species.
The commenter states that the project would reduce habitat and foraging grounds for winter raptors and
this could be a significant impact.
Regarding migration and foraging of CSC, refer to section Impact BIO-4 of the DEIR and Response to
Comment 205-17.

The commenter claims that pile driving may cause significant impacts to species of concern.
Regarding noise and vibratory impacts to CSC from pile driving, the project does not include pile driving
(see Section III of the FEIR). Also, refer to 90% Design Report (included in Section III of the FEIR as an
addition to Appendix E of the DEIR) for details regarding the benefits of wetland restoration.
The commenter states that the project will reduce the habitat and migration areas for the California redlegged frog and the San Francisco garter snake, specifically citing “exclusion fencing” as a deterrent to
migration.
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a requires a biological monitor to survey the location for CRLF and SFGS and
coordinate with the CDFG and USFWS for the installation of exclusion fencing. As stated on page D-98
of the DEIR, no wildlife corridors or sensitive habitats will be affected as a result of the proposed project.
Impacts would be less than significant. Compliance with Mitigation Measure 4-a would further reduce
impacts to wildlife corridors or sensitive habitats.
The commenter states that geotechnical hazard mitigations have been left to future studies.
Mitigation measures addressing anticipated geologic hazards are often structural and, as such, are not
normally considered in the CEQA process. These measures are incorporated into the structural plans for
a structure, and are reviewed by the County Geotechnical Section at the building permit application
stage. Any other mitigating measures, such as deflection berms or retaining walls, are incorporated into
the grading plan.
Response to Comment 193-43
The commenter states that LCP Policy 8.1 (Definition of Landforms) was not analyzed in the DEIR.
LCP Policy 8.1 (Definition of Landforms) defines landforms as natural topographic and landscape
features which include, but are not restricted to, ridgelines, hillsides, canyons, coastal terraces, headlands,
mountains, rock outcroppings, hills, cliffs and bluffs, sand dunes, beaches, wetlands, estuaries, streams,
and arroyos. As discussed in the Aesthetics Section of the DEIR, the project would not result in any
significant impacts to public views or scenic vistas, scenic resources, or the existing character or quality
of the site and its surroundings. The DEIR discusses and analyzes the project’s impact on ridgelines,
hills, mountains, the marsh, and the drainage swale in AES-1, Section IV.A. The DEIR discusses and
analyzes the project’s impacts on trees and rock outcroppings in AES-2, Section IV.A. The DEIR
discusses and analyzes the project’s impacts on the wetlands and the marsh (Fitzgerald Marine Reserve)
throughout the document, especially in Section IV.D and Appendix E.
As discussed in the DEIR, new lighting sources, such as outdoor street lighting, security lighting, indoor
lighting, and light generated by vehicle headlights, may create new sources of substantial light or glare
which may adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure
AES-4, which requires Planning Department review and approval of a detailed lighting plan, as well as
glass and other potentially reflective exterior building materials, would reduce this impact to a less than
significant level. More information on project consistency with LCP policies can be found in Section
IV.I (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 193-44

The commenter provides general information about LCP Policy 8.5. The commenter states that LCP
Policy 8.5 was not analyzed in the DEIR.
LCP Policy 8.5 is included on page IV.A-11 and analyzed in Section IV.A of the DEIR. The project is
consistent with Policy 8.5 in that the visual impacts have been minimized to the point that the DEIR
analysis found them to be less than significant. More information on project consistency with LCP
policies can be found in Section IV.I (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR.
The commenter takes issue with various aspects of the visual simulations in the DEIR.
Regarding the vantage point of the property, the DEIR contains adequate visual and narrative description
of post-construction views of the site from this viewpoint. Please refer to Topical Response 7, Visual
Simulations of the Proposed Project, regarding the methodology used to create the visual simulations.
The commenter discusses story poles.
Refer to Topical Response 1, Story Poles.
The commenter claims that the visual and aesthetic impacts of the project have yet to be fully disclosed.
Refer to the discussion and analysis of visual and aesthetic impacts in Section IV. A of the DEIR and
Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations of the Proposed Project.
The Comment states that the “North Trail” references in the DEIR are misnamed.
The commenter is correct regarding the naming of this trail. The North Trail should be distinguished
between the trail on the Big Wave property and the trail north of the Pillar Ridge homes on the POST
Property.
Response to Comment 193-45
The commenter provides general information about LCP Policy 8.6 and notes that the DEIR analyzed this
policy and found the project to be consistent. The commenter states that there is no analysis in the DEIR
about how the proposed commercial buildings may affect the visual quality of the riparian habitat located
between the two sites nor the riparian and wetlands to the south.
LCP Policy 8.6 is included on page IV.A-12 and analyzed in Section IV.A of the DEIR. The project
complies with this policy by proposing a 100-foot buffer around the existing culvert and delineated
wetlands, adding wetland area through restoration and enhances their visual appearance significantly with
restoration plan (see 90% Design Report) and retaining on-site wetlands. Also, visual simulations
provided in the DEIR provide post-construction views of the project sites including the wetlands and
drainage swale. The visual impacts were evaluated and determined to be less than significant (page IV.A30 of the DEIR).
Response to Comment 193-46

The commenter provides general information about LCP Policy 8.10 and notes that the DEIR finds the
project to be consistent. The commenter disagrees with the types of trees chosen to be in the wetlands
restoration plan.
The planting plan prepared by an ecologist and biologist at WSP, has been revised and is included in the
90% Design Report. The functionality of the plan, which still includes the tree species the commenter
believes are inappropriate in this environment, is discussed in the 90% Design Report. Section III of the
FEIR, under revision to page III-47 of the DEIR, shows the project will include trees that will block the
views of the buildings but will be maintained so as to not block the sun to the single-story homes on the
northern side. Also, refer to Response to Comment 185-13.
Response to Comment 193-47
The commenter states that LCP Policy 8.12 was not analyzed in Table IV.I-1 of the DEIR and that other
views along the misnamed “North Trail” should be analyzed for view blockage from the proposed trees.
LCP Policy 8.12 and policies of the Community Design Manual are included on page IV.A-13 and pages
IV.A-15 and 16 of the DEIR, respectively. The DEIR analyzed the visual impacts of the proposed
development, including landscaping immediately after construction and 15-years after construction
(Figure IV.A-7 of the DEIR), from one representative viewpoint along the “North Trail” and determined
that the visual impacts of the project were consistent with the LCP and were less than significant.
Response to Comment 193-48
The commenter provides general information about LCP Policy 8.13 and states that the DEIR does not
analyze the project’s conformance with it.
LCP Policy 8.13 and policies of the Community Design Manual are included on page IV.A-13 and pages
IV.A-15 and 16 of the DEIR, respectively. LCP Policy 8.13 (Special Design Guidelines for Coastal
Communities) applies special design guidelines to supplement the design criteria in the Community
Design Manual. For the Princeton-by-the-Sea area, the policy calls for commercial development to
reflect the nautical character of the harbor setting, utilize wood or shingle siding, employ natural or sea
colors, and use pitched roofs. For industrial development, the policy calls for buildings to utilize
architectural detailing, subdued colors, textured building materials, and landscaping to add visual interest
and soften the harsh lines of standard or stock building forms normally used in industrial districts.
Wellness Center buildings comply with this policy by incorporating wood siding elements, use of natural
colors, roof line variation and articulation. The Office Park complies with this policy by utilizing
architectural detailing, subdued colors and landscaping. As stated in the DEIR, the project would be
subject to Design Review by the County’s Coastside Design Review Officer. Recommended Mitigation
Measure LU-4 requires the applicant to comply with the recommendations of the County’s Coastside
Design Review Officer to implement changes to the Office Park buildings to improve building
conformance with applicable policies of the LCP and the Community Design Manual, prior to the project
approval by the Planning Commission. For the purpose of CEQA, the project design is in substantial
conformance with applicable policies of the County LCP.
Response to Comment 193-49

The commenter states that LCP Policies 8.16, 8.19, 8.20, and 8.21 do not apply to this project and should
be removed from the DEIR.
This analysis has been removed. Please refer to Section III of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 193-50
The commenter refers to LCP Policy 9.1 (Definition of Hazard Areas) and states that the DEIR does not
analyze project consistency with this policy. The commenter alleges that the project site is located on
land adjacent to the Seal Cove-San Gregorio Fault zone, and is subject to dangers from liquefaction and
other severe seismic impacts, flooding, and tsunamis.
See Response to Comment 193-51.
Response to Comment 193-51 and 193-52
The commenter refers to LCP Policy 9.2 (Designation of Hazard Areas). The commenter quotes the
Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map as suggesting trenching and a setback from the active San Gregorio
Fault and Seal Cove fault. The commenter states that no trenching or subsurface exploration has been
performed to evaluate the potential fault traces that may cross the property. The commenter states that
DEIR inexplicably concludes that Impact GEO-1 and GEO-2 are less than significant. Regarding
liquefaction and ground settlement hazards, the commenter states that project defers the determination of
Mitigation Measures GEO-3a, GEO-3b, and GEO-4 to future studies and additional subsurface
exploration.
The commenter states that Impact GEO-5 discusses the post-development increase of runoff by 80
percent. The commenter states that Impact GEO-5, Impact GEO-6 and Impact GEO-7 discuss the
impervious near-surface soil; the commenter questions the ability of the pervious pavement to drain
adequately and states that Mitigation Measure GEO-7 defers necessary studies into the future.
The geotechnical consultant who prepared the geology study did a comprehensive literature review and
did aerial photograph interpretation. They also did correlation of subsurface materials exposed in the
borings, which cover the entire site. These are the methods used by geologists to determine areas of
potential faulting. This is the industry standard of practice. Trenching across areas where there is no
indication of faulting is not normally done, and is not required by the County. Trenching outside the
Alquist-Priolo special studies zones is not required by the State of California.
Seismic effects are divided into two types; primary and secondary. Primary effects are fault rupture and
ground shaking. Secondary effects are those that are the result of seismic vibrations in the ground and in
water. Fault rupture is limited to a narrow zone along a fault trace, while secondary effects can have
broader impact, depending upon the nature of the materials involved and the configuration of the ground
surface.
When the report states that the project is feasible from a geotechnical standpoint, they are saying that
whatever hazards have been identified can, in their opinion, be mitigated to acceptable standards. County
review at the grading and building permit stages will verify that the mitigation measures proposed are
appropriate for the identified hazards.

The DEIR contains very detailed descriptions of possible mitigating measures. Precise details of how
these measures will be implemented can only be produced on the basis of the final grading and structural
plans.
This also goes for drainage plans, which must be submitted as part of the grading permit application.
The commenter again states that the engineering design studies have been deferred, and that it cannot be
concluded that such features as the rain gardens, stormwater retention ponds, and the infiltration systems
would adequately function during wet weather.
As discussed in Section III of the FEIR, septic drainfields have been eliminated from the proposal. The
water recycling/wastewater system is not dependant on percolation. Treated wastewater will be used for
toilet flushing, solar panel and surface washing and landscape irrigation. Excess wastewater will be
discharged into the GSD sanitary system.
In addition, the requirements of Mitigation Measure GEO-7 (as discussed previously), Mitigation
Measure HYDRO-4 requires the applicant to submit a drainage report and plans to the County that
identify the drainage pathways and the extent of any off-site drainage that flows on-site. A drainage plan
is provided in the DEIR in Figures III-9 and III-16. In requiring the preparation of a drainage report and
plan to the County, the mitigation measure applies performance standards (required drainage plan
compliance with the County’s Drainage Policy and NPDES requirements, as stated in Response to
Comment 185-32), thereby mitigating any potential impacts from project-related runoff. The adequacy of
the proposed drainage system to meet these requirements will be verified in the permit process.
Response to Comment 193-53
The commenter states that LCP Policy 9.9 requires that the development located within flood hazard
areas employ standards in the Building and Subdivision Regulations.
LCP Policy 9.9 requires development located within flood hazard areas to comply with Chapter 35.5 of
the San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Sections 8131, 8132 and 8133 of Chapter 2 and Section 8309 of
Chapter 4, Division VII (Building Regulations), and applicable Subdivision Regulations. These
regulations apply to flood hazard areas as designated by Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), as published
by FEMA. FIRMs as they related to the project sites are analyzed in depth throughout Section IV.H of
the DEIR. As discussed on page IV.H-28 of the DEIR, the special flood hazard area for Pillar Point
Marsh, including the project sites, is approximately delineated as detailed analyses are not performed for
such areas. However, FEMA has authorized the removal of the project parcels from the floodplain in a
2005 Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA).
Also, the project will be required to comply with all current building and subdivision regulations. As
stated in Section III of the FEIR, first floor elevations of Wellness Center Buildings were raised from 18
feet to 20 feet NGVD, which is above the estimated maximum elevations of a 100-year flood event, sea
level rise and the peak tsunami inundation.3 The proposed heights of the buildings and rooftop structures
3

Project elevations are based on a Base Flood Elevation (BFE) of 8.5 feet NGVD, (refer to pages IV.H-17 and 18 and Figure
IV.H-6 of the DEIR), a maximum recorded wave run-up elevation of 14.35 feet NGVD in 273 years, and a highest projected sea
level rise over the next century of 5 feet from the current mean high tide. (Currently, mean high tide is at 3.49 feet NGVD).
Project elevations are over 5 feet above the highest of these levels (tsunami at 14.35 feet NGVD).

from natural grade will remain the same. Office Park first floor elevations remain the same at 21 and 22
feet. Project elevations are over 5 feet above the highest of these levels (tsunami at 14.35 feet NGVD).
Response to Comment 193-54
The commenter states that the project has not provided site specific geotechnical studies. The commenter
states that project compliance analysis is deferred to future studies.
Site specific studies are provided in Appendix F of the DEIR and these studies are adequate to establish
that the proposed mitigation is feasible. Refer to Response to Comments 193-51 and 52, above.
Response to Comment 193-55
The commenter states that, according to LCP Policy 10.1, the project should be required to provide
shoreline access.
LCP Policy 10.1 (Permit Conditions for Shoreline Access) requires some provision for shoreline access as
a condition of granting development permits for any public or private development permits (except as
exempted by Policy 10.2) between the sea and the nearest road. The development would be located
between the sea and the nearest road. As described in the DEIR, the applicant proposes a multiple use
trail (accommodates pedestrians and bicycles) within the front of the property that will run along the
right-of-way to the southern edge of the Pillar Ridge Mobile Home Park. More information on project
consistency with LCP policies can be found in Response to Comment 193-18.
The commenter states that overflow parking from the Office Park will spill over to the trailhead parking.
Regarding the impacts of the proposed parking exception, refer to Response to Comment 193-26.
The commenter states that eight feet is not wide enough for a sidewalk.
The project is proposing a 10-foot, Class I trail as a sidewalk (see Section III of the FEIR). There
currently is no walkway along this stretch of roadway. The proposed sidewalk will improve pedestrian
access to Princeton and the trail north of Pillar Ridge.
The commenter asks where bicycles will travel and suggests the installation of K-rails along the narrow
stretch at the drainage crossing.
Bicycles currently utilize the roadway. Class I multipurpose trails, like the one proposed by the applicant,
would be designed to incorporated bike usage. K-rails or comparable pedestrian/bicycle safety measures
will be installed as required by the County Department of Public Works.
Response to Comment 193-56
The commenter requests am analysis of the project’s conformity with LCP Policy 12.3
LCP 12.3 calls for the County to encourage boating and fishing related uses within one-half mile of the
Pillar Point Harbor Area on lands designated as General Industrial. The proposed uses at the Office Park
(general office, research and development, storage, and manufacturing) may include such industries.

More information on project consistency with LCP policies can be found in Section IV.I (Land Use and
Planning) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 193-57
The commenter states that the DEIR is inconsistent with the LCP Water Utilities Map because Montara
Water and Sanitary District is not listed as the service district for water utilities.
For information regarding utility district boundaries, please refer to Response to Comment 193-7.
Response to Comment 193-58
The commenter summarizes the content of her letter and states that the DEIR should be revised and
recirculated.
Please refer to Topical Response 6, Recirculation of the DEIR.
Response to Comments in Attachments to Comment Letter 193
193-Attachment 1 (Big Wave DEIR, Presentation for San Mateo County Planning Commission,
November 18, 2009 (including comments at the session):
Refer to Response to Comments from the TRANSCRIPT OF THE NOVEMBER 18, 2009 PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING AND RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED included in Section II.C of
the FEIR.
193-Attachment 2 (Letter of Addendum to the Report: Geographic Extent of Waters of the U.S.
dated April 24, 2008):
Letter provided as a reference to Comment 193-35. See Response to Comment 193-35.
193-Attachment 3 (Comments on the DEIR Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park Project by
Alice Chang Kaufman):
Response to Comment 193-3-1
The commenter provides an introduction to ensuing statements.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA. *
Response to Comment 193-3-2
The commenter quotes information provided in the DEIR regarding what potential obstructions to air
navigation the FAA considers hazards.
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

The comment is noted. Also, refer to Response to Comment 192-3, regarding the FAA’s Form 7460-1,
“Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration”, as required by the FAA’s Part 77. The heights of the
proposed buildings would not penetrate the height limits for transitional surfaces of the FAR 77
imaginary surfaces for the Half Moon Bay Airport.
The applicant states that the proposed communications building, storage building, and Wellness Center
are not allowed uses in the APZ, as defined by the San Mateo County Comprehensive Airport Land Use
Plan.
The commenter references Table III.-3, Safety/Land Use Compatibility Criteria, of the San Mateo County
Comprehensive Airport Land Use Plan (CALUP). The table identifies “Communications” and
“Manufacturing” uses as being compatible within the APZ zone. While “storage” is not specifically
listed as a compatible use, storage uses are generally associated with specifically enumerated uses.
Storage uses are compatible with the purpose of the compatibility criteria as stated in the CALUP, which
is to minimize the risks associated with potential aircraft accidents, as they involve little to no occupancy
of building. The proposed storage and communications uses comply Section 6288.2 (Uses Permitted) of
the Airport Overlay (AO) Zoning District, which states that “all uses permitted by the underlying district
shall be permitted in the A-O District except residential or uses with more than three (3) persons
occupying the site at any one time. Permitted uses shall be subject to a use permit.” The applicant has
submitted an application for a Use Permit for the proposed uses. The Wellness Center’s residential uses
are not located within the APZ or AO Zone.
Response to Comment 193-3-3
Refer to Response to Comment 193-3-2.
Response to Comment 193-3-4
All development would be subject to FAA’s Part 77, which evaluates proposed construction or alternation
near an airport. For more information, refer to Response to Comment 192-2.
Response to Comment 193-3-5
As described in the DEIR, the potential for a wind tunnel effect was identified at an Airport Land Use
Committee (ALUC) meeting during the preparation of the DEIR. The discussion specifically focused on
effects from winds generated from the west (Pacific Ocean). As the Pillar Ridge Mountains are located
west of the project site and currently block winds to the site, any tunnel effect would be minimal at this
location.
Response to Comment 193-3-6
As stated in Topical Response 14, Location of Project Near Half Moon Bay Airport, in the FEIR, without
implementation Mitigation Measure HAZ-3, Impact HAZ-3 on page IV.G-25 states that the project would
result in a less-than-significant impact associated with airport safety hazards to people residing or
working in the area of a public airport. Required mitigation ensures compatibility of proposed residential
uses and airport operations through the recordation of the easement, the property owner grants a right to
subject the property to noise, vibration, fumes, dust, and fuel particle emissions associated with normal
airport activity.

Response to Comment 193-3-7
As stated by the commenter, the project site is within a Community At Risk Zone and must meet certain
standards of construction to minimize wildfire risk. As required by the County, construction details will
be submitted by the applicant to the County Building Inspection Section and Coastside County Fire
Protection District and reviewed by these agencies to ensure compliance with the appropriate standards of
construction. This level of review typically occurs at the building permit stage and is technical in nature.
Therefore, the level of analysis in the DEIR is adequate for the purpose of CEQA,
Response to Comment 193-3-8
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA. *
Response to Comment 193-3-9
Impact HAZ-1 of the DEIR analyses the potential for accidental wastewater and recycled water discharge
and states that the applicant’s purple pipe system, standard implementation of a spill response program,
and compliance with State and local regulations would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. In
addition, Topical Response 15, Potable and Recycled Water Demand, of the FEIR provides additional
information regarding connection to GSD for emergency discharge and on-site storage of recycled water.
Response to Comment 193-3-10
TCE and PCE are volatile organic solvents that are removed from water by aeration, absorption, and
biological removal in the slow sand filter proposed for the project. The slow sand filter is designed for
nitrate removal. As stated on page IV.N-26 of the DEIR, drinking water standards are enforced by the
California Department of Public Health.
Response to Comment 193-3-11
The County’s Environmental Health Division has stated that approval of the existing 20-foot well seal is
possible, subject to the review and approval of Environmental Health. The well would be considered a
surface water system, subject to water treatment requirements. See Response to Comment 193-3-10 for
water treatment details.
Response to Comment 193-3-12
Location of the project near sources of substantial levels of air pollutants is discussed on page IV.C-23,
under the Air Quality section of the DEIR. Please refer to Response to Comment 176-5 regarding the
regulation of hazardous materials by the County’s Environmental Health Division.
Response to Comment 193-3-13
The commenter provides closing statements. No response is required by CEQA. *
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Comment Letter No. 194

194-1

194-2

194-3

Response to Comment Letter 194
Ellen James
Response to Comment 194-1
Commenter expresses general concerns over the project’s visual impact and lack of story poles.
The issues summarized in this comment are similar to issues identified by Comment Letter 103. Please
refer to Response to Comment Letter 103. Regarding story poles, refer to Topical Response 1, Story
Poles.
Response to Comment 194-2
Commenter expresses concern over the Energy portion of the DEIR (Section IV.N, part 4), particularly
the use for cogeneration of a 600 kw natural gas generator for peak load shaving, which commenter
opines will need to operate at full load to operate efficiently. Commenter expresses concern over the use
of natural gas powered fuel cells for communications backup, which commenter states is not a renewable
energy source. Commenter states that peak load shaving is used to save money, not energy. Commenter
states that the proposed consumption of 979,637 cubic feet per month of natural gas is outrageous and
wasteful.
Refer to Section III of the FEIR for a clarification of energy consumption. The 600 kw generator is a
backup unit as stated on page III-58. Primary electrical power is from solar and wind as stated on pages
III-57 and III-58 of the DEIR.
Commenter opines that the plan representing its employment of renewable energy is dishonest and
misleading.
This conclusion is based on the incorrect assumption that the generator will be used continuously as a
peak shaving unit and not as an emergency generator as discussed on page III-58 of the DEIR. Pages III57 and III-58 of the DEIR state that the primary power will be generated by wind and solar.
Response to Comment 194-3
Commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate and full of errors.
The commenter states the DEIR is inadequate but does not provide any evidence, data or references
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of
this assertion. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect is not considered significant in the
absence of substantial evidence. Therefore, no further response is required pursuant to CEQA.
Commenter states that the DEIR leaves mitigation measures to be based on future studies, which is not
permitted under CEQA.
Please refer to Topical Response 4, Deferral of Mitigation Measures, in the FEIR.

Comment Letter No. 195

195-1

195-2

195-3

195-3

195-4

195-5

195-6

Response to Comment Letter 195
Jack Sutton
Response to Comment 195-1
Commenter introduces that he lives in Pillar Ridge and although he supports the letter written by the
Pillar Ridge Homeowners Association, he wants to include extra points that he thinks are important.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA. ∗
Response to Comment 195-2
Commenter states that the visualizations are wrong for the buildings. Commenter also states that story
poles should be mandated.
Regarding the comment about story poles, please refer to Topical Response 1, Story Poles, of the FEIR.
Regarding the comment that the visual simulations of the DEIR are wrong, please refer to Topical
Response 7, Visual Simulations, and Response to Comment 53-3.
Response to Comment 195-3
Commenter expresses concern regarding construction impacts, including noise from pile driving, trucks,
and equipment as well as air pollution and traffic congestion.
The applicant has selected a drilled pier foundation in compliance with Mitigation Measure NOISE-1. No
pile driving would occur during project construction. Potential noise, air pollution, and traffic congestion
impacts are discussed in the DEIR. Additional traffic impact discussion is included under Topical
Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts, of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 195-4
Commenter states concern for the traffic where car congestion would increase.
Project-related traffic impacts on local streets and intersections have been evaluated in Section IV.M
(Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR. As provided under subheading “Project Impacts and Mitigation
Measures,” beginning on page IV.M-23 of Section IV.M of the DEIR, traffic impacts associated with the
proposed project would be less than significant with mitigation.
Refer to Section IV.M
(Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR, and Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts, of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 195-5
Commenter shows concern for the water supply and sewage disposal.

∗

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Please refer to Response to Comments 193-6, 193-10 and 193-11 for information about the water well on
the site. Refer to Response to Comments 193-12 and 193-12 about the disposal of wastewater.
Additionally, please refer to the clarification of water and wastewater options in Section III.A of the FEIR
and Section IV.N (Utilities) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 195-6
Commenter states that Pillar Point Marsh should be protected and left undeveloped, as the proposed
development would impact the marsh.
Refer to Response to Comments 185-32 and 8-2.

Comment Letter No. 196

"Ovalle, Joe" <Ovalle.J@monet.k12.ca.us> 12/23/2009 9:44 AM
To Whom It May Concern:
I am deeply troubled by the proposed “Big Wave Project!” I have been    and 
g the
coastal area where this project is to be built for over 45 years and it will only have a nega ve impact in
an area that can ill d to be subject to. I am begging you to remove this project from any further
considera on.
Sincerely,
Joe Ovalle
High School English Teacher
Varsity Girls Basketball Coach
Lifelong

196-1

Response to Comment Letter 196
Jack Ovalle
Response to Comment 196-1
The commenter states his relationship with the coast and states opinion that the project will have a
negative impact on the area. The commenter asks that the project be removed from consideration.
This comment does not identify a significant environmental issue or state a specific concern or question
regarding the analysis contained in the DEIR. ∗

∗

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Comment Letter No. 197

December 21, 2009
Camille Leung, Planner
San Mateo County Planning Department
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
Re: Big Wave Project Draft Environmental Impact Report

(DEIR)

Dear Camille Leung,
Recently the proposed “Big Wave” development project bordering the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve
and wetlands in Princeton came to our organization’s attention. Our mission is dedicated to
protecting and preserving the coastal environment, and with this letter we express our strong
opposition to the Big Wave Project and its DEIR. Although we support the needs of the
developmentally disabled, we feel the project is fundamentally flawed for the following reasons:
-

-

-

Threat to wetlands & riparian habitat: this project immediately borders the Pillar
Point Marsh and Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, an internationally-significant natural habitat
for coastal mammals, migrating birds and other species. Some of these protected
wetlands and riparian habitat overflows onto the “Big Wave” property and is not
protected, but construction will destroy it. Proposed wetlands mitigation by the owners of
the property may create artificially enhanced habitat elsewhere but does nothing to
prevent the loss of important habitat and wetlands on the property. Furthermore, wetlands
restoration and mitigation would not be done until after all construction in the phased
development is complete, allowing storm water runoff to carry pollutants directly into
Pillar Point Marsh.
Loss of agricultural lands: the proposed construction site is prime agricultural lands
and the project would transform all available land into the development of buildings,
paved and manicured areas, thus forever losing its valuable agricultural features.
Water & sewage: there is no guaranteed source of water nor disposal of sewage for the
site; in light of recent (December 2009) decisions by the California Coastal Commission
to prohibit on-site wells and further limit construction in San Mateo County, the Big
Wave development project does not fit with future projections of regional sustainable
development and growth.

Sincerely,
Josh Berry
Environmental Director
Save The Waves Coalition

3500 Coast Highway

Davenport, CA

95017

USA

831.426.6169

197-2

197-3

197-4

197-5

We encourage you to reject the proposed Big Wave development project.

PO Box 183

197-1

www.savethewaves.org

Response to Comment Letter 197
Save the Waves Coalition
Response to Comment 197-1
Commenter introduces Save the Waves Coalition and their own personal support for individuals that are
developmentally disabled but states opinion that the project is flawed.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA. *
Response to Comment 197-2
Commenter states that the wetlands should be protected before the project construction begins.
The Corps and California Coastal Commission wetland delineation is illustrated in Figure IV.D-2 of the
DEIR. Proposed wetland restoration of this area and areas of the project site are described in the DEIR
and clarified in the FEIR. As discussed in the FEIR, wetlands restoration will be phased, with some
amount of restoration with every building permit. Refer to Response to Comment 185-32.
Response to Comment 197-3
Commenter states that building on this site would mean the loss of prime agricultural land.
Refer to Response to Comment 193-17.
Response to Comment 197-4
Commenter shows concern for the source of water and how wastewater and sewage will be disposed of.
Please refer to Response to Comments 193-6, 193-10, and 193-11 for information about the water well on
the site. Refer to Response to Comments 193-12 and 193-13 about the disposal of wastewater. Refer to
Section III of this FEIR for clarification of water supply and wastewater disposal options.
Response to Comment 197-5
Commenter concludes that, in their opinion, the project would be rejected.
This comment is an expression of personal opinion.*

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Comment Letter No. 198

December 22, 2009
San Mateo Co. P lanning Dept.
Attn: Camille L eung, P lanner
455 County C enter, 2 nd F loor
R edwood City, CA 94063

Subject:

B ig W ave Pr oject Dr aft E nvir onmental I mpact R eport (DE IR )

As a resident of Pillar R idge and neighbor of the proposed Project, I am writing in support of the
comments submitted by the Pillar R idge Homeowners Association.
I support meeting the needs of the developmentally disabled, but I must take exception to many
of the assumptions in the DE IR . Included among these are assumptions regarding the mitigating
factors impacts associated with the following:
V isuals and A esthetics I mpact
Water S ources and S ewage I mpact
Construction Phase I mpact
Project Development T ime I mpact
Wildlife I mpact
T raffic I mpact

198-1

A mong the more serious of these is T raffic I mpact. A careful reading of the DE IR leads one to
believe that much of the study was based on "paper research," with very little field work,
particularly where T raffic I mpact is concerned.
A major issue in the current project proposal is access to the site from Highway One, limited to
two inadequate routes.
Cypress-- a narrow road with ditches on either side that make it difficult for cars passing in
opposite directions to clear.
Capistrano--leading through the Harbor and into the maze of narrow, and in some cases unpaved
streets through the Princeton waterfront.
A look at the size of the proposed project is enough to inform one that a very large increase in
traffic will occur on routes never designed to accommodate such flow, with no real mitigations in
the DE IR .
Under current conditions, turning left onto Highway One from C ypress is dangerous with drivers
often pulli ng out into traffic and forcing on coming drivers to slow down. With an industrial
park's load of traffic attempting this on a daily basis, bloodshed is certain.
A irport R oad has a 35 MPH speed limit due to the lack of paved shoulders. E ven so, cars
regularly travel it at 50 MPH or greater, posing danger to pedestrians who must walk on the
highway in wet conditions, plus bicyclists. Currently automobile traffic on A irport is light, but
even so, one notices the painted X s on the road where people have been struck and kill ed. With
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198-2

hundreds of cars hurrying to work or to errands or home, it is reasonable to conclude there will be
a large increase in make-shift memorials along the route.

198-2

With no turning lights on Highway One at Cypress, it is inevitable that cars will back up in both
directions waiting to turn. T his will lead drivers to attempt avoiding the backup by taking the
Capistrano, Princeton Harbor route. T hose of us who live in the area are familiar with the
congestion created in this area by even a small event at the airport or harbor. T his snarl will
became a feature of daily life in perpetuity. More serious however, is the impact to emergency
access in the event of a fire, and to escape routes in the event of an earthquake or tsunami. T he
area is directly on top of a fault and in a documented tsunami zone, and in such an event will
certainly become a death trap, like the narrow roads in the Oakland Hills F ire.

198-3

In my view, approving this project without provisions for the above concerns would be, at best,
irresponsible.

198-4

Sincerely,

K evin L . Cooke
111 Derecho L n.
Moss B each, CA 94038
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Response to Comment Letter 198
Kevin Cooke
Response to Comment 198-1
Commenter states support of the comments submitted by the Pillar Ridge Homeowners Association. The
commenter takes exception with assumptions made in the analysis of various impacts in the DEIR.
This comment does not give specific details regarding how the analysis contained in the DEIR is
inadequate. Refer to response to Comment Letter 185 from the Pillar Ridge Homeowners Association.
Response to Comment 198-2
Commenter states concern about project-related traffic impacts on streets that are currently dangerous.
Regarding potential project traffic impacts, please refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking
Impacts, of the FEIR, which also contains revised traffic mitigations. Regarding hazards to pedestrians
and bicyclists, refer to Response to Comment 185-49.
Response to Comment 198-3
Commenter states concern that project traffic will impact emergency evacuation routes in the event of a
tsunami or earthquake.
Regarding project evacuation procedures, please refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards, in the
FEIR. Regarding project impact to evacuation routes, please refer to Response to Comment 56-7.
Response to Comment 198-4
Commenter states a concluding statement about how he opposes the project.
The commenter provides closing statements. No response is required by CEQA. *

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Comment Letter No. 199

December 23, 2009
San Mateo Co. Planning Dept.
Attn: Camille Leung, Planner
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
cleung@co.sanmateo.ca.us
RE: Big Wave Project DEIR
After reviewing much of the DEIR, I am concerned and perplexed at the assessments given
to nearly all the affected areas contained in the report as “not significant” after mitigation.
The impact of construction at this site should and cannot be underestimated. I am
concerned primarily with 4 areas:
-

199-1

Effect on wildlife and the coastside environment
Drainage
Impact on sourcing water resources and waste water treatment
Traffic

As a resident of the Seal Cove neighborhood south of the Moss Beach Distillery, I can attest
to the traffic congestion that currently occurs at Cypress Avenue and Route 1 during peak
commute and school hours during the week and that which occurs on the weekends when
visitors come to the coastside. The effect of adding over 2000 daily drivers to Airport Road
would overwhelm the traffic capacity of both Cypress Avenue and the Princeton Harbor
area. Adding a signal to the intersection of Highway 1 and Cypress Avenue, without other
major road improvements in the immediate corridors to this route would NOT mitigate the
congestion that is certain to cause immense traffic backups in the vicinity.

199-2

I also question what seems to be a violation of the land use code for the site of this project.
The Wellness Center parcel is zoned “W”, marine-related light industrial. A purpose of the
Waterfront zoning is to “protect the functional and economic viability of the working
waterfront area by restricting incompatible land uses”. In addition, since this area is near
sea level elevation, the effect of a tsunami would be disastrous.

199-3

Failure to adequately address all these factors regarding a decision that allows the project
to be built on this location would be regarded in hindsight as shortsighted.

199-4

Sincerely,

Leslie O’Brien
75 Precita Ave.
Moss Beach, CA 94038
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Response to Comment Letter 199
Susan Hanagan
Response to Comment 199-1
Regarding faults, please reference Response to Comment 100-2. Regarding the size of the project and its
consistency with LCP policies applicable to design and scale, refer to Response to Comment 213-19.

Comment Letter No. 200

"Merrill Bobele" <MLBobele@comcast.net> 12/23/2009 9:01 PM >>>
December 23, 2009
Camille Leung
Project Planner
County of San Mateo
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Big Wave Wellness Center and
Oﬃce Park
I am writing this letter of comments as a parent of a developmentally disabled (DD) adult
daughter. Although I am an active member of the Loma Prieta Chapter of the Sierra Club and
Co-Chair of the Coastal Issues Committee, these are my personal comments. The
environmental issues concerning the DEIR for the Big Wave (BW) Project have been and are
adequately being discussed by others.
It is important for the Planning Department Staﬀ, the Planning Commissioners, and the Board
of Supervisors to hear a point of view which thus far has not been given adequate time in the
public hearings. Not only am I a parent with 45 years experience raising a DD child, but also a
trained professional with the experience of an entire career working with the developmentally
disabled and agencies associated with the DD population. You have only heard from Big Wave
parents who have legitimate concerns, if not fears, about their DD child's future. The fact that
you have repeatedly heard "what will happen to my child when I die" should make the point.
Their fear should also apply to what happens to their child if the Big Wave Project fails in the
future. Although these fears and concerns are genuine, it is not a reason to approve a very
seriously ﬂawed Big Wave Project.
I shall outline why the DEIR prepared for the Big Wave Project not only fails to establish that
there are "no signiﬁcant environmental impacts", but also fails to adequately describe the
Project Plan. The Wellness Center/Sanitarium is not a best practices or currently accepted
model of integrating housing and services for the developmentally disabled in existing
communities. It is crucial to recognize that the existence of many environmental impacts,
which have not been mitigated by the DEIR are also related and/or connected to the success of
the Wellness Center and therefor its very reason for existence, hence the Big Wave Project
itself. In other words, if the Big Wave Project has fatal ﬂaws, the Wellness Center, which
includes housing, will not be able provide the purpose which the developer claims. If this is so,
the entire project should not be approved, or at the very least a new DEIR should be required
which addresses all the issues identiﬁed by other persons or groups' comments.
As a former member of the Golden Gate Regional Center (GGRC) Board of Trustees and Chair of
the Client Services Committee, I know that the accepted model for providing housing for the DD
population is in the community in small group homes. Although a few large residential settings
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still exist, they are the exception. I also, know that the shortage of housing for the DD in San
Mateo County was a problem which my wife and I faced and is still true today. It also should be
pointed out that the situation is not unique to San Mateo County or only the Coastside -- other
San Mateo County communities do not have housing for the DD population. I do not know the
exact number of the 4,000 clients served by the San Mateo County Oﬃce of GGRC not living
with their parent(s) who live out of county. Many are living in Sonoma and Marin Counties, and
those who are in San Mateo County may live in the same
community as their family. The recommendation of support from the Manager, of the San
Mateo Oﬃce of GGRC was made without consulting the San Mateo County Disabilities
Commission which is directly concerned about housing issues for the San Mateo County
disabled population including the DD. For comparison, in terms of an adequate
approval/vetting process, it would be like omitting a hearing for the Big Wave Project before
the San Mateo County Planning Commission.

200-2

Experience as a Career Counselor, Work Experience/Cooperative Education Coordinator,
Vocational/Transition Specialist, and Job Developer working with DD high school and
Community College Students has taught me that because this population has limited job
experience, their career development may be limited. A spokesperson for the Big Wave said
that "one size does not ﬁt all". The Big Wave Project description is a little short on explaining
exactly how each of the proposed BW businesses shall actually operate. What Big Wave
residents will be served? What happens if the resident doesn't like the job or is not able to do a
particular job? Contrary to what one supporter of the Big Wave said at a public meeting, these
programs don't run themselves! Potential jobs will depend upon the success of not-yet started
businesses in the Oﬃce portion of the BW Development. Absent from a "business plan" are
alternative job choices and opportunities that exist elsewhere in the community and other
communities.
Summary of Points Related to the DEIR:
200-3

Mitigation of impacts are deferred to a future time after approval -- this is not acceptable.
Location of the Wellness Center/Sanitarium is not permitted in the Waterfront (W) zone, which
is a signiﬁcant land use impact. In fact, I ﬁnd it objectionable to suggest that the potential
residents, as a group, require the treatment that the deﬁnition of "sanitarium" suggests!
Alternative locations are not adequately discussed (DEIR VI-5) The original Project Plan
(Facilities Plan Draft #2) was for a reduced size residence for 36 persons, which could be located
on the north parcel without as many environmental issues, or the other sites listed. CEQA does
not reject alternatives solely on the basis that they would be more expensive. If the market
analysis for the earlier proposal included a reduced size residence as well as a reduced size
Oﬃce Park, and no cost issues were presented, then it would seem reasonable that it is still
true.
The BW Project description repeatedly refers to "aﬀordable housing" for "low income" DD
persons, but fails to provide deﬁnitions for these terms. There are accepted deﬁnitions for
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developmentally disabled used by the GGRC, but the BW Project does not provide the
deﬁnition by which they plan to use to select residents. There are legal deﬁnitions for
"aﬀordable" and "low cost" housing and federal and State deﬁnitions for "low income", but the
DEIR does deﬁne them. Given the proposed location of the Wellness Center/Sanitarium, the
construction costs, including the costly preparation on land with seismic ground shaking
hazards, as well as the risks and hazards presented by
ﬂoodplain and sea level rise, it is very unlikely that this portion of the development will be
aﬀordable housing and deﬁnitely not low income housing!

200-6

Overall, the BW Project is very complicated. The non-proﬁt organization depends upon the
Oﬃce Park, proﬁt portion, to subsidize the Wellness Center/Sanitarium. I ﬁnd it hard to
understand why potential buyers or tenants of the Oﬃce Park would want to have the
additional cost of some unclear arrangement to share water, power, and sanitary costs which
have yet to be decided. A new DEIR should be required which provides the details for each of
these utilities.

200-7

Finally, the phased-in aspects of the BW Project need to be adequately discussed in the DEIR .
Big Wave parents should not have to wait until some undeﬁned future date to have viable
housing and work for their child. Parents want to believe that the proposed BW Project will
answer their needs and their family member's needs. It follows that they, the permitting
agencies and we the community/ public are entitled to have answers to the questions and
issues in a new DEIR. The DEIR submitted to the Planning Commission is simply not adequate.

200-8

Sincerely,
Merrill Bobele

Response to Comment Letter 200
Merrill Bobele - Individual
Response to Comment 200-1
The commenter provides personal information in an introductory statement.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA. *
Response to Comment 200-2
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to analyze significant environmental impacts and provide an
adequate project plan. The commenter states that the housing proposed as the Wellness Center is not the
accepted housing model for disabled adults, which are small group homes. Also, the commenter
questions the validity of the support of the project by another organization. The commenter asks
questions regarding how Wellness Center employment programs will be operate.
Comparison of the project with accepted models of disabled adult housing is not under the purview of this
CEQA document. It is also not customary under CEQA to invalidate the comments of one organization
based on comments from another. Evaluation of the operational details of the Wellness Center’s
employment programs is outside of the purview of CEQA.*
Response to Comment 200-3
The commenter states that mitigation of impacts are deferred to a future time after approval.
Refer to Topical Response 4, Deferral of Mitigation Measures, of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 200-4
The commenter states that location of the Wellness Center/Sanitarium is not permitted within the “W”
zone.
With regard to how the proposed sanitarium use complies with the Zoning Regulations, refer to Topical
Response 11, Sanitarium Use Permit, of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 200-5
The commenter states that alternative locations are not adequately addressed.
Regarding alternatives, refer to Response to Comments 205-63 through 66.

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 200-6
The commenter states that the Wellness Center will not be affordable housing or low-income housing.
Regarding affordable housing, refer to Response to Comment 213-3.
Response to Comment 200-7
The commenter questions the sources of water, power, and sanitation.
Refer to Response to Comments 103-4, 193-10, 193-11, 193-12 and 193-13. Additionally, in regard to
power, refer to Section III (Project Description) and Section IV.N (Utilities and Service Systems). In
regard to the recirculation of a revised DEIR, refer to Topical Response 6, Recirculation of the DEIR, of
the FEIR.
Response to Comment 200-8
The commenter states that phasing has not adequately been analyzed. The commenter states that the
DEIR as a whole is inadequate.
As discussed in Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park, Office Park buildings
will be constructed based on demand. However, the Wellness Center will not be phased and will be built
once the project is receives necessary final discretionary approvals.

Comment Letter No. 201

"Oldman Michele" <oldmanm@aol.com> 12/23/2009 4:35 PM
Hi,
Before you proceed with their project, please put story poles
up ASAP. Residents as well as interested pares need to visually see
the impact just as you do for remodels and building .
What is being done to keep the air clean. Everything you do for
this project ects the sea live and ocean quality as well as the
health of ll the residents.
If you lived in this area, you would not want this project near
you because if its size. We are totally in support of helping those
who need housing and live/work. Don't let the worthy cause blind you
from the reality of oversized and unneeded development . Michele
Oldman 155 LAGrande Ave Moss Beach, Ca
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Response to Comment Letter 201
Michele Oldman
Response to Comment 201-1
Commenter states that there should be story poles.
Refer to Topical Response 1, Story Poles, of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 201-2
Commenter states that the project will affect the sea life and ocean quality. Commenter also questions
how the project will affect the air quality.
Regarding potential biological and air quality impacts, refer to Sections IV.C (Air Quality) and IV.D
(Biological Resources) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 201-3
Commenter states that the Office Park is too large.
Regarding an evaluation of project compliance with LCP policies relating to the scale of development,
please refer to Response to Comment 213-19.

Comment Letter No. 202

"Richard Tabor" <richardtabor@yahoo.com> 12/22/2009 10:41 PM
Camille,
I am  you    this project. I live  Moss Beach ear the dis ery.
While I have  t bee
 this project too closely, it seems that the developer is  to
  or  some of the issues. I hope that the      will help to
protect the process  make sure that it is  e properly.

202-1

I    that the developer does  t  to put up story poles at this  t  me. I
 this should be a requireme so that local reside  ca  t the full impact of the proposal
just as they do       w a days.   people do  t read the papers but they are
always    that area ad   hihway 1.

202-2

 at Cypress  ! 1 over the last 30 years that we have lived  Moss Beach
   to  t heavier  heavier. For such a project, this really   to be addressed up
  both for the     process as well as for the     of the project. I would like
to see     trucks   have a  route that they ca use so that  is  ed
  to the roads ca be     which will make it easier for the    to repair or
for the builder to repair.

202-3

While the Beach Chalet is 3 stores  the ew Oce Hotel is three stories, this does  t
mea that we should be   three stories elsewhere    or o the coast. I the
core area of the harbor, I ca see that a tre has bee established, but would like to see that
kept to   the core area.

202-4

The habitat at the Marsh ear the Radar Tower is a c cer as well. While it is  t o the
same block, I would like to make sure that it will  t be impacted by the      # or
the   al   use  the future.

202-5

 you for kee the  

202-6

Richard Tabor
PO Box 687
99 %  Ave
Moss Beach, CA 94038
650-728-3949

  process    $

Response to Comment Letter 202
Richard Tabor - Individual
Response to Comment 202-1
The commenter provides an introductory statement.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA. *
Response to Comment 202-2
The commenter states that the developer should put up story poles so the public can get a sense of the
visual impact.
Refer to Topical Response 1, Story Poles, of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 202-3
The commenter states that traffic mitigation needs to be addressed and that he would like to see a single
traffic route to and from the site so that it can be contained.
Traffic has been analyzed in Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR. Additionally, the
commenter may refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts, of the FEIR. It should be
noted that, as with every project in the unincorporated San Mateo County, the applicant will be required
to pay roadway mitigation fees, based on project square footage, at the building permit application stage,
that will be maintained in a County account to provide for roadway maintenance.
Response to Comment 202-4
The commenter states that he does not believe that any more three-story buildings should be built near
the harbor.
Regarding the size of the proposed project, refer to Section IV.A (Aesthetics) of the DEIR, which
indicates that the size of the buildings would not result in significant impacts to aesthetics. Also, refer to
Response to Comment 213-19.
Response to Comment 202-5
The commenter states that no construction runoff should be allowed to enter the Pillar Point Marsh.
As required by Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5, no runoff will be allowed to enter the Pillar Point Marsh.

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 202-6
The commenter provides a conclusion.
The commenter provides a closing statement. No response is required by CEQA. *

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Comment Letter No. 203

"Sandy Emerson" <semerson@igc.org> 12/23/2009 3:08 PM
To: San Mateo County Planning Commission
Re: PLN2005-00481 and PLN2005-00482
Project Planner: Camille Leung
Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the project subm by Big Wave Group, LLC
for the Big Wave Wellness Center and  Park, proposed on two undeveloped parcels in
unincorporated Princeton.
I have been following this project for some me, since my days on the Midcoast Community Council.
This is an
  project that has been pursued with great diligence by its developers. My concern is
that the full implemen on of this proposal is way out of scale for this site, and for our community.
While I appreciate the mo  on for developing the Wellness Center, it does not in itself ju  adding
a 225,000 square foot  complex to an area that already has a surplus of available commercial
space. There is no evidence that adding  space to Princeton would be a desirable or pr  
venture. Basing the support of the Wellness Center on the economic prospects of the mul -use
complex seems to me to be a risky prop  

203-1

The site itself was originally coastal scrub and wetlands, and the m 
 proposed do not adequately
address the pote  loss of the wetlands resource. The par al transfor
 of the site for
agricultural use has led to a rosy vision of organic farming, but this is a result of having altered the site
rather than having preserved its original character.

203-2

The most telling concern I have is that the developers have not seemed willing to modify their proposal
to  adapt it to the requirements of the community and of the site. Several cogent sugges ons
have been made (by Lennie Roberts, for example) for plan altern ves that might beer suit the site
and our local economy. If the developers are determined not to modify their proposal in any  
way, they might as well put up story poles now so that the full impact of their proposal can been seen by
the public. On the other hand, if Nicole DeMar ’s remarks in the Half Moon Bay Review (Nov. 25,
2009) are correct, the project could evolve in phases, and the   implemen on could be only a
fr   of the full proposal. I look forward to seeing a development agreement and a pared-down
proposal, which might turn this controversial project into a win-win 


203-3

Thank you for your kind e



Sandy Emerson
Former MIdCoast Community Council member
12-year El Granada resident
(h) 650-712-9476
(cell) 650-743-0524

Response to Comment Letter 203
Sandy Emerson - Individual
Response to Comment 203-1
The commenter states that the Office Park is out of scale for the site, that there is no evidence showing
that the Office Park will be a successful venture, and that basing the support of the Wellness Center on
the economic success of the Office Park seems risky.
Regarding project compliance with LCP policies regulating size and scale, refer to Response to Comment
213-19. Regarding the financial success of the Office Park, refer to Response to Comment 72-1. An
analysis of the economics of the project, including the level of financial dependence of the Wellness
Center on the Office Park, is outside of the purview of CEQA.
Response to Comment 203-2
The commenter states that the DEIR does not properly mitigate the potential loss of wetlands. The
commenter also states that the current farming has altered the site rather than preserved its character.
The project will not result in a loss of wetlands, but wetland restoration as described in the DEIR and
clarified in the FEIR. For information on sensitive habitats, refer to Section IV.D (Biological Resources)
of the DEIR. In regard to the impact of current farming on wetlands, refer to Topical Response 13,
County Permit History.
Response to Comment 203-3
The commenter states that the developers have been unwilling to compromise and provide any
alternatives to the project. The commenter also states that the developers should put up story poles.
Regarding story poles, refer to Topical Response 1, Story Poles. Regarding phased construction of the
Office Park, refer to Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing of the Office Park. Regarding
alternatives, refer to Topical Response 5, Alternatives of the Proposed Project.

Comment Letter No. 204
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Response to Comment Letter 204
Big Wave, LLC
Response to Comment 204-1
The comment letter has been incorporated into the FEIR. Responses to individual comments are provided
below.
Response to Comment 204-2
Regarding notices, refer to Topical Response 2, Public Review Period, of the FEIR. Planning
Commission hearings were conducted on November 18, 2009 (Informational public hearing item during
the DEIR public review period) and on January 27, 2010 (study session on the DEIR).
Response to Comment 204-3
Please refer to Section I (Introduction of this FEIR) and Topical Response 2, Public Review Period.
Response to Comment 204-4
While the schematic drawings have been included in Appendix C of the FEIR and are provided to the
public for reference, compliance analysis with the DEIR has not been performed. It should also be noted
that Alternative C has been modified (Modified Alternative C) and an illustration has been provided in the
FEIR.
Response to Comment 204-5
As no detailed lighting plan had been provided, Mitigation Measure AES-4 was necessary to set
performance standards. As stated on page IV.A-28, compliance with these performance standards would
reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Response to Comment 204-6
As discussed in Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park, under a 7.4-year or 20year construction timeframe scenario, exhaust emissions (i.e., fugitive dust) from engine-powered
equipment would be reduced from the levels described in the DEIR under a 3-year scenario. Mitigation
Measure AQ-2 of the DEIR requires implementation of a dust control program that would further reduce
this impact.
Response to Comment 204-7
Regardless of the existing processes to ensure compliance with current regulation, implementation of the
action described in the mitigation measure would minimize significant adverse impacts.
Response to Comment 204-8
The nesting bird survey requirement of Mitigation Measure BIO-1b on page II-10 of the DEIR applies to
the vicinity (where there may be trees), not just the project site.

Response to Comment 204-9
A modified site plan of the Wellness Center, showing compliance with Mitigation Measure CULT-2a
through the avoidance of the cultural site, has been provided in this FEIR.
Response to Comment 204-10
Mitigation Measure CULT-3 remains as presented in the DEIR.
Response to Comment 204-11
The applicant has since determined that a deep pier foundation system would be utilized to comply with
the mitigation measure.
Response to Comment 204-12
Mitigation Measures GEO-3 through 8 are necessary to set performance standards. As stated on page
IV.F-20, compliance with these performance standards would reduce impacts to a less than significant
level.
Response to Comment 204-13
Please refer to Response to Comments 204-11 and 12.
Response to Comment 204-14
Please refer to Response to Comments 204-11 and 12.
Response to Comment 204-15
Please refer to Response to Comments 204-11 and 12.
Response to Comment 204-16
Please refer to Response to Comments 204-11 and 12.
Response to Comment 204-17
Prior to the application of this mitigation measure, it was determined in Impact GEO-7 of the DEIR that
impacts from pervious pavements would be considered less than significant with the implementation of
Mitigation Measure GEO-7.
Response to Comment 204-18
Refer to 2009 pump test report in Appendix H. Comment is noted.

Response to Comment 204-19
Comment is noted. *
Response to Comment 204-20
Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards, of the FEIR contains additional discussion of the requirements of
Section 6326.2 of the Zoning Regulations, with regard to this project.
Response to Comment 204-21
Comment is noted. It should be noted that impacts to drainage patterns would still result in a less than
significant impact, with the implementation of Mitigation Hydro-5, as stated on page IV.H-53.
Response to Comment 204-22
Comment is noted.*
Response to Comment 204-23
Comment is noted.*
Response to Comment 204-24
Comment is noted.*
Response to Comment 204-25
Comment is noted.*
Response to Comment 204-26
Refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards, of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 204-27
Comment is noted.*
Response to Comment 204-28
Comment is noted.*
Response to Comment 204-29
Comment is noted.*
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 204-30
Mitigation Measure UTIL-2 is necessary to set performance standards. As stated on page IV.N-15,
compliance with these performance standards would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Response to Comment 204-31
Mitigation Measure UTIL-4 is necessary to set performance standards. As stated on page IV.N-18,
compliance with these performance standards would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Response to Comment 204-32
Mitigation Measure UTIL-5 is necessary to set performance standards. As stated on page IV.N-19,
compliance with these performance standards would reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Response to Comment 204-33
Comment is noted. *
Response to Comment 204-34
Comment is noted.*
Response to Comment 204-35
Comment is a summary of previous comments and is noted.
Response to Comment 204-36
The “90% Basis of Design - Riparian & Water/Wetlands Ecosystem Restoration” has been added to
Appendix E of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 204-37
These details are clarified in Section III.A of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 204-38
These details are clarified in Section III.A of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 204-39
Analysis of these project revisions are addressed in Section III.C of the FEIR.

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 204-40
Comment is noted and addressed and clarified in the FEIR.
Response to Comment 204-41
Refer to IV.A (Aesthetics) of the DEIR and Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations of the Proposed
Project.
Response to Comment 204-42
Refer to IV.A (Aesthetics) of the DEIR and Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations of the Proposed
Project.
Response to Comment 204-43
Comment is noted. *
Response to Comment 204-44
Traffic analysis assumes a worst-case scenario, where Wellness Center staff may not live on-site. Project
traffic impacts are still less than significant after mitigation.
Response to Comment 204-45
Comment is noted.*
Response to Comment 204-46
Refer to Section IV.C (Air Quality) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 204-47
Comment is noted and addressed and clarified in the FEIR.
Response to Comment 204-48
Comment is noted and addressed and clarified in the FEIR.
Response to Comment 204-49
The DEIR states that the air quality analysis is based on a worst-case scenario, where solar and wind
power are not utilized. Project air quality impacts are still less than significant after mitigation.

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 204-50
Refer to Response to Comment 204-49.
Response to Comment 204-51
Page IV.C-36 of the DEIR states that implementation of green principles, such as waste recycling, would
reduce potential green house gases.
Response to Comment 204-52
Traffic impacts are discussed on page V-1 under “Growth Inducing Impacts of the Project.”
Response to Comment 204-53
Vehicular trips to and from the project site would increase local carbon monoxide emissions, as stated on
page IV.C-22 of the DEIR. Project air quality impacts are still less than significant after mitigation.
Response to Comment 204-54
Refer to Response to Comment 204-51.
Response to Comment 204-55
CEQA encourages reviewers to submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on
facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an
effect (positive or negative) shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.
Response to Comment 204-56
CEQA encourages reviewers to submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on
facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an
effect (positive or negative) shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.
Response to Comment 204-57
Refer to Topical Response 13, County Permit History.
Response to Comment 204-58
Refer to Topical Response 13, County Permit History.
Response to Comment 204-59
The “90% Basis of Design - Riparian & Water/Wetlands Ecosystem Restoration” has been added to
Appendix E of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 204-60
Refer to the “90% Basis of Design - Riparian & Water/Wetlands Ecosystem Restoration,” which has been
added to Appendix E of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 204-61
Refer to Response to Comment 204-60.
Response to Comment 204-62
Refer to Response to Comment 204-60.
Response to Comment 204-63
Refer to Response to Comment 204-60.
Response to Comment 204-64
Refer to Response to Comment 204-60.
Response to Comment 204-65
Refer to Response to Comment 204-60.
Response to Comment 204-66
Refer to Response to Comment 204-60.
Response to Comment 204-67
Refer to Response to Comment 204-60.
Response to Comment 204-68
Refer to Response to Comment 204-60.
Response to Comment 204-69
Refer to Response to Comment 204-60.
Response to Comment 204-70
Refer to Response to Comment 204-60.
Response to Comment 204-71
Refer to Section IV.M (Biological Resources) of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 204-72
Mitigation Measure CULT-3 remains the same. CEQA encourages reviewers to submit data or references
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of
the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect (positive or negative) shall not be considered
significant in the absence of substantial evidence.
Response to Comment 204-73
Comment is noted. Refer to Topical Response 10, Final Geotechnical Report.
Response to Comment 204-74
Comment is noted. *
Response to Comment 204-75
Comment is noted.*
Response to Comment 204-76
Comment is noted.*
Response to Comment 204-78
Comment is noted.*
Response to Comment 204-79
Comment is noted.*
Response to Comment 204-80
Refer applicable section of page VI-20 (Alternative D) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 204-81
Refer to IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR. CEQA encourages reviewers to submit data or
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in
support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect (positive or negative) shall not be
considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 204-82
Refer to Response to Comment 204-81.
Response to Comment 204-83
Refer to Response to Comment 204-81.
Response to Comment 204-84
Refer to Response to Comment 204-81.
Response to Comment 204-85
Yes. Refer to Section III.B (Related Projects) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 204-86
Refer to Response to Comment 204-81.
Response to Comment 204-87
The comment is noted. *
Response to Comment 204-88
Please contact the County’s Environmental Health Division.
Response to Comment 204-89
Ox Mountain capacity is discussed on Page IV.N-39 of the DEIR.
Comment 205-59.

Also, refer to Response to

Response to Comment 204-90
This is discussed in Section IV.N.4 (Energy) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 204-91
This is discussed in Section IV.G (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 204-92
Reducing the size and number of units at the Wellness Center described in Section III.A of this FEIR.

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 204-93 through 204-107 (Comments on Alternative A)
Refer to applicable section of page VI-6 (Alternative A) of the DEIR. Also, note the following:
y

Regarding conversion of farming from non-organic to organic, refer to Sections IV.B (Agricultural
Resources) and IV. D (Biological Resources) of the DEIR and page VI-7 (No Project Alternative)
of the DEIR.

y

There is no affordable housing proposed under the No Project alternative.

y

The DEIR identifies the environmentally superior alternative as Alternative B. This FEIR identifies
the environmentally superior alternative as Modified Alternative C. Refer to Section III of this
FEIR.

Response to Comment 204-108 through 204-119 (Comments on Alternative B)
Refer to applicable section of page VI-7 (No Project Alternative) of the DEIR. Also, note the following:
y

Under this scenario, it is assumed that tree planting would be scaled down for a 2-story alternative
so that trees do not block views.

y

Stories are assumed at standard heights, so that two stories would be one-standard story less in
height than the 3-story alternative.

Response to Comment 204-120 through 204-122 (Comments on Alternative C)
Refer to applicable section of page VI-16 (Alternative C) of the DEIR. Also, note the following:
y

Stories are assumed at standard heights, so that two stories would be one-standard story less in
height than the 3-story alternative.

Response to Comment 204-123 through 204-129 (Comments on Alternative D)
Refer to applicable section of page VI-20 (Alternative D) and page VI-25 (Environmentally Superior
Alternative) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 204-130 through 204-134 (Comments on Alternative D)
Refer to applicable section of page VI-20 (Alternative D) of the DEIR.
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Response to Comment Letter 205
Shute, Mihaly and Weinberger (Attorneys for Committee for Green Foothills)
Response to Comment 205-1
The commenter provides an introductory comment and provides a summary of ensuing comments,
emphasizing that the DEIR does not comply with the requirements of CEQA and needs to be revised and
recirculated.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA.* Please refer to responses to detailed
comments below.
Response to Comment 205-2
The commenter states that project description only gives cursory description to each of the numerous
project elements. For example, the commenter states that the DEIR project description leaves out details
regarding the communications building that are necessary to determine energy consumption, possible
hazards, and other impacts, such as whether it serves on-site and/or off-site entities and what kinds of
equipment are housed.
The “Other Systems” Section on pages III-56 through 58 describes the equipment that would be housed in
the Communications Building, including telephone cable and internet services, solar heat storage tanks,
and two 36-inch microwave dishes. The Communications Building would only house equipment serving
the Wellness Center and the Office Park buildings. Impacts of the proposed equipment related to hazards
and energy consumption are discussed on pages IV.G-19 and 20 of Section IV.G (Hazards and Hazardous
Materials) and Table IV.N-6 of Section IV.N.4 (Utilities and Service Systems, Energy) of the DEIR.
The commenter states that the production of yogurt, chicken, ice cream and eggs by BW Farming are not
adequately defined.
Details of BW Farming are provided in DEIR on page III-40. In this section, it is stated that these
activities would occur at an off-site farm, with dairy, poultry and farm produce being processed in the
Wellness Center commercial kitchen. Agricultural activities on the existing off-site farm would not
create any additional impact, as it is an existing use. As described in Topical Response 11, Sanitarium
Use Permit, commercial kitchen uses at the site are considered accessory to the sanitarium use, which is
allowed with the issuance of a use permit.
Response to Comment 205-3
The commenter states that there has been no criteria established for the selection of the residents when
ensuring the residents be developmentally disabled (“DD”) and that this is necessary to have the
Wellness Center qualify as a “sanitarium.”

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Refer to Response to Comment 213-3. The County’s approval of this project or project alternative would
require that the project remain as approved, including maintenance of the Wellness Center’s sanitarium
use. The conditions of approval will require regular review and monitoring of the project and sanitarium
operations by the County, at the owner’s expense, to ensure that the project is operated in a manner that is
consistent with the County’s approval.
Response to Comment 205-4
Commenter states that conditions of approval are necessary to ensure the percentages of mixed office use
are maintained as approved. The commenter opines that because the Office Park is being built in phases,
the proposed use mix of the Office Park could change, and the impacts of such potential change must be
analyzed in the DEIR.
The County’s approval of this project or project alternative would require that the project remain as
approved, including retaining the percentages or total square footages of each proposed use. The
approval will require regular review and monitoring of the project by the County, at the owner’s expense,
to ensure that the project is operated in a manner that is consistent with the County’s approval. Office
Park building construction will rely on economic demand for each particular use (i.e., office, research and
development, light manufacturing, and/or storage use). However, in the event that less than the full
approved square footage of the Office Park is built, the total square footages of each use cannot exceed
the total area approved for that use. Therefore, although the partially constructed Office Park would not
necessarily retain the ratios of approved uses as set forth in the DEIR, the total amount of each approved
use in the Office Park would remain consistent with the analysis in the DEIR.
Response to Comment 205-5
Commenter asserts that the DEIR fails to provide a list of permits and other approvals required to
implement the project and asserts that DEIR must be revised and recirculated.
Requested permits requiring discretionary approval are listed on pages III-63 through III-66 of the DEIR.
Regarding the required Coastal Development Permit, California Coastal Commission (CCC) staff has
contacted the County and indicated that the CCC believes that a portion of the project site lies within the
original permit jurisdiction of the CCC, in which case, a separate CDP would be required from the CCC,
in addition to the CDP required from the County of San Mateo. While the County has made no
determination regarding whether the CCC actually has original permit jurisdiction, based on CCC staff
input, the CCC has been added as a State agency in Section III of the FEIR from which a discretionary
approval is required for the project. The applicant will have to coordinate with CCC staff to determine
whether a permit is actually required from the CCC. Also, in Section III of the FEIR, the County has
added the following recommended mitigation measure to require the property owner to work with the
Coastal Commission to determine whether the CCC has permit jurisdiction and, if so, identify and
delineate the CCC’s jurisdiction over the project site and obtain all necessary approvals from the Coastal
Commission prior to the initiation of any development within areas of CCC jurisdiction.
New Recommended Mitigation Measure LU-2
The property owner shall work with the California Coastal Commission (CCC) to determine whether the
CCC has permit jurisdiction over any portion of the project site, and, if so, the applicant shall identify and

delineate the CCC’s jurisdiction over the project site, subject to CCC review and approval. The property
owner shall obtain all necessary approvals from the Coastal Commission prior to the initiation of any
development within areas of CCC jurisdiction.
Also, refer to Topical Response 6, Recirculation of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 205-6
Commenter alleges that the DEIR indicates that certain facilities of the project would be open to the
public, but does not adequately analyze the impact the public access would have on traffic and parking.
The Wellness Center recreational facilities, including the auditorium, pool, and fitness center are for the
Wellness Center residents, staff and their guests, as well as Office Park employees only, as stated in
Section III of the FEIR. While the facilities were originally proposed to be made available to the
Coastside public, as described in the DEIR, the Community Center/public aspect has been removed.
Parking and traffic for the Community Center were analyzed and impacts are identified in Tables IV.M-6
and IV.M-10 of the DEIR. The parking and traffic impacts were determined to be less than significant, as
mitigated. Under the current proposal, which is non-public, the parking and traffic impacts would be
reduced further. See also Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts.
Regarding consistency with the land use designation, the sanitarium use is conditionally permitted use
requiring a use permit and the fitness center and auditorium are accessory uses to the primary sanitarium
use. Refer to Topical Response 11, Sanitarium Use Permit, for more information.
Response to Comment 205-7
Commenter asserts that the DEIR’s lighting plan is too general.
A description of the project lighting plan is included on page III-48 of the DEIR. All outdoor lighting
would comply with Mitigation Measure AES-4, which requires submittal of a lighting plan to the County,
compliance with lighting standards, and prohibits reflective glass and building materials. Outdoor
lighting will be limited to walkways and provided by 3-foot tall bollards with 100-watt lights directed
downward, spaced at 20-foot intervals. Building surface materials would also comply with Mitigation
Measure AES-4. The following additional details are provided in Section III of the FEIR: All buildings
will have low-emittance windows; the business park will have tinted windows to reduce light impacts
from nighttime use of the buildings.
As a part of the permitting process, the lighting plan will be required to comply with standards to
minimize hazards to Aircraft in flight (page III-38 of the Half Moon Bay Airport Land Use Plan).
However, to ensure compliance, the requirements in these standards have been added to Mitigation
Measure AES-4 in Section III of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 205-8
The commenter states that the Wastewater Treatment Plant has not been sufficiently and specifically
planned.

The MBR unit is sized and shown in Figure III-27 of the DEIR and the plan provides sufficient detail to
allow assessment of potential environmental impacts. More specific sizing will occur in the permit stage
of the project.
The commenter states that no specific details are provided for the UV system, MBR system, emergency
generator and sludge handling facilities.
The DEIR on pages III-54 and IV.N-11 through IV.N-15 state the sizes, performance characteristics and
the types of equipment. This data is adequate for the professional engineers reviewing the project to
determine the environmental impacts.
The commenter states that the description of the proposed water recycling program is inconsistent.
The program is described on the page III-54, Figure III-27 and Table IV.N-1 in the DEIR. The
description is further clarified in Section III of the FEIR and in Topical Response 15, Potable and
Recycled Water Demand.
Response to Comment 205-9
The commenter states that the description of the water supply is confusing, specifically the statement on
page III-55 of the DEIR that states that the project would rely on water from the Coastside County Water
District (“CCWD”).
The DEIR analyzed the capacity of the existing permitted well on pages IV.N-31 and IV.N-35 and has
determined that the flow with treatment is adequate for the project. The fire flow is estimated on page
IV.N-35 and the pool with booster pumps is described on page III-55 of the DEIR. Impact Util-7 of the
DEIR describes the steps required to connect to CCWD, if desired. Page IV.N-37 of the DEIR states that
the project proposes to provide its domestic water with the on-site system and its fire service from
CCWD. Furthermore, page III-55 states that fire and emergency service (metered fire hose connection)
would be provided by CCWD.
Refer to Section III.A of the FEIR, which clarified the options for fire flow, based on the approval of the
Coastside County Fire District.
Refer to Topical Response 15, Potable and Recycled Water Demand regarding the use of potable (well)
and recycled water for the project.
The commenter asserts that the DEIR’s description of water supply is inadequate because it fails to
discuss whether the existing on-site well was ever permitted under the LCP.
Refer to Topical Response 13, County Permit History.
The commenter is confused by the statement on page III-56 that the well will be used for food crops.
The well currently provides water for food crops and will continue to do so until the project is fully
developed. See pages IV.H-49-50 and IV.N-24 of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 205-10
Commenter asserts that the DEIR’s description of the construction schedule is inconsistent because
phased building cannot reasonably be completed in 36 months. Commenter argues that a longer project
construction phase could increase the project’s potentially significant environmental impacts.
Refer to Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park.
Response to Comment 205-11
Commenter asserts that the DEIR is inconsistent in describing whether the 20-acre off-site farm is or is
not a part of the project.
The existing off-site farm is not part of the project, and thus is not required to be described or analyzed in
the DEIR. The off-site farm is referenced in Section IV.B (Agricultural Resources) of the DEIR as a
source of produce and other agricultural products, along with the on-site nursery, but an analysis of offsite farm operations is not necessary for a determination of a less-than-significant project or cumulative
impact to agricultural resources.
Response to Comment 205-12
The commenter states that the project has not been planned and needs to go back to the drawing board.
Once the planning is complete, the project can be evaluated under CEQA.
The project description is comprehensive and adequate for the purposes of CEQA. Project refinements
presented in the FEIR reflect minor changes that have occurred as a result of the comments received
during the public review process, which is the intention of CEQA.
Response to Comment 205-13
The commenter provides an introduction to ensuing comments, stating that the DEIR authors faced an
impossible task of evaluating the applicant’s project which was not sufficiently planned or designed.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA.*
Response to Comment 205-14
Commenter asserts that the DEIR fails to support the conclusion that special-status bird-species will not
be significantly impacted.
Page IV.D-96 states that the project site does not provide suitable nesting habitat for any of the specialstatus bird species with the potential to occur, or known to occur, in the vicinity of the project site. It
states that, although the site currently provides some suitable foraging habitat, other areas of suitable
foraging habitat exist in the area. In addition, the restored wetlands will extend both foraging and
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

breeding habitat currently available in Pillar Point Marsh for project area special-status species as well as
provide a wider, protected movement corridor through the site. This section concludes that no specialstatus bird species will be substantially affected as a result of the proposed project. However, while no
nests were observed during on-site surveys, nests could be established in the future and disruption of a
nest would be in violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. To prevent this potentially significant
impact, Mitigation Measure BIO-1b is required, which requires the completion of pre-construction
surveys in advance of construction during the nesting season (March through August) to confirm presence
or absence of any new nests. Implementation of the mitigation measure would reduce the impact to birdspecies from significant to less than significant.
Commenter asserts that given the project’s proximity to Pillar Point Marsh, the DEIR does not support
the conclusion that the project will not significantly impact biological resources.
The “Biological Resources Report” included in the DEIR’s Appendix E and evaluated in the DEIR
reviews the potential project impacts to the marsh and the conclusion of the DEIR is that the impacts are
less than significant. The “Riparian and Waters/Wetlands Ecosystem Restoration (Draft 90% Basis of
Design Report)” by WSP in FEIR (Addition to Appendix E of the DEIR) conclude that the 8 acres of
restoration have a positive impact on the Pillar Point Marsh.
Response to Comment 205-15
Commenter asserts that the DEIR is inconsistent when analyzing the impact the project would have on
special-status plant species; specifically where the DEIR states that there are four such species are
“moderately” likely to occur on the project site.
The DEIR concludes that the four aforementioned plants do not presently exist and have “moderate
potential” to someday grow on the site. The DEIR analyzes 60 special-status plant species and finds that
only four specified in the DEIR pose such moderate potential. The remainder are either not present or
pose a low potential for future growth on the site (reference pages IV.D-27 through 49). Based on the
foregoing, the DEIR reasonably concludes that the project’s impact on special-status plant species is less
than significant (page IV.D-94).
Commenter asserts that because the DEIR states that if agricultural production were stopped on the
project site, portions of it would revert to coastal freshwater marsh, the permanent loss of which must be
considered significant and that DEIR must be corrected and recirculated.
The commenter references the benefits of an asserted “no project” alternative (although it would involve
the cessation of agricultural activities) against the impacts of the proposed project. Section 15126.6(e)(1)
specifically states that “the no project alternative analysis is not the baseline for determining whether the
proposed project’s environmental impacts may be significant, unless it is identical to the existing
environmental setting analysis which does establish that baseline.” The baseline is not an undisturbed
property, but one that is currently, and has been historically, used for agricultural activities. Therefore,
the no project alternative, in this case, assumes no cessation of agricultural activities at the project site.
Therefore, it is unnecessary to analyze the potential loss of freshwater marsh that could potentially occur
if agricultural use of the parcels ceased.

Response to Comment 205-16
The commenter argues the DEIR is inconsistent regarding the CRLF’s potential for occurrence within the
project site. Table IV.D-2 of the DEIR states that the potential for occurrence for the CRLF is shown as
“likely” and yet on page IV.D-89, the DEIR states these species have only a “moderate” potential to
occur. The commenter also references two other sitings of the CRLF, one at West Point Avenue and
another in the drainage between the two project parcels, based on the County’s DRAFT LCP Update
Sensitive Habitats Maps. The commenter states that since CRLF are the food source for the SFGS, than
the potential for occurrence of SFGS should also be upgraded to likely.
The County’s DRAFT LCP Update Sensitive Habitats Map shows to two sitings of the CRLF, one at
West Point Avenue and another in the drainage between the two project parcels. Based on a review of the
biological reports located in Appendix E of the DEIR, the location of the siting of CRLF near West Point
Avenue is described as “riparian area along West Point Road” (2001 WRA report) and “drainage ditch
located south of West Point Road” (2008 WSP report). These locations appear to be the same as the
location described in Table IV.D-2 of the DEIR, “Pillar Point Marsh, south of West Point Road.”
Therefore, the DEIR is consistent with the West Point Avenue siting shown on the DRAFT LCP Update
Sensitive Habitats Map. After review of source documents for the map, it is clear that the possible CRLF
siting in the drainage between the two project parcels is not based on the CDFG database; the source of
the siting is unconfirmed. The map is a draft and has not been certified by the California Coastal
Commission.
It should be noted that the potential for occurrence in Table IV.D-2 for the California Red-Legged Frog
has been changed from “Likely” to “Moderate” to be consistent with the potential for occurrence
discussed on page IV.D-89 of the DEIR. This change does not the analysis of the DEIR and reports in
Appendix E. The “Moderate” potential of occurrence is consistent with the DEIR and reports in
Appendix E which state that the site does not contain aquatic habitat capable of supporting breeding
CRLF and the lack of landscape features capable of holding ponded water. As stated on page IV.D-19 of
the DEIR, a “likely” potential of occurrence describes a site where “habitat components are available on
the site, but no record of the species utilizing the project site exists.” For your reference, a “moderate”
potential of occurrence describes a site where “there are known records of occurrence in the vicinity of
the site; and/or some of the required habitat components are available on the site, but the site lacks some
critical components required by the species.”
Response to Comment 205-17
The commenter is concerned that the DEIR fails to analyze the project’s operational impacts on
special-status bird species. The commenter considers the loss of farmland a significant impact due to the
loss of foraging habitat for special-status bird species. The commenter states that proposed off-site
farming on 32 acres within the project vicinity does not mitigate the loss of agricultural land which serves
as foraging habitat.
The site currently does not contain any trees. The applicant proposes to plant trees throughout the site for
the purpose of project screening and wetlands restoration. Therefore, the project will increase suitable
nesting habitat at the site. Regarding foraging habitat, the DEIR acknowledges that foraging habitat
exists on-site, within the drainage separating the parcels, and within the project parcel’s western
boundary.

Wetlands restoration would increase the area of on-site wetlands, thereby increasing foraging habitat.
The 90% Design Report considers the history of wetlands restoration based on two projects in Pacifica.
The Calera Creek project increased the CRLF population from three to thousands by providing breeding
habitat for the CRLF. The CRLF population in Pillar Point Marsh is very low, primarily because this
breeding habitat is low. The recorded bird species in the Calera Wetlands increased from 20 species to
over 100, and the Calera Wetlands restoration is 16 acres. The 90% Wetlands Restoration Report predicts
a similar increase in function and diversity for the project. The edge effects of the project with the
restored wetlands (and the very purpose of restoring the wetlands) is to positively impact the marsh as
stated in the 90% Design Report; the improvement in Hydrologic Function, Biochemical Function, Plant
Function and Faunal Support Habitat Function is described on pages 11 through 14 of that report. The
DEIR fully analyzes these impacts and has concluded that the project and would have less than a
significant impact for special-status species.
Additionally, the proposed on-site nursery would provide additional foraging habitat. Foraging habitat
within the drainage would remain. Therefore, consistent with the analysis in Impact BIO-1, the reduction
of the agricultural production of the site would not result in a significant impact to foraging habitat for
special-status bird species.
The commenter states that impacts to special-status species would result from the projects creation of
urban/wildlife interface opportunities, such as impacts to species from lights, noise, dogs and vehicles.
Mitigation Measure 4-a imposes the following requirements to minimize impacts to wildlife:
y

“Lighting shall be restricted to building envelopes, at the minimum level necessary to illuminate
roadways and other outdoor areas. Lighting shall generally be kept low to the ground, directed
downward, and shielded to prevent illumination into adjacent natural areas.”

y

Dogs and cats shall be confined to individual residences and the fenced portion of the building
envelopes to minimize harassment and loss of wildlife.

Additional noise from project operations are largely from project traffic, as noise from within the
buildings will be insulated from the outside. Existing noise levels from agricultural activities (i.e.,
tractors) and traffic along Airport Street already exist and will not be increased by the project. Noise
from on-site traffic circulation is anticipated to be low due to vehicles traveling at a low speed. On-site
noise would also be shielded from habitat areas within the restored wetlands due to trees within the
wetlands areas. Also, additional traffic on Airport Street will be largely shielded by proposed landscaping
along Airport Street and throughout the site.
Regarding project traffic along Airport Street making it more difficult for wildlife to cross the road,
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a requires permanent exclusionary measures as described below:
Once restoration activities are complete, the exclusion fencing shall be removed under the supervision of
the biological monitor. Prior to the removal of the buffer area/restoration area fencing, permanent
exclusionary measures shall be put in place to prevent special-status species movement beyond the buffer
areas. Wildlife movement through the site shall be facilitated via a buffer zone on either side of the
drainage that bisects the parcels.

As stated on page D-98, no wildlife corridors or sensitive habitats will be affected as a result of the
proposed project. Impacts would be less than significant. Compliance with Mitigation Measure 4-a
would further reduce impacts to wildlife corridors or sensitive habitats.
Response to Comment 205-18
The commenter questions the allowance of a fire road and/or trails in the buffer zone.
Please refer to Response to Comments 193-39 and 193-40.
The commenter states that the restoration plan is vague, and contains no provision for monitoring the
restoration to ensure that the native plants become permanently established.
The 90% Design Report, included as an addition to Appendix E of the DEIR, includes a 10-year
monitoring plan which establishes success criteria.
The commenter questions how the walkway between the two parcels would be designed without impacting
the drainage channel.
Other then the installation of K-rails along the walkway to provide pedestrian safety as may be required
by the County Department of Public Works, there would be no physical improvements to Airport Road
over the area of the drainage channel. The walkway would utilize the existing culvert and headwall.
The commenter states that there is no detailed discussion of the riparian habitat and that the analysis
consists of one sentence in the DEIR.
Riparian habitat is discussed in detail in Section IV.D (Biological Resources) of the DEIR, including
analysis within Impact sections BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, and BIO-5.
Response to Comment 205-19
The commenter asserts that the DEIR failed to analyze whether some portion of the site could be
“perched wetlands.”
Wetlands delineations for both the Federal and State wetlands were performed by WSP, using the
definition of “wetlands” employed by each agency, which defines wetlands based on the presence of
several factors. Hydrology is included in the Army Corps definition. “Perched wetlands” is one of six
types of wetland hydrology. The wetlands hydrology was analyzed in the report “An Analysis of the
Geographical Extent of Waters of the United States and Including Wetlands on the Big Wave Property,”
March 14, 2008 and, included in the Appendix E of the DEIR. As stated in their 2008 report, the results
and conclusions of this report have been given final approval by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San
Francisco District. Approval by the California Coastal Commission is pending.
Please refer to Topical Response 13, County Permit History for a discussion of the 1997 Wetland
Delineation Study.
Response to Comment 205-20

The commenter states that the DEIR suggests on page IV.D-96 that trees have to be removed, but fails to
provide detail in connection thereto, and thus concludes that the DEIR must be revised and recirculated.
The DEIR never specifically states that trees would need to be removed from the site. It states “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 of eggs and young, which would be a violation of the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act. However, here are no trees on the site. Therefore, there are no impacts related to tree
removal for this project.
Response to Comment 205-21
The commenter states that the BMP in the DEIR’s BIO-1 mitigation, which provides for “exclusion
fencing” to keep the listed species (specifically the CRLF, SFGS and WPT) out of the construction area
are vague.
The BMP set forth on pages IV-D.94 – 96, identifies the fencing requirement, the training of workers and
the presence of an on-site biologist during construction. Standard procedures require if a CRLF or SFGS
is identified within the fenced area, a trained biologist with in possession of a “Take Permit” will relocate
the CRLF or SFGS appropriately. The language and the mitigation are standard. Refer also to Response
to Comment 205-23.
Response to Comment 205-22
The commenter states that stormwater, insufficiently treated wastewater, and cat feces may enter the
marine habitat and impact special-status species. The commenter states that pile driving noise may
impact special-status species.
Section Impact HYDRO-1 (Violate Water Quality Standards or Waste Discharge Requirements)
discusses potential project impact to the water quality of Pillar Point Harbor and the Fitzgerald Marine
Reserve. On page IV.H-48, the section concludes that, with the implementation of the planned
stormwater BMPs and the requirements for the Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) of the State Board
and Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for wastewater discharges, the project is
anticipated to have less than significant impacts in terms of violating water quality standards or waste
discharge requirements and therefore no mitigation measures are required.
The project does not include pile driving; see Section III of the FEIR.
Section III of the FEIR contains a project revision (under page III-43 of the DEIR) that includes signs
throughout the Wellness Center and Office Park properties to remind cat and dog owners and caretakers
to restrict animals to allowed areas per Mitigation Measure BIO-4a and to pick up any animal waste.

Response to Comment 205-23
The commenter asserts that wildlife movement and connectivity between the project site and Pillar Point
Marsh will be impacted and that the DEIR does not adequately analyze the assertion that wildlife
movement is currently “limited.”
The DEIR states on page IV.D-98 that species movement and connectivity is currently limited due to the
heavy use of Airport Street and the active farming. Moreover, the narrow corridor of the stream channel
is 300 feet wide and will direct habitat crossing to the culverts rather than the paved roadway.
The commenter expresses concern that Mitigation Measure BIO-4a does little to reduce the impacts on
wildlife movement, since the buildings and human activity on the site, as well as fencing, will deter
wildlife movement.
The goal of construction fencing is to direct species movement away from hazardous areas, such as
Airport Street, and direct habitat crossing to the culvert. Effective construction fencing is a temporary
impact and is considered less than significant. See pp. III-38-39 of the DEIR for the description and
analysis of the fencing and gates. As for the buildings and human activity, there will be a barrier wall
erected separating the biological resources from the building perimeters and human activity, and thus the
only migration affected will be that along Airport Street, which is inherently dangerous and thus
undesirable. See III-39 of the DEIR.
The commenter expresses concerns that the site’s lighting may impact species movement in that there is
not an accurate or specific description of the lighting plan in the DEIR.
The current project lighting plan is contained in on page III-48 of the DEIR. The DEIR concludes that the
project’s impact on wildlife movement and connectivity is less than significant (pp. IV.D-98-99, and p.
IV.D-100).
The commenter asserts that a requirement that pets be confined to individual residences and fenced
building envelopes is inconsistent with an element of the project being used as a dog grooming/walking
business.
The Wellness Center’s dog walking business may only be conducted within the limits of Mitigation
Measure BIO-4a.
Response to Comment 205-24
The commenter states the cumulative project will contribute to the loss of connected habitat and more
specifically, special-status bird foraging habitat, and despite the DEIR’s comments to the contrary, the
project will result in a loss of net foraging area for special-status bird species on a permanent level.
Regarding foraging habitat, refer to Response to Comments 205-14 and 205-17. As described in Topical
Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park, and Appendix H of the FEIR, wetlands
restoration will be phased. The ten-year monitoring plan of the restored wetlands is described on page 9
of the “Riparian and Waters/Wetlands Ecosystem Restoration (Draft 90% Basis of Design Report)” by
WSP.

Response to Comment 205-25
The commenter states that the DEIR is inconsistent in its description of slopes on the project site, and
fails to provide quantitative descriptions of any slopes, thereby undermining the DEIR’s conclusion that
the project poses no risk of landslide or slope instabilities.
The DEIR sets forth specific heights of the only slopes of any significance on page IV.F-3. The only
slopes described in the DEIR that pose any steepness are the drainage ditch channel’s banks, which the
DEIR describes on page IV.F-3 as having “steep” excavated banks. The site topography is relatively flat
(refer to Grading Plans in Figures III-2A and III-2B of the DEIR). Topographic surveys are included as
Figures III-2A and 2B of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 205-26
The commenter is concerned about the effects of higher groundwater in the rainy season and its impacts
on groundwater quality.
Variations in groundwater elevations are attributed to site topography rather than to seasonal conditions.
The groundwater depth in the soil borings varies from 3 to 10 feet down from the surface as shown in
Appendix F of the DEIR. Groundwater was found at a depth of 3 feet in one boring and was found at a
depth of 10 feet in one boring. The majority of the groundwater elevations vary between 6 and 8 feet (as
shown in 21 borings). This is because the project surface elevation varies from 10 to 26 feet. The surface
elevation of the borings varies from 12 to 23 feet. The groundwater elevation (as described in the
Klienfelder report, Phase II Ground Water Study) is a gradient of .00077 heading to the north, which
indicates that the groundwater surface varies approximately 2 feet over the entirety of the project site.
While the higher water surfaces to the north vary between depths of 8 to 10 feet, the water surfaces to the
south vary between depths of 3 to 5 feet. The DEIR analysis is consistent with the Klienfelder report. As
stated in the DEIR, the project as mitigated will have no significant impact on the groundwater.
Response to Comment 205-27
The commenter asserts that due to the site’s proximity to the San Gregorio Fault and the San Andreas
Fault, that it “could experience” an earthquake of MM Intensity that could cause “extreme damage.”
The DEIR references and incorporates three detailed soils reports for this project. The project, like most
in the Bay Area, is in a critical earthquake area. The project will be required to comply with the most
current seismic codes. See Topical Response 10, Final Geotechnical Report and page IV.F-18 and 19 of
the DEIR, in which it is concluded that the impacts of strong ground shaking are covered under the 2007
seismic section of the California Building Code and the impacts are less than significant and no further
study or mitigations are required to address the impacts of seismic ground shaking.
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to recognize the seismic impacts to utilities that will be located
on-site (such as the wastewater treatment facility and a natural gas generator).
The only significant potential seismic impact is the potential for seismic settlement and differential
settlement. These issues can be adequately addressed with the use of deep piers and interlocking grade
beam and flexible couplings at all utility connections. The geotechnical reports and the Geology and
Soils Section of the DEIR contain detailed analyses of the amount of settlement that can be incorporated

in the design. Also, refer to the EPA Design Manual for On-site Wastewater Treatment and Disposal
Systems in Appendix K, Utilities Data, of the DEIR.
The commenter states that the DEIR defers geotechnical analysis and mitigation.
Geological mitigation measures of the DEIR require that the final design soils report include additional
borings or CPT to determine the size, spacing and number of the piers required. These mitigations are
design suggestions and do not constitute deferred environmental studies. The locations of additional
geotechnical borings would be determined once the permitted locations and size of the structures are
determined in the Coastal permit and the Building permits. The soils report provides detailed descriptions
of the potential for settlement at a maximum of 3 inches in 50 feet. Flexible building couplings and
polyethylene pipe will prevent gas ruptures for this level of settlement. The DEIR identifies all
pavements as permeable. The final design will include the use of permeable quarry stone to prevent
seismic damage to the hardscape surfaces. The DEIR determined that this is feasible and the impacts of
differential settlement, as mitigated for the proposed project, are less than significant. Also, refer to
Topical Response 4, Deferral of Mitigation Measures, and Topical Response 10, Final Geotechnical
Report.
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to analyze and require an emergency response plan for the
evacuation of DD adults in a “high-risk area.”
As stated in Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards, with some exceptions (i.e., vertical evacuation), the
evacuation plan described for tsunamis will be utilized as a baseline for fire and earthquake evacuation
plans.
Response to Comment 205-28
Commenter asserts that the DEIR’s analysis of geology and soils at the project site defers analysis and
mitigation.
Regarding deferred geological impact mitigation; refer to Response to Comment 205-27; Topical
Response 4, Deferral of Mitigation Measures; and Topical Response 10, Final Geotechnical Report.
Regarding the construction schedule, refer to Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office
Park. Regarding erosion and sediment control, refer to Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 of the DEIR.
Regarding the drainage plan, refer to Response to Comment 185-33.
Response to Comment 205-29
The commenter asserts that the project is inconsistent with the San Mateo County’s General Plan,
specifically Policy 15.20, which provides that the County must “avoid the siting of structures in areas
where they are jeopardized by geotechnical hazards.”
As stated in Section IV.F (Geology and Soils) of the DEIR, Treadwell and Rollo reviewed available
subsurface data and concluded that the proposed project, as proposed and mitigated, is feasible from a
geotechnical standpoint and that the project structures can be constructed in a manner such that they are
not jeopardized by geologic hazards. Implementation of the proposed mitigation measures and
compliance with applicable regulations would reduce project impacts related to geology and soils to a less
than significant level. Regarding alternative sites analysis, see Response to Comment 115-3.

Response to Comment 205-30
The commenter asserts that the DEIR fails to adequately describe the nature and quantity of fill to be
used on the project.
The DEIR describes that the project will require 4,105 cubic yards of imported gravel for the stormwater
storage and support of the parking lot. All other cut and fill is balanced on-site. Please refer to Section
III.A of the FEIR for clarification of proposed grading and an update of grading and imported gravel
quantities. It should be noted that the overall amount of grading and amount of imported gravel is slightly
reduced.
Response to Comment 205-31
The commenter refers to the additional 80,000 square feet of roof area and the reference to the Table
IV.H-6 that shows an increase of 80%, which would result in urban pollutants entering aquatic and
wetland habitats.
Refer to Response to Comment 185-32.
The commenter is concerned about the feasibility of the infiltration systems (such as rain gardens), as
they contain high groundwater and clayey surface soils.
The geotechnical borings identify the upper 12 to 18 inches of surface soil as being dense clay. All other
subsurface soils are identified as permeable. Mitigation Measure GEO-7 on page IV.F-23 and 24 of the
DEIR requires the removal and relocation of the surface soils under the stormwater infiltration system.
Also, refer to Response to Comment 185-30.
The commenter asserts that the DEIR improperly assumes that the hydromodification management
provisions of the County’s NPDES permit do not apply.
Regarding NPDES hydromodification requirements, refer to response to Comment 185-32. The project is
required to comply with the County’s and NPDES drainage requirements through the building permit and
SWPPP processes. Also, refer to Topical Response 4, Deferral of Mitigation Measures.
Response to Comment 205-32
The commenter states that the drainage impacts are unknown because the applicant did not provide a
drainage report.
The project would not result in off-site flooding, as it is required to comply with the County’s and
NPDES drainage requirements through the building permit and SWPPP processes. Also, refer to
Response to Comment 185-34 and Topical Response 4, Deferral of Mitigation Measures.
Response to Comment 205-33
The commenter is concerned that the project may exceed existing or planned drainage facilities.

As stated in Impact HYDRO-5 of the DEIR, based on the proposed detention facilities, project watershed
peak flows to Pillar Point Marsh are minimal. The project would not result in the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems to be exceeded. In addition the project is required to comply with
the County’s and NPDES drainage requirements through the building permit and SWPPP processes.
Also, refer to Topical Response 4, Deferral of Mitigation Measures.
Response to Comment 205-34
The commenter states that requiring a SWPPP is deferred mitigation and does not account for the
standards required under CEQA.
As stated in Impact HYDRO-5 of the DEIR and Appendix H of the DEIR (Schaaf and Wheeler report,
2009), the application of performance standards under SWPPP as required by Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-5 would serve to reduce the level of significance under CEQA of potential impacts from erosion
and siltation to a less than significant level.
Response to Comment 205-35
Commenter asserts that even if the project’s impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level for
groundwater discharge/recharge, when considered in conjunction with other development in the area, the
cumulative impact may be significant.
The relationship between growing areas of impervious surface and groundwater recharge is described on
page IV.H-16 of the DEIR. While it is acknowledged, generally, in the DEIR that, as the area (Princeton
and along Airport Street) is further developed, impervious surfaces will increase and groundwater
recharge may decrease, the discussion is not an analysis and is intended to be general. The analysis of
cumulative projects, which includes projects located in the airport aquifer and other groundwater aquifers,
is based on CEQA levels of significance. The cumulative analysis on page IV.H-62 states that the
cumulative hydrologic and water quality impacts of related projects would be less than significant.
Response to Comment 205-36
The commenter states that both parcels appear to be in the 100-year flood zone and that because the
DEIR fails to analyze the possible effects the project could have on the floodplain, the DEIR should be
prepared and recirculated.
Figure IV.H-6 in the DEIR shows that both parcels are actually outside of the 100-year flood zone as
approved by FEMA. Project elevations are based on a Base Flood Elevation (BFE) of 8.5 feet NGVD
(refer to pages IV.H-17 and 18 and Figure IV.H-6 of the DEIR), a maximum recorded wave run-up
elevation of 14.35 feet NGVD in 273 years, and a highest projected sea level rise over the next century of
5 feet from the current mean high tide. (Currently, mean high tide is at 3.49 feet NGVD.) Project
elevations are over 5 feet above the highest of these levels (tsunami at 14.35 feet NGVD).

Response to Comment 205-37
The commenter states that the project is located in an area vulnerable to tsunamis and seiches but fails to
incorporate specifics regarding design for tsunamis and an evacuation plan.
As stated in Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-10 has been revised to
incorporate the recommendations of the County Sheriff’s Office of Emergency Services and Homeland
Security (OES), including having the applicant reference “Designing for Tsunamis – Seven Principles for
Planning and Designing for Tsunami Hazards,” National Tsunami Hazard Mitigation Program, March
2001, in the design of the Wellness Center and Office Park. Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards, also
address OES recommendations regarding tsunami evacuation.
Response to Comment 205-38
The commenter states that removal of the impermeable soils under the parking lots and replacing with
gravel, as suggested in the DEIR, could create additional impacts.
As described in the geotechnical reports in Appendix F of the DEIR, the surface soils are impermeable
and range in depth from 12 to 18 inches. These soils are to be removed and replaced with gravel as
described in the DEIR, and as part of the proposed grading plan (see DEIR, page III-59). This system
meets the County’s NPDES Provision C.3 requirements. Removing and relocating the soil under the
parking lots is included in the grading estimate that is analyzed in the DEIR.
Response to Comment 205-39
The commenter states that deferring soil pesticide concentrations to a Phase II Environmental Site
Assessment is deferral of the evaluation of a potentially significant impact inconsistent with CEQA
mandates.
As sated in Topical Response 4, Deferral of Mitigation Measures and within section Impact HAZ-2 of the
DEIR, the environmental site condition identified by the Phase I study generally does not represent a
threat to human health or the environment and generally would not be the subject of an enforcement
action. Therefore, this does not qualify as a recognized environmental condition, the impact is less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. The Phase II ESA is only a recommended
mitigation measure and compliance is not required in order to mitigate any potential significant effect of
the project.
Response to Comment 205-40
The commenter is concerned that construction phasing noise will last longer that stated in the DEIR
because construction will last far longer than the 36 months estimated in the DEIR, and thus the noise
impact (caused by pile driving among other things) requires additional study.
Refer to Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park.
Response to Comment 205-41
The commenter is concerned that the buildings will not meet current noise reduction standards.

The noise analysis for the DEIR was performed by a professional noise specialist, with appropriate
industry knowledge and experience. The commenter does not provide data contradicting the noise
reduction estimates provided in the DEIR. CEQA encourages reviewers to submit data or references
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of
the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect, such as is alleged by the commenter, shall not be
considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.
As described on page III-40 of the DEIR, building heat is provided by solar-powered radiant floor
heating. Cooling is by crawl space ventilation through a geothermal slab heat exchanger. There will be
no air conditioning systems other than radiant floor heating and ventilation. Based on the 2007 code
requirements and the building proposal description for LEED Platinum, pages IV.J-23-24 of the DEIR
concludes that the impact of building noise and noise from the airport to the buildings will be less than
significant.
Response to Comment 205-42
The commenter states that the DEIR should include single event noise analyses.
Regarding airport noise, refer to Topical Response 14, Location of Project Near Half Moon Bay Airport.
Regarding project trip generation for Wellness Center businesses, refer to Response to Comments 185-8.
Response to Comment 205-43
The commenter states that project does not adequately describe the local roadways in the project vicinity
and downplays the impacts that would result from the project’s construction and operation.
Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR provides an abbreviated description of local streets
based on a thorough description contained in the June 2009 Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.
report referenced in the introduction of the section. The report is included in Section III of the FEIR, as
an addition to Appendix J of the DEIR. The analysis in this section of the DEIR examines project impact
to the streets listed by the commenter.
Standards for new roads are located in the County’s Subdivision Regulations. The June 2009 Hexagon
report also includes a description of existing traffic conditions including operational deficiencies, in
which the report concludes that the level of service analysis appears to adequately reflect actual existing
traffic conditions.
Response to Comment 205-44
Commenter asserts that the DEIR underestimates the project’s trip generation, since it fails to take into
account the additional project-related business operations (i.e. catering, farmers’ market, organic yogurt
sales, nursery, off-site farms and dog walking/grooming).
Refer to Response to Comment 185-8.

Response to Comment 205-45
Commenter asserts that the DEIR lacks adequate mitigation of the project’s impacts to intersection level
of service and capacity, specifically the intersection of State Route 1; commenter further states that the
DEIR defers said mitigation.
As stated in Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts, based on comments from the public,
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 has been revised, as shown below, to require a new traffic report to be
submitted upon completion of every 60,000 sq. ft. of office space, until full project occupancy, and to
require a traffic report to be submitted bi-annually after full project occupancy. Also, the revised
mitigation measure includes the Highway 1 at Cypress Avenue intersection, along with the following
additional intersections to evaluate if they maintain a LOS level “C” or better: Airport Street and
Stanford/Cornell (Study Intersection 3 of DEIR), Broadway and Prospect Way (Study Intersection 2),
Prospect Way and Capistrano (Study Intersection 1) and State Route 1 and Capistrano (Study Intersection
8). The revised mitigation measure shortens the timeframe for the implementation of mitigations,
including signal installation and necessary coordination with CalTrans, from 5 years to 1-year of the date
of the report.
Response to Comment 205-46
The commenter states that the DEIR does not adequately address or mitigate the emergency access
impacts.
Emergency access is discussed on pages IV.M-37 and 38 of the DEIR. Emergency access routes are
shown in Figure III-9 and III-16 and discussed in Section Impact TRANS-4 of the DEIR. Emergency
evacuations for fire, tsunami and earthquake are by foot to approved evacuation sites and do not depend
on vehicular traffic. Emergency medical evacuation from the Coast in extreme cases is by Medivac
Helicopter. Based on the review of the site and the evacuation plans, the EIR concludes that the impacts
associated with emergency access are less than significant. Also, refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami
Hazards.
Response to Comment 205-47
The commenter states that having the applicant pay a fair share of the traffic signal at Cypress is legally
deficient.
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 has been revised as stated in Response to Comment 205-45.
Response to Comment 205-48
The commenter states that the narrow width of the pedestrian trail should be addressed to insure
pedestrian safety.
As described in Section III.A of the FEIR, the sidewalk shown in Figure III-9 and III-16 of the DEIR has
been widened to 10-feet to meet the standard of a Class 1 trail, with a curb facing Airport Street. The
sidewalk would be subject to the Department of Public Works review and approval.

Response to Comment 205-49
The commenter states that the population growth resulting from the project would be more than three
times greater than the projected growth in unincorporated Half Moon Bay between 2009 and 2013 and
would be inconsistent with the CAP and VMT requirements of the BAAQMD.
As stated in Impact AQ-2 of the DEIR, the project would not result in the exceedances of quantitative
requirements i, ii, or iii. Also, because the 2000 CAP only contains population and vehicle miles traveled
(VMT) projections through 2006, the project’s potential to exceed CAP population projections
(quantitative requirement iv) cannot be determined. Quantitative requirement “v” states that, the project
is consistent with the County of San Mateo General Plan and the 2000 CAP if, in conjunction with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, the project would not cause the rate of increase in
VMT to exceed the rate of increase in population. The DEIR also states that the projected rate of VMT
increase (19.8%, without the project and future projects) is already estimated to be larger than the rate of
population increase in San Mateo County (13.7%, without the project and future projects). The DEIR
acknowledges that the project and future projects, under a conservative/worst-case scenario, would add
1,250 employees in the area. However, the DEIR also acknowledges that the project would create 825
permanent jobs. Given the imbalance in the number of jobs compared to the number of residents, impacts
associated with the potential growth in jobs stemming from the related projects would be less than
significant and would create local employment opportunities for residents currently working outside of
the area and for unemployed residents seeking employment.
Page III-36 describes the Wellness Center as providing residence and employment for 50 Coastside
Developmentally Disabled adults that do not drive and 20 staff. The Office Park is described on
page III-36 of the DEIR. The intent of the Office Park is to provide places of employment for local
residents. Page IV.M-44 of the DEIR projects that 47% of the employees of the Office Park would live
on the Coastside. This implies that approximately 300 residents would be able to find work at the Office
Park and no longer need to commute to the Bayside. Also, as discussed on pages V-1 through V-3 of the
DEIR, the proposed project would not result in significant growth inducing impacts.
Based on the foregoing, the DEIR concludes that the project’s potential to conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable air quality plan is less than significant. Additionally, as stated in
Section IV.C (Air Quality) and IV.M (Transportation/Traffic), the project, as proposed and mitigated,
would not result in significant impacts to air quality or traffic in the area.
Response to Comment 205-50
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to quantify the increase in construction related emissions and
suggests that the DEIR be redrafted to quantify all construction emissions and thereafter be recirculated.
Page IV.C-19 of the DEIR states that, although there are exhaust emissions emitted from all enginepowered equipment, the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines state that PM10, typically in the form of fugitive
dust, is the pollutant of greatest concern with respect to construction activities. Mitigation Measure AQ-2
addresses air quality impacts from PM10. As stated in the DEIR on page IV.C-19, the BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines, “the District’s approach to CEQA analyses of construction impacts is to emphasize
implementation of effective and comprehensive control measures rather than detailed quantification of
emissions. If all of the control measures indicated [here] (as appropriate, depending on the size of the

project area) will be implemented, then air pollutant emissions from construction activities would be
considered a less than significant impact.”
Also, as stated in Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park, under a low demand for
office space and non-concurrent, continuous construction, project construction could take up to 7.4 years
or even up to 20 years. Under these scenarios, construction will be less concentrated (fewer vehicles and
construction workers) and spread out over a longer time frame. Under these scenarios, air quality impacts
would be further reduced from the less than significant level with mitigation discussed in the DEIR.
Regarding recirculation of the DEIR, refer to Topical Response 6, Recirculation of the DEIR.
The commenter states that the DEIR does not include the BAAQMD Basic Construction Measures.
As stated on page IV.C-19, Mitigation Measure AQ-2 on page IV.C-19 incorporates all “Basic Control
Measures” from Table 2 of the current BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (December 1999). The control
measures provided by the commenter are from the Draft Updated BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines and are in
draft form. Most of these draft control measures are similar to requirements in Mitigation Measure AQ-2
and NOISE-1 (page IV.J-18 and 19).
Response to Comment 205-51
The commenter states the DEIR underestimates the severity of the projects air quality impacts because it
fails to include emissions from the following project components: On-site Membrane Bioreactor (MBR),
ultraviolet-disinfected tertiary wastewater treatment plant, and the natural gas emergency generator.
Page IV.C-20 of the DEIR erroneously describes the on-site Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) and the
ultraviolet (UV)-disinfected tertiary wastewater treatment plant as “internal combustion equipment”.
These are non-combustion systems that do not generate emissions regulated by the BAAQMD. The
correction has been made in Section III of the FEIR.
The purpose of the 600 kW emergency natural gas engine generator is described on page IV.C-20 of the
DEIR as “backup and cogeneration”. As discussed in Section III of the DEIR, the project buildings
would be heated by solar power. The project has been revised to eliminate natural gas for heating and
building operations. Instead, the natural gas generator will only be used for backup purposes. Therefore,
emissions from the natural gas generator are anticipated to be low.
The commenter states the information provided in Table IV.C-7 identifies total operational emissions but
does not identify the amount of emissions per source.
Emissions estimates are provided by source in Appendix D of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 205-52
The commenter states that the wastewater treatment facility is not located on the site plans. Depending
on its location, it may result in impacts to nearby residential uses. The commenter states that the DEIR
concludes that the odor impacts from the MBR plant would be less than significant but does not provide
sufficient evidence or mitigation.

As stated in Section III of the DEIR, the septic fields have been eliminated from the project. The singular
MBR plant has been eliminated as a result of compliance with the Mitigation Cult-2. Separate, small
MBR water recycling plants (approximately three) will be constructed in separate locations to serve all
project buildings. The systems will be in plastic tanks with 2 feet of soil cover. Each system will be
required to comply with nuisance odor requirements of the BAAQMD permits, Regional Water Quality
Control permit and the Environmental Health permit processes. Mitigation AQ-5 would still apply to the
smaller systems.
Response to Comment 205-53
The commenter asserts that the DEIR uses an unlawful standard of significance that ignores the quantity
of the project’s actual greenhouse gas emissions. The commenter argues that the project’s GHG
(greenhouse gas) emissions represent a significant impact by any reasonable standard (stating that the
project must comply with BAAQMD draft thresholds that were to be adopted in January, 2010).
The impact analysis in the DEIR of greenhouse gas emissions resulting from operation of the project is
consistent with the methodology outlined in the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
technical advisory and AB 32. As stated in Response to Comment 205-50, the BAAQMD have not
adopted the draft CEQA thresholds of significance referenced by the commenter.
The commenter asserts that the DEIR underestimates project GHG emissions by ignoring black carbon,
which is generated primarily by diesel combustion.
For operational and construction related GHG emissions, the draft BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines
recommends the use of URBEMIS for the quantification of GHG emissions. The DEIR’s methodology
for the calculation of GHG emissions associated with operational and construction use of motor vehicles
is consistent with this quantification methodology.
The commenter asserts that the DEIR fails to demonstrate that the project features and proposed
mitigation will reduce the project’s climate impacts to a less than significant level.
The draft BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines recommends measures that are included as “green” project
features as mitigation measures to achieve operational mobile source emissions reductions. These include
providing a mix of uses on-site, affordable housing, traffic demand management measures such as
shuttles, solar panels and solar heating, jobs housing balance, increased density, and infrastructure and
treatment to allow use of 50% greywater/recycled water in residential and commercial uses for outdoor
irrigation. Therefore, the mitigation methodology used in the DEIR is consistent with the draft BAAQMD
CEQA Guidelines.
The commenter asserts that the DEIR makes no attempt to quantify the emission reductions associated
with the GHG measures. The commenter argues the project measures for GHG emissions set forth in the
DEIR are vague, unenforceable and insufficient.
Per the DEIR, project operation and construction GHG impacts (without mitigating “green” project
features) are themselves less than significant. Therefore, the application of “green” project features
would provide a further reduction, which can be assumed as less than significant. As the “green” features
are being implemented as a part of the project description and are not required mitigation and are not

necessary for reduction of project GHG impacts to a less than significant level, quantification of the
additional reduction provided by the features and enforcement is not necessary.
Response to Comment 205-54
The commenter asserts that the DEIR fails to adequately describe the archeological resources located at
the site or the project’s significant impact on those resources.
The DEIR adequately analyzed the extent of the Cultural Resources area and identified the impacts and
mitigation measures as set forth in Impact Sections Cult-2a, b, and c (see pp. IV.E-15 through 16.), as
well as in Impact CULT-3 and Impact CULT-4 (see pp. IV.E-16 through 17.) of the DEIR. The revised
site plan avoids site CA-SMA-151, as determined and delineated by a State Certified Archeologist and is
presented in Section III of the FEIR. The DEIR does not specify the specific locations of the
archeological resources or the specific contents of the site, as it is generally viewed as appropriate not to
do so in order to discourage treasure hunting and desecration of remains that are sacred to the decedents
of indigenous people.
Response to Comment 205-55
The commenter argues that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze the project’s impact on archeological
Site CA-SMA-151.
See previous response to comment.
Response to Comment 205-56
The commenter is concerned that the DEIR fails to prioritize avoidance of site CA-SMA-151.
Refer to Response to Comment 205-54.
Response to Comment 205-57
The commenter questions how the project can build for residential use in an Airport Overlay (AO)
District.
The location of the Airport Overlay (AO) Zoning District is shown on the site plans III-9 and III-16. The
proposed project locates buildings and uses exceeding three persons on site at any one time outside of the
overlay zone. The project, as proposed, does not violate the requirements of the AO District regulations.
The commenter is concerned about the Wellness Center being considered a “sanitarium” and thus
violating the light industrial zoning of the project site.
See Topical Response 11, Sanitarium Use Permit.
Response to Comment 205-58
The commenter states that County should seek to acquire the project site and questions why this is not
addressed in the DEIR.

The County has made no offer to the applicant to acquire the project parcel. The Fitzgerald Marine
Reserve (FMR) Master Plan does not preclude or prohibit the development of this site.
The commenter states that dog walking and grooming services offered by Wellness Center residents are
in conflict with a FMR Master Plan policy which prohibits domestic and feral animals in the Reserve.
The project sites are not part of the FMR. Therefore, the presence of cats and dogs on the site is not
inconsistent with this policy, which does not apply to the sites. In addition, as stated in Mitigation
Measure BIO-4a, dogs and cats shall be confined to individual residences and the fenced portion of the
building envelopes to minimize harassment and loss of wildlife.
Response to Comment 205-59
The commenter questions the permit capacity of the Ox Mountain Landfill and states that the project
impacts will be significant if Ox Mountain is over its permitted limit or closes altogether. The commenter
states that the landfill is in excess of its permitted capacity by 6.7 million cubic yards and will close
in 2018.
The commenter provides information regarding Ox Mountain landfill capacity found on the CalRecycle
website. Per County staff conversation with Rick King, General Manager of the Ox Mountain landfill
site, the figures provided on the site are erroneous. Mr. King confirmed that the landfill is not at capacity
and is estimated that the site will close in 17 years, not in 8 years. Regarding the closure of the Ox
Mountain landfill site and potential impacts to solid waste services, this is a regional planning issue and is
outside of the purview of this EIR. Therefore, the DEIR provides an adequate review of project impacts
to solid waste management and has concluded that the project will have a less than significant impact on
solid waste (pages IV.N-42 through 43 of the DEIR).
Response to Comment 205-60
1.

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately identify the project’s environmental setting
with regard to wastewater service providers.
As discussed in Section III of the FEIR, the project has been revised to reflect the current proposal
for wastewater that includes wastewater treatment/recycling and connection to GSD. In phone
communication with Delia Comito at the Granada Sanitary District on August 30, 2010, Ms.
Comito stated to County staff that GSD assesses the project parcels over a 25-year period to finance
a bond that pays for construction of additional sewer system capacity. GSD assesses the owner of
the project parcels, along with other owners of vacant parcels in the district, as they would most
likely benefit from the additional sewer capacity. Ms. Comito states that additional capacity exists
for conforming development on these parcels.
The DEIR states that SAM has the permitted capacity of 4.0 mgd and a current flow of 1.7 mgd on
page IV.N-2. Page IV.N-15 of the DEIR states that the estimated project flow to the SAM facilities
is approximately 1.1% of the available surplus treatment capacity in the system. As stated in
Section III of the FEIR, as proposed and mitigated, the proposed connection to GSD for eight
EDUs and on-site water recycling would result in environmental effects which are considered are
less than significant. Regarding the Miramar force main, page IV.N-3 of the DEIR states that the

improvements to the Miramar force main will provide increased wet weather flow capacity. As
stated in Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park, construction of all the
proposed buildings may take as little as 3 years or as long as 20 years. As construction will be
initiated based on economic demand, it is difficult to assess whether the Miramar force main will be
constructed and ready to serve the project should the project wastewater connection needs exceed 8
EDUs. Page IV.N-15 concludes that the project will not contribute to the wastewater capacity
impacts of the SAM system, which includes the Princeton Pump Station and the Miramar force
main. Refer to Topical Response 15, Project Potable and Recycled Water Demand, for more

information regarding the proposed uses of recycled water on-site that would minimize
excess treated wastewater directed to the GSD system.
2.

The commenter claims that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts relating to wastewater
disposal system capacity.
As discussed in Section III of the FEIR, the project has been revised to perform wastewater
treatment/recycling and connect to GSD. The project will treat a majority of its wastewater for
recycling or irrigation uses. The septic drainfields have been eliminated from the proposal.
Mitigation Util-2 requires the peak flow to be reduced to meet the capacity of the 8-inch sewer line.
The project reduces the flow with flow equalization and metering the flow to a maximum of 8
EDU. Regarding SAM’s wet weather flow capacity, refer to Response to Comment 205-60 (1).

3.

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to provide any assurance that the site can support the
proposed subsurface disposal fields.
As stated previously, the septic drainfields have been eliminated from the proposal. Section II of
the FEIR describes the wastewater treatment and recycling proposal.

4.

The commenter states the DEIR fails to resolve critical issues pertaining to a Sewer Connection to
GSD. The commenter states that the project does not comply with GSD Ordinance that requires
projects in GSD’s Urban Zone to connect to GSD. Also, GSD has not determined it has adequate
capacity to serve the project.
The DEIR describes the GSD sanitary district criteria on page IV.N-16. GSD has assessed the
project for 8 EDU connections and applicant asserts that this entitles applicant to connect to GSD.
Without expressing a view on the merits of the applicant’s position, the County notes that it will be
required to achieve a connection with GSD in order to implement the project. Section III of the
FEIR clarifies the connection issues by stating that the project will utilize these connections, meter
the wastewater flow, and recycle the remainder of the wastewater.

5.

The commenter states the DEIR fails to adequately analyze impacts relating to wastewater
recycling requirements and to provide sufficient information on how the systems work.
Page IV.N-12 of the DEIR provides a detailed description of the wastewater recycling system,
including the proposed manufacturer, the size and the discharge characteristics and its compliance
with State Title 22 standards for the unrestricted reuse of recycled water. Regarding project potable
and recycled water demand, please reference Topical Response 15 of the FEIR. As previously

stated, the septic drainfields have been eliminated from the proposal. Section II of the FEIR
describes the wastewater treatment and recycling proposal.
6.

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze other items relating to the
proposed sewer system, including design considerations to allow for gravity flow or a lift station
for the proposed sewer line, worm composting, and cumulative demand of treated wastewater.
Mitigation Measure UTIL-6 of the DEIR offers two design options to resolve questions regarding
the operation of the proposed sewer line. Neither option, the below-ground creek crossing and
alternative route along Airport Street, would result in the disturbance of the drainage channel and
both options would be subject to the applicable requirements of the California Department of Fish
and Game. Refer to first paragraph of Response to Comment 205-60 for the cumulative effects of
wastewater flow along with page VI.N-20 of the DEIR.
Composting operations are described on pages III-42 and IV.N-12 of the DEIR. Page III-42 of the
DEIR stated that composting would occur in the Communications Building for the Office Park. As
described in Section III.A of the FEIR, the separate Communications Building has been eliminated.
Composting operations are now proposed in Wellness Center Building A. The location would be
further from off-site residential uses (i.e., mobile home park) than originally proposed. Therefore,
odor impacts of this proposal remain less than significant.

Response to Comment 205-61
The commenter states the DEIR does not include adequate descriptions of the wind generators.
Pages III-40 and III-56 of the DEIR describe the wind generators; furthermore, Figures III-11 through III14 show box-enclosed, screened-in turbine generators on the tops of the Office Park roof.
The commenter states that there is no accounting for power consumed for catering food, selling eggs,
yogurt and ice cream, outside farmers market, dog walking and grooming and watering native plants as
provided in the DEIR.
Kitchen services (i.e., for yogurt and ice cream production) and dog grooming services are specifically
listed in Tables IV.N-5 and IV.N-6 of the DEIR (revised in the FEIR to clarify that natural gas will only
be used for back-up purposes). Other uses listed by the commenter (nursery/farming, farmer’s market)
are not expected to use significant amounts of electricity.
The commenter states that the DEIR does not analyze the effect the project would have on local and
regional energy supplies and the requirements of additional capacity or on the effects on peak and base
period demand.
Page III-57 of the DEIR states that the project would generate the majority of the electrical power that it
requires from photovoltaic panels, wind and fuel cells. This design feature was intended to provide ample
power without significant demands on the grid. All heat and air conditioning will be solar powered.
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately analyze and mitigate the project cumulative
increase in energy demand.

The project would generates its own power and heat from solar sources and, as described in Section IV.N
of the DEIR, would have a less than significant impact on local and regional demands for natural gas and
electricity. This section in the DEIR has been revised in the FEIR to clarify that natural gas will only be
used for backup purposes. Page III-57 of the DEIR states that the project would generate the majority if
not all of its electrical power from photovoltaic panels, wind and fuel cells. Also, the DEIR proposes a
project where all buildings and development would be designed with numerous components that meet
Platinum-level Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) certified construction.
Therefore, the project would not create wasteful, inefficient and unnecessary consumption of energy.
Response to Comment 205-62
The commenter states the DEIR fails to provide a detailed statement setting forth the growth inducing
impacts of a proposed project, as it is required to do.
The DEIR provides a detailed statement on growth inducing impacts on pages V-1 through V-3.
The commenter states that Big Wave would be growth inducing by adding sewage treatment facilities.
The wastewater treatment plant is designed to meet the capacity of the project as described in the FEIR
(i.e., size, density, etc.), which includes the DEIR. As described in Section III of the FEIR, to be
conservative in sizing the facilities, the treatment plant is sized assuming no water recycling to have
capacity for the full demand without recycling. The treatment plant would not treat wastewater from any
off-site projects. Therefore, the sizing of the wastewater treatment plant for the full demand would not be
growth-inducing.
Response to Comment 205-63
The commenter states that the DEIR does not meet the CEQA requirement to provide a reasonable range
of alternatives, as the alternatives provided propose only minor variations on the project.
Alternatives B through D offer a wide range of alternatives including various project sizes, that vary in
impact, focusing on reduction of project impacts to aesthetics and hydrology and biological habitat
through the creation of impervious surface. Alternative A is the “no project” alternative. As discussed in
Section III of the FEIR, the Modified Alternative C further reduces aesthetic, hydrological, and biological
impacts of this alternative by breaking up the four, 2-story buildings into eight buildings and reducing the
footprint of development.
Response to Comment 205-64
The commenter proposes a reduced Office Park project alternative with less than 186,000 square feet
based on an earlier proposal made by the applicant. The commenter states that this size should be
considered as it would reduce the footprint of the project, thereby reducing associated impacts.
This alternative was analyzed and rejected as infeasible on pages IV-4 and 5 of the DEIR. Feasibility of
various project sizes was based on County review of financial information provided in Draft #2 of the
Facilities Plan (Big Wave Property), which was submitted at the time the Office Park was re-designed
from 156,000 sq. ft. to 225,000 sq. ft. The financial information showed that the project would generate a
loss of approximately $1.5 million under a 150,000 sq. ft. scenario, while the project at 225,000 sq. ft.

would generate a positive return on investment of $6,290,000. In further discussions with the County, it
was determined that 186,000 sq. ft. (size of Alternative B) was the minimum size feasible to meet the
Wellness Center’s affordability goals and the Office Park’s revenue goals.
Response to Comment 205-65
The commenter states that the DEIR dismisses the following alternatives: (1) off-site Wellness Center,
and (2) Development of the Office Park and Wellness Center on the northern parcel only.
1.

The alternative suggested by the commenter, the donation of the proceeds of the sale of the
undeveloped Wellness Center site to the Big Wave non-profit organization for development of the
Wellness Center in an off-site location, is similar to the purchase of an off-site property by the Big
Wave non-profit organization, which is discussed on page VI-5 of the DEIR. The separation of the
properties would not meet a project objective to keep the Office Park and Wellness Center within
walking/wheelchair distance of each other, would limit or eliminate employment opportunities at
the Wellness Center, and wetland restoration would not occur on the southern parcel. A shuttle
option proposed by the commenter would increase the costs of operating the Wellness Center
businesses and, therefore, reduce profits gained from the businesses.

2.

The other alternative suggested by the commenter, the donation of a portion of the Office Park to
the Big Wave non-profit organization alternative, is similar to the purchase of a portion of the
Office Park site by the Wellness Center, which was rejected as infeasible (discussion on page VI-5
of the DEIR). The applicant has stated that any portion of the Office Park would have to be
purchased by the Big Wave non-profit organization and not donated; therefore, this alternative is
considered economically infeasible. For the reasons listed below, this alternative has also been
rejected as infeasible as it would reduce affordable housing at the Wellness Center by 37%, reduce
or eliminate indoor and outdoor recreation and areas to conduct Big Wave businesses, and wetland
restoration would not occur on the southern parcel. The following is an analysis of the commenter
suggested alternative:
Under the donation scenario, it is assumed that the Office Park may occupy three-quarters of the
current mixed office space proposal. Therefore, the Office Park would be approx. 168,750 sq. ft.,
leaving 56,250 sq. ft. for the Wellness Center. The size of the Office Park under this scenario
would not meet the feasibility threshold of 186,000 sq. ft., as it would cause the project to generate
a financial loss and reduce the affordability of housing at the Wellness Center. Under this scenario,
the size of the Wellness Center would be significantly reduced by approximately 20% from 70,348
sq. ft. (under the revised proposal to comply with Mitigation Measures CULT-2A described in the
FEIR) to 56,250 sq. ft., with an assumed proportionate reduction in affordable housing, from 57 to
46 units. The public storage use and other amenities associated with the Wellness Center, such as
indoor areas to conduct Big Wave businesses, would be reduced or eliminated. The reduction of
revenues from the Office Park and the elimination of revenues from these businesses would make
this alternative financially infeasible.
A scenario where the 70,348 sq. ft. Wellness Center is constructed with the remaining area of
154,694 sq. ft. for Office Park uses is also considered infeasible, as the size of the Office Park
would not meet the minimum size and feasibility requirements of 186,000 sq. ft.

The commenter states that low-income housing is not a stated project objective.
The first bullet on page III-63 of the DEIR, under Project Objectives, states the project objective relative
to affordable housing (italicized for emphasis).
To provide office space and building energy-efficient solar-powered affordable housing at below
market-rate and provide ownership opportunities to create local, clean, secure and monitored communitycentric involvement.
Response to Comment 205-66
The commenter states that the range of alternatives analyzed in the DEIR are inadequate under CEQA.
The revised DEIR should analyze alternatives as suggested by the commenter.
Refer to Response to Comments 205-64 and 205-65.
Response to Comment 205-67
The commenter concludes the letter, requesting the DEIR be redrafted and recirculated.
This is a closing statement. No response is required by CEQA.* See Topical Response 6, Recirculation
of the DEIR.

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Comment Letter No. 206

December 23, 2009
County of San Mateo, Planning and Building Department
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
Attn: Camille Leung, Planner

via Fax: 650-363-4849

Subject: Comments on Draft EIR for Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park
Dear Ms. Leung:
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Big Wave project. Our comments are as follows:

206-1

DEIR employs segmented analysis.
The project description notes that Big Wave may in
clude several associated business ventures that
are intended to generate revenue by serving both on-site and off-site customers. The associated
business ventures include BW Catering/Food Services, BW Farming, and BW Transportation. The
DEIR provides no detailed analysis of the potential environmental impacts that could result from the
operation of these business ventures. In so doing, the DEIR fails to disclose the whole project’s
environmental impacts, thereby depriving the public of the right to understand the true environmental
consequences of the entire Big Wave project.
A “project” as defined in 15378 of the CEQA guidelines is the “whole of an action” such that a
project cannot be segmented into smaller pieces and then studied independently of one another.
CEQA requires the disclosure and mitigation of environmental impacts that are “cumulatively
considerable.” Cumulatively considerable means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the eff
ects of past projects, the effects of other current
Big Wave’s associated business ventures are
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.
reasonably foreseeable future projects that have not been adequately studied for environmental
impacts as part of the current DEIR.
PO Box 3560 t Half Moon Bay CA 94019
LCP.sanmateo.org t ID 1234363

206-2

DEIR defers identification of potential impacts and mitigation measures to future studies.
In numerous instances, the DEIR proposes to identify potential environmental impacts and/or mitigation
measures based on the outcome of some future study, test, plan, or application. These instances include:
t
t
t
t
t
t
t
t
t

AES-4 (future lighting plan)
GEO-3, GEO-4, GEO-6 (future geotechnical inves tigation and future subsurface exploration to
identify liquefaction-induced hazards)
GEO-7 and GEO-8 (future design recommendations to mitigate surface run-off of water).
HAZ-2 (future assessment for potential release ofhazardous substances to soil or ground water)
HAZ-3 (future recording of avigational easement in lieu of actual mitigation of airport hazards)
HYDR-3 (future identification of mitigation measures to control erosion and sedimentation)
TRANS-1 (future traffic study and analysis to determine need for signalized intersection at Cypress
Avenue)
UTIL-2 (future sewage flow analysis of potential discharge to Granada Sanitary District and future
hydraulic analysis to determine adequacy of 8-inch sewer line), and
UTIL-5 (future analysis of toilet flushing flows).

Requiring the project to adopt mitigations measures
stemming from a future study, test, plan, or
application, is a violation of the guidelines for implementing CEQA, as established inSundstrom vs. the
County of Mendocino(1988), which state:1
“The requirement that the applicant adopt mitigation measures recommended in a future
study is in direct conflict with the guidelines implementing CEQA. California Administrative
Code, title 14, section 15070, subdivision (b)(1) provides that if an applicant proposes
measures that will mitigate environmental effects, the project plans must be revised to
incorporate these mitigation measures beforeethproposed negative declaration is released
for public review....Here, the use permit contemplates that project plans may be revised to
incorporate needed mitigation measures after the final adoption of the negative declaration.
This procedure, we repeat, is contrary to law. By deferring environmental assessment to a
future date, the conditions run counter to that policy of CEQA which requires environmental
review at the earliest feasible stage in the planning process.
” (underline added)
Along these lines, page IV.N-20 of the DEIR acknowledges:
“Some aspects of the proposed wastewater treatment and disposal system have been found to
be in conflict with existing policies and requirements of several agencies that have
jurisdiction and permitting authority over various aspects of the wastewater system, including
the RWQCB, CDPH, CDFG, San Mateo County, and Granada Sanitary District. The
agencies, through the established permitting process, will ensure compliance, or, where
appropriate,issue the necessary waiver(emphasis added), to the applicable requirements.
Assuming the applicant will resolve these wastewater regulatory issues, impacts would be
less than significant.”

1 See http://ceres.ca.gov/ceqa/ca
ses/1988/sunstrom_062288.html

206-3

In the above example on page IV.N-20, the DEIR improperly seeks to shift responsibility for the
environmental review of the wastewater treatment
and disposal systems onto other agencies as part
of a future permitting process, rather than performing the environmental review within the DEIR
itself, as required by CEQA, and then identifying the necessary mitigation measures to reduce any
impacts to less than significant.

206-3

DEIR understates potential for listed species to occur on project site and fails to identify adequate
mitigation measures for impacts to listed species.
Pages IV.D-88 and IV.D-89 of the DEIR claim that there is “moderate potential” for occurrence of
the San Francisco Garter Snake (SFGS) and the California Red-Legged Frog (CRLF) on the project
site. The DEIR further claims “there is no suitable breeding or foraging habitat onsite” for CRLF.
These claims are in direct conflict with the opinion of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).
In a letter dated February 13, 2009 (Attachment 1) USFWS states:
“…The proposed project area is located adjacent to and within suitable habitat for the redlegged frog and garter snake, and is located adjacent to environmentally sensitive areas, such
as the Pillar Point Marsh and the mouth of Denniston Creek, which provides habitat for the
garter snake and red-legged frog… Due to the presence of suitable habitat and connectivity
between documented sightings, nearby observations of red-legged frogs, garter snakes, and
its prey, the Pacific tree frog at or near the site, and the biology and ecology of these two
listed species, the Service believes that the garter snake and red-legged frog are reasonably
certain to occur at the proposed project area.”
(underline added)
The DEIR should be revised to show that SFGS and CRLF are “likely to occur” on the project site as
opposed to “moderate potential to occur.” Given that
the project will therefore result in the take of
habitat for the both the SFGS and CRLF, the DEIR must be revised to identify mitigation measures
that are sufficient to obtain authorization of incide
ntal take pursuant to sections 7 or 10(a)(l)(B) of
the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973. The DEIR must also be revised to show that the project
and any proposed mitigation measures are consiste
nt with applicable sections of the San Mateo
County Local Coastal Program (LCP). Specifically:
t
t
t
t
t

206-4

LCP policy 7.3 prohibits any land use or development which would have significant adverse
impact on sensitive habitat areas
LCP policies 7.4 and 7.33 permit only resource dependent uses in sensitive habitat areas and
also require that permitted uses comply with
USFWS and California Department of Fish and
Game (CDFG) regulations
LCP policy 7.36 prohibits development where there is known to be a riparian or wetland
location for the San Francisco garter snake (with certain exceptions)
LCP policy 7.36 also requires analysis and protection of potential or existing migration routes
of the San Francisco garter snake
LCP policy 7.18 requires a 100-foot buffer zone from the edge of any wetland.

DEIR analysis for adequate water supply does not satisfy CEQA standards.
Page IV.N-30 of the DEIR states: “The project applicant proposes to connect to the CCWD
[Coastside County Water District] for emergency water supply and fire flow. This proposed
annexation to CCWD would require amendments to the Coastal Development Permits for the El

206-5

Granada Pipeline replacement project…Coastal Development Permits A-1-HMB-99-20 and A-2SMC-99-63.”
First, we wish to point out that amendments to other Coastal Development Permits (CDPs) for the El
Granada Pipeline project would also be required. The permits cited in the DEIR were issued by the
California Coastal Commission in 2003 for the first phase of the El Granada Pipeline replacement
project. Later phases of the project in 2004 and 2006 included additional CDPs that were issued by
the City of Half Moon Bay and the County of San Mateo. Each of these additional CDPs included the
same Special Conditions that were imposed on CCWD by the Coastal Commission in 2003. Hence,
the CDPs for the later phases of the El Granada Pipeline replacement project would also need to be
amended, but this time by application to the local jurisdictions which granted the CDPs, but subject
to review by the Coastal Commission on appeal.
Second, the DEIR’s analysis for adequate water supply to the project depends crucially on the
assumption that the above CDP amendments could be obtained successfully by the project applicant
from either the Coastal Commission itself or from the local jurisdictions, but subject to review by the
Coastal Commission on appeal. This assumption is not realistic based on a California Coastal
Commission staff letter dated April 10, 2006 (Attachment 2) which states:
“…[I]t seems unlikely that the proposed annexation could be authorized consistent with
the terms of the El Granada Pipeline permits. Our conclusion is based on the Special
Condition 4 of the El Granada Pipeline permits…Specifically, Special Condition 4.A requires
that all Phase 1 water service connections shall be distributed only within the CCWD Service
District boundaries as those boundaries were defined on January 1, 2003, unless
modification to the CCWD Service District boundaries is approved through an amendment or
amendments to the related El Granada Pipeline permit(s)…Special Condition 4.D expressly
prohibits any increase to CCWD’s distribution capacity in excess of the Phase 1 limitations
specified in Special Condition 4.A unless the existing or probable future capacity of other
related infrastructure, including Highways 1 and 92, is sufficient to adequately serve the level
of development that would be supported by the increased distribution capacity. Given the fact
that the existing and probable future capacities of Highways 1 and 92 are insufficient to
adequately serve even the existing development in the MidCoast region, it is reasonable to
infer that the terms of Special Condition 4.D. for approval of the proposed annexation are
unlikely to be met.” (underline added)
By relying on the unrealistic assumption that the pr
oject can be served by CCWD, the analysis for
adequate water supply is flawed and does not meet the standards required by CEQA. In the case of
Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th
412, the California Supreme Court articulated four principles governing the analysis of the water
services portion of an EIR:
“First, CEQA’s informational purposes are not satisfied by an EIR that simply ignores or
assumes a solution to the problem of supplying water to a proposed land use project.
Decision makers must, under the law, be presented with sufficient facts to evaluate the pros
and cons of supplying the amount of water that the [project] will need…”
“Second, an adequate environmental impact analysis for a large project, to be built and
occupied over a number of years, cannot be limited to the water supply for the first stage or
the first few years. While proper tiering of environmental review allows an agency to defer
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analysis of certain details of later phases of long-term linked or complex projects until those
phases are up for approval, CEQA’s demand for meaningful information is not satisfied by
simply stating information will be provided in the future…”
“Third, the future water supplies identified and analyzed must bear a likelihood of actually
proving available; speculative sources and unrealistic allocations (“paper water”) are
insufficient bases for decision making under CEQA. An EIR for a land use project must
address the impacts oflikely future water sources, and the EIR’s discussion must include a
reasoned analysis of the circumstances affecting the likelihood of the water’s availability
…”
(underline added)
“Finally, where [even a full discussion leaves some uncertainty regarding actual availability
of the] anticipated future water sources,. . .CEQA requires some discussion of possible
replacement sources or alternatives to use of the anticipated water, and of the environmental
consequences of those contingencies. The law’s informational demands may not be met, in
this context, simply by providing that futuredevelopment will not proceed if the anticipated
water supply fails to materialize…”
The DEIR’s water supply analysis fails to satisfy the first, third, and fourth principles set forth above.
A determination about whether the second principlesatisfied
is
cannot be made at this time because
the DEIR fails to provide sufficient information about the planned construction phasing of project.
(This failure to provide information about the pla
nned construction phasing is an independent flaw in
the informational content of DEIR.)
The DEIR analysis assumes that future actions will somehow permit CCWD to serve the project
despite what appears to be direct and insurmountable conflicts with the Special Conditions set forth
in the CDPs for the EI Granada Pipeline. No measures whatsoever have been proposed in the DEIR
as a way to mitigate or avoid these conflicts. The assumed future availability of a CCWD water
connection to serve the project represents “paper water” in the language of the Supreme Court
decision. The DEIR’s water supply analysis must therefore be revised so as to conform to the four
principles set forth in Supreme Court decision.

Sincerely,

Dana Kimsey
Co-Chair
Attachments:
1. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service letter dated February 27, 2009
2. California Coastal Commission letter dated April 10, 2006
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Response to Comment Letter 206
San Mateo League for Coastside Protection
Response to Comment 206-1
Commenter provides an introduction only.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA.*
Response to Comment 206-2
Commenter states that the DEIR employs a segmented analysis. Commenter briefly describes the project,
including the associated business ventures of BW Catering/Food Services, BW Farming and BW
Transportation. Commenter asserts that the DEIR fails to disclose the environmental impacts of these
businesses, and therefore fails to disclose all environmental impacts of the entire project.
The DEIR describes the businesses on pages III-39 to III-41. Section III of the FEIR clarifies that these
businesses are small and provide work for the Wellness Center residents and services only for the Big
Wave development. The impacts of traffic are summarized in Tables IV.M-10 and IV.M-11 and the
traffic impacts of the project, including these businesses, are concluded to be less than significant for the
project as mitigated. Also, refer to Response to Comment 205-2.
Response to Comment 206-3
Commenter states that the DEIR contains potential impacts and/or mitigation measures based on the
outcome of some future study, test or plan, which violates the guidelines for implementing CEQA.
Please refer to Topical Response 4, Deferral of Mitigation Measures, for an explanation of the deferral of
mitigations as covered under the CEQA regulations.
Response to Comment 206-4
Commenter states that the DEIR understates the potential impact for both the San Francisco garter snake
and the California red-legged frog. Commenter relies on a USFWS letter to determine that the DEIR
should be revised to show both species as “likely to occur” on the project site as opposed to “moderate
potential to occur.”
Refer to Response to Comments 205-16 and 213-23.
Commenter states that the DEIR must be revised to identify mitigation measures for CRLF and SFGS
sufficient to comply with the Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Section 7 or 10(a)(1)(B).

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Potential impact of the project to the SFGS and CRLF is discussed as potentially significant, as stated on
page IV.D-94. Mitigation Measure BIO-1a, which requires a biological monitor to survey the location for
CRLF and SFGS and coordinate with the CDFG and USFWS for the installation of exclusion fencing,
would continue to be adequate to reduce potential project impacts to CRLF and SFGS to a less than
significant level.
Commenter states that DEIR must be revised to show proposed mitigation measures are consistent with
San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (LCP).
Refer to Response to Comments 213-28 and 213-39, as well as Response to Comment 193-42.
Response to Comment 206-5
Commenter states that the DEIR’s analysis for adequate water supply does not satisfy CEQA standards;
specifically, according to the commenter, the DEIR’s proposal to connect to the CCWD for emergency
water supply refers only to a single amendment of the Coastal Development Permits for the Granada
Pipeline replacement project, when other amendments to other CDPs for the El Granada Pipeline project
will also be required. Commenter asserts that the DEIR’s analysis for adequate water supply to the
project depends on flawed assumption that the foregoing CDP amendments could be obtained either
locally or from the California Coastal Commission and then pass appeal before the Commission.
While connection to CCWD for domestic water service and/or fire flow is discussed as an option for
water supply, project water supply does not depend on this option. There is no assumption that CDP
amendments are required. Pages III-64 and IV.N-30 state “this proposed annexation to CCWD would
require review and approval by LAFCo and approval of amendments to the Coastal Development Permits
for the El Granada Pipeline replacement project.” This covers all Coastal Development Permits for the El
Granada Pipeline replacement project for which an amendment is required for connection to CCWD.
As discussed in Sections IV.H (Hydrology and Water Quality) and N.2 of the DEIR, the primary option
for water supply is well water from the conversion of an existing agricultural well to a domestic well. As
described on page IV.N-27, the Groundwater Management Act provides legal access to the groundwater.
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to provide sufficient information regarding project phasing.
Refer to Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park.
Response to Comment 206-6
Commenter attached this letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to the San Mateo Planning and
Building Department of February 27, 2009. The commenter states concern that the project may affect six
special species listed in the letter and defines “take.”
All six species, except for the Southern sea otter, are discussed in Section IV.D (Biological Resources) of
the DEIR. The project sites do not contain habitat for the Southern sea otter nor is the otter present at the
site.
The commenter states that the CRLF and SFGS are “reasonably certain to occur” in the project area and
could be impacted by the desalinization plant and the proposed trails.

Refer to Response to Comment 206-4. The desalinization plant is not part of the proposal. As discussed
in Section III of the FEIR, the trail on the Wellness Center site has been removed. The applicant proposes
to post signs to require pet owners to pick up pet waste on-site. Per Mitigation Measure BIO-4a, dogs and
cats are restricted to the building envelopes.
The commenter states that, if appropriate, authorization for incidental take should be obtained.
Comment is noted. Per Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through 4 in the DEIR, the applicant will continue to
involve and coordinate with the USFWS.
Response to Comment 206-7
Commenter attaches this letter from the California Coastal Commission to David Byers, Esq., dated
April 10, 2006, stating that it is unlikely that the project’s proposed annexation could be authorized
consistent with the terms of the El Grenada Pipeline permits.
This 2006 Coastal Commission letter is included as Comment Letter 231-22; please see Response to
Comment 231-22. Also, refer to Response to Comment 206-5.
Commenter relies on a portion of the letter referring to Special Condition 4.A requiring that all Phase 1
water service connections be distributed only within CCWD Service District Boundaries.
This 2006 Coastal Commission letter is included as Comment Letter 231-22; please see Response to
Comment 231-22. Also, refer to Response to Comment 206-5.
Commenter further relies a on portion of the letter that states that Special Condition 4.D would prohibit
the project since existing and probable future capacities of Highways 1 and 92 are insufficient to
adequately serve the existing development in the Midcoast region, and thus approval of the proposed
annexation is unlikely to be met.
This 2006 Coastal Commission letter is included as Comment Letter 231-22; please see Response to
Comment 231-22. Also, refer to Response to Comment 206-5. As stated on page IV.M-46 of the DEIR,
“the proposed project would reduce traffic traveling over the hill on Highway 92 for employment by 60
eastbound trips in the AM peak hour and 53 westbound trips in the PM peak hour. Impacts would be less
than significant and no mitigation measures are required.”

Comment Letter No. 207

"Steve Beardsley" <stevexs29@sbcglobal.net> 12/22/2009 11:45 PM
Camille Leung, Planner
San Mateo County Planning Dept.
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
email: cleung@co.sanmateo.ca.us <mailto:cleung@co.sanmateo.ca.us>
Re: Big Wave Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

While I support the needs of the developmentally disabled, I have the following concerns about
the adequacy of the DEIR for the Big Wave Project:
x

Visual Impacts: Without story poles showing the potential visual impacts of the project, it is
impossible to determine the project?s impacts on scenic views. Four 50-foot tall office buildings
would be grossly out of scale with the surrounding natural setting and nearby buildings.

x

Traffic: The DEIR defers any traffic mitigations caused by the project?s 2,123 daily trips to some
time after full occupancy.
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x

Water and Sewer: There is no guaranteed source of water and no guaranteed disposal of
sewage, even though the site is served by public water and sewer agencies.
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x

Geology: The DEIR defers analysis of potentially significant impacts of violent shaking during
earthquakes, liquefaction, and differential settlement under the buildings until future studies.
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x

Hazards: The housing for developmentally disabled people would be located in a Marine
Industrial zone, where all but the most hazardous chemicals are allowed. Additional hazards
from flooding, tsunami inundation, and adjacent airport operations make this a problematic site for
an at risk population.
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x

Affordability and Economic Viability: There are no enforceable income or affordability
restrictions on purchase of housing co-op shares or condos. The project relies on shaky financial
assumptions to support the ?affordable? housing.
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x

Phased Development: The Office Park?s estimated construction period of 30-36 months in the
DEIR is not realistic, given the developer?s intent to phase each building?s construction after
rental or sale of each previously constructed building. Wetlands restoration would not be done
until after all construction is complete, which would allow storm water runoff to carry sediment and
other pollutants into the Pillar Point Marsh.
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Isolation and Employment: Wellness Center residents would be isolated from community
resources with reduced opportunities to mingle with the community at large. Many of the Big
Wave programs such as raising organic crops do not depend upon this site being developed.
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x

As drafted, the DEIR is inadequate, has numerous errors, and is contradictory in
some places, and leaves crucial mitigation measures to future studies, which is not
permitted under CEQA.
Sign:
Print name:
Address:
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________________________
____Steven M. Beardsley_________
Date: __12/23/09__
____140 Precita Ave. Moss Beach__
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Response to Comment Letter 207
Steve Beardsley
This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 208

"ted kaye" <tedkaye@sbcglobal.net> 12/22/2009 7:29 PM >>>

Dear Ms Leung And Board of Supervisors,
Please be advised that I believe the Big Wave Project proposed for the Princeton
area near the Half Moon Bay Harbor is  too large for the rural area that
surrounds the planned development. I urge you as well as the Board of
Supervisors to deny building permits for this project
Ted Kaye , 815 Tierra Alta Street, Moss Beach
Ca. 94038
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Response to Comment Letter 208
Ted Kaye - Individual
Response to Comment 208-1
The commenter believes that the project is too big for the surrounding area.
Refer to Response to Comments 21-1a and 213-19.
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Response to Comment Letter 209
Wittwer & Parkin, LLP – GSD Attorney
Response to Comment 209-1
The commenter states that the letter supplements its October 30, 2009 comment letter and reiterates that
the County has not treated the Granada Sanitary District or the SFRWQCB as Responsible Agencies.
The County notes that the project now contemplates a connection to the GSD system and, on that basis,
Granada Sanitary District claims to be a Responsible Agency for this project under CEQA. If the
applicant requires a discretionary permit action from GSD in order to secure this sewer connection, GSD
would meet the definition of a responsible agency under CEQA. Page III-64 of the DEIR identifies the
SFRWQCB as a responsible agency under CEQA.
The commenter states that the review of the DEIR may take more than one year if the DEIR does not
provide a project description that was well enough defined.
In the DEIR, the proposed options for wastewater systems were: (1) use of an on-site wastewater
treatment plant with disposal through irrigation and infiltration through three drain fields, and/or (2)
municipal hook-ups. As described in Section III of the FEIR, the wastewater options are clarified as
follows: (1) use of an on-site wastewater treatment plant with disposal through a combination of
municipal hook-up and on-site recycled water usage, and/or (2) municipal hook-ups.
CEQA allows for multiple options to be considered and analyzed. The wastewater options are described
in both Section III (Project Description) and Section IV.N.1 (Sewer) of the DEIR. The wastewater
options that are considered in detail include, first, a combination of water recycling and connection to the
GSD collection system, and, second, a connection to the GSD collection system for all project. The
project description describes the water treatment/recycling plant, the uses for water recycling, and the
locations of the infiltration galleries and drip irrigation systems. Section IV.N.1 (Sewer) of the DEIR
identifies and analyzes wastewater flows, the locations of connections, and the impacts to the GSD
system. This section of the DEIR also addresses the quality of the treated wastewater/recycled water and
its potential impacts to the environment. GSD will have additional time to review and comment on the
project design and level of service during the final design phase when the project is submitted to GSD for
connections and final permits.
Response to Comment 209-2
The DEIR addresses a conflict between GSD requirements, which require a connection to the sewer
system, and the project description, which proposes a private on-site wastewater system, and states that
the project would result in a less than significant impact regarding project compliance with land use
policies and regulations. The commenter states that since the regulatory conflict has not been resolved,
the impact should be considered significant.
Figure III-16 shows the location of the planned connection to GSD. As discussed in Section III of the
FEIR, GSD has assessed the project for 8 connections and these connections have been included in the
proposal. The applicant also plans to recycle a portion of its wastewater. The GSD Ordinance Code does
not appear to limit water recycling. Further, the GSD Code appears to restrict private wastewater

treatment systems only in so far as there is a public sewer system that is available to a given site. In the
instant case, it is unclear whether there is public sewer capacity adequate to fully serve the site that GSD
is willing to make available to the project. In any event, any action taken by the County with respect to
this project is without prejudice to GSD’s power to assert any interpretation of its own ordinances that it
deems appropriate under the circumstances. Therefore, as stated in the FEIR, the project appears
consistent with GSD ordinances (or could be brought into consistency with such ordinances through the
normal permitting process) and would not result in a significant conflict with land use policies and
regulations, as discussed in Impact LU-2 of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 209-3
The commenter states that the project may not comply with a number of the GSD ordinances. The
commenter gives two examples: (1) the District cannot issue a sewer connection permit for any proposed
dwelling unit not included in build out calculations under the County LCP without a variance, and (2) the
RWQCB Resolution 78-14 which states that the City and County is requested to prevent the development
of a subdivision that will use its own community system for the disposal of sewage unless (a) the
development is within a governmental sewerage entity that has authority and intent to assume
responsibility for the construction, operation and maintenance of the system, and (b) the governmental
sewerage entity has developed a master plan for sewerage that includes the development.
As stated in the FEIR, Section III, the applicant is not providing a community sewage “disposal” system.
According to the DEIR, the estimated wastewater flows from the project are approximately 26,000
gallons per day.1 The applicant proposes to treat all 26,000 gpd through an on-site membrane bioreactor
(MBP) wastewater treatment facility designed to meet Title 22 requirements. The applicant plans to
recycle 16,000 gpd through toilet flushing and landscape irrigation uses and use the remaining 10,000 gpd
for on-site irrigation of agriculture.2 Therefore, under normal conditions, no wastewater will be directed
to the Granada Sanitary District (GSD) system. However, the applicant proposes to connect to the GSD
sewer system for 8 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs), where 8 EDUs is equivalent to 1,768 gallons per
day, for the discharge of unused Title 22 treated water as needed.3 The applicant also proposes an
emergency connection to provide for a back-up wastewater management system in the instance that the
on-site wastewater treatment systems fails or is over capacity.
California Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) has authorized the San Mateo County
Environmental Health Division, as the certified agency, to approve private wastewater treatment and
recycling systems. Therefore, the project is in substantial conformance with the Lead Agency’s
regulations for a private wastewater treatment system. The County recognizes, however, that no action by
the County with respect to this project or the parcels in question would be intended to displace or negate
any authority that GSD may have with respect to the project or parcels.
While proposed residential units on the project sites were not included in the build-out numbers included
in the County’s Local Coastal Program, for urban areas of the Coast, the build-out total is an estimate
1

Project water demand calculation is provided in Table IV.N-2 on Page IV.N-33 of the DEIR.
The applicant estimates reuse of 10,000 gpd through irrigation for non-drought years. The applicant estimates
reuse of 5,000 gpd through irrigation for drought years, where estimated wastewater generation will drop from
26,000 gpd to 21,000 gpd.
3
EDUs are used to calculate the connection fee charged by the Granada Sanitary District. Taxes for eight (8)
EDUs have been assessed by GSD to the property. One (1) EDU is equivalent to 221 gallons per day.
2

used to evaluate the overall impact of development on public infrastructure. The estimated build-out
number does not supersede zoning or the allowed or conditionally allowed uses within zoning districts.
Response to Comment 209-4
The commenter states that the DEIR does not provide adequate information for GSD to make necessary
determinations. The DEIR defers analysis of wastewater impacts into the future. The issue of how the
project will collect, treat, and dispose of its wastewater needs to be resolved with GSD prior to the close
of the comment period for the DEIR.
The project is within the GSD service area boundaries and, as noted, must comply with local regulations
and assessed fees. The applicant recognizes that GSD fees are based on EDUs and connections fees will
be assessed that include the Contingent and Non-Contingent assessment.
As sated in Response to Comment 209-1, the DEIR contains adequate description and analysis of
wastewater options and proposed systems in Section III (Project Description) and Section IV.N.1 (Sewer)
of the DEIR. These description and analysis provide an adequate description of wastewater impacts of
the project. GSD will have additional time to review and comment on the project design and level of
service during the final design phase, when the project is submitted to GSD for connections and final
permits.
Response to Comment 209-5
The commenter requests that the project description be revised to require that the project connect to the
GSD system.
Response to Comment 209-2 and Section III of the FEIR, the project will hook up to the GSD system at
least to the level that has been assessed by GSD and that the first building permit will include a
connection permit application.
Response to Comment 209-6
The commenter requests that if there is a conflict as described in Comment 209-5, that the DEIR be
corrected and recirculated for 45 days.
As stated in Response to Comment 209-3, the RWQCB has authorized the San Mateo County
Environmental Health Division, as the certified agency, to approve private wastewater treatment and
recycling systems. Therefore, the project is in substantial conformance with the Lead Agency’s
regulations for a private wastewater treatment system. The County recognizes, however, that no action by
the County with respect to this project or the parcels in question would be intended to displace or negate
any authority that GSD may have with respect to the project or parcels.
Response to Comment 209-7
The commenter requests a new mitigation measure requiring that the applicant connects to GSD.
As discussed in Response to Comment 209-2, GSD has assessed the project for 8 connections and these
connections have been included in the proposal. The applicant also plans to recycle a portion of its

wastewater. The GSD Ordinance Code does not appear to limit water recycling. Regarding permitting
for the private wastewater treatment system, refer to Response to Comment 209-3.
Response to Comment 209-8
The commenter asks if the DEIR will require that a permit for the water recycling and on-site sewer
systems from all agencies having jurisdiction.
Regarding permitting for the private wastewater treatment system, refer to Response to Comment 209-3.
The commenter asks if the DEIR will analyze the impacts of the operation of a private on-site wastewater
system on water quality in coastal waters and coastal resources in the wetlands and ESHA.
The wastewater treatment and recycling plant is described and analyzed in the DEIR. Project impacts to
surface water runoff quality are discussed in section Impact HYDRO-5. The project minimizes water
pollution via surface runoff by incorporating pervious surface parking lots, vegetated buffer areas
between the wetlands areas and the proposed development, and on-site containment and treatment of
stormwater. Use of recycled water on-site would be regulated by the California Department of Public
Health. As discussed in Section IV.D (Biological Resources) and Section IV.H (Hydrology and Water
Quality) of the DEIR, as proposed and mitigated, the project would result in a less than significant impact
to these resources. Also, refer to Response to Comments 90-1 and 185-32.
The commenter references a paper on septic tanks leaking into coastal water and requests that the DEIR
review this paper.
It should be noted that the paper is for septic systems. The proposed method of treatment, and the
elimination of drainfields removes the need to consider potential impacts related to septic systems.
Response to Comment 209-9
The commenter requests that the EIR include mitigation measures regarding the permitting and operation
of an on-site wastewater treatment system.
As stated in Response to Comment 209-3, the RWQCB has authorized the San Mateo County
Environmental Health Division, as the certified agency, to approve private wastewater treatment and
recycling systems. Therefore, the project is in substantial conformance with the Lead Agency’s
regulations for a private wastewater treatment system. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures are
required. The County recognizes, however, that no action by the County with respect to this project or
the parcels in question would be intended to displace or negate any authority that GSD may have with
respect to the project or parcels.
Response to Comment 209-10
The commenter states that the DEIR presents a contradictory and inconsistent description of
sewage/wastewater services.
Of the asserted examples of contradictory statements provided by the commenter, only two originate in
the DEIR. The DEIR reference and the Vesting Tentative Parcel Map both acknowledge GSD as the

appropriate sewage utility provider, should the project implement a connection. Other references include
an email from the applicant, a County staff report, and the applicant’s Facilities Plan. The DEIR and
FEIR contain the actual description of the wastewater proposal for the project. The other documents do
not provide a description of the current proposal that has been analyzed. The DEIR does not present a
contradictory and inconsistent description of the proposed sewage/wastewater services.
Response to Comment 209-11
The commenter states that a lack of a finite project also inhibits informed self-government and asks
questions related to the specifics of the sewer/wastewater treatment proposal.
Regarding the adequacy of the project description with regard to CEQA, please refer to Response to
Comments 209-1 and 209-10. Estimated wastewater generation is provided in Topical Response 15,
Project Potable and Recycled Water Demand, and in Response to Comment 209-3.
Response to Comment 209-12
The commenter states that there is no Miramar Pump Station and there are no plans for a new pump
station, in contrast to the statement on page IV.N-3 of the DEIR.
Comment is noted. While the DEIR’s references to GSD infrastructure may not be consistent with GSD’s
naming protocols, the DEIR content is substantively accurate and consistent with this comment.
Therefore, the description of GSD’s system in the DEIR is correct and adequate. References to Miramar
Pump Station have been changed to Naples Beach Pump Station (which is located on Naples Avenue in
Miramar). References have been corrected in the DEIR in Section III of the FEIR.
While the Miramar Pump Station (or Naples Beach Pump Station) is not “new” as described in the DEIR,
it is being designed to pump sewage from Miramar directly to the SAM gravity main (referenced by the
commenter as the SAM intertie pipeline) that runs to the treatment plant. The correction has been made
in Section III of the FEIR. The overall content of the description of the GSD system in the DEIR is
accurate and correctly analyzes environmental impacts. Therefore, the description of GSD’s system in
the DEIR, as corrected, is adequate.
The commenter states that the DEIR should be revised to correct the erroneous assumption that there will
be a reduced demand on the Portola Pump Station due to improvements of the Naples Beach Pump
Station located in Miramar.
While references to GSD infrastructure may not be consistent with GSD’s naming of the infrastructure,
the content is accurate and adequate for purposes of analyzing potential environmental impacts.
References to El Granada Pump Station have been changed to Portola Pump Station (which is located in
El Granada near Portola Avenue). References to Miramar Pump Station have been changed to Naples
Beach Pump Station (which is located on Naples Avenue in Miramar). References have been corrected in
the DEIR in Section III of the FEIR. As revised, the statement in the DEIR should read: “A Naples Beach
Pump Station is being designed to pump sewage from Miramar directly to the SAM gravity main that
runs to the treatment plant. When implemented, this will provide improved capacity for wet weather
flows.”
Response to Comment 209-13

The commenter states that GSD and SAM sewer capacity for wastewater flow generated by the project
must be determined. The commenter states that a mitigation measure should be added that requires the
applicant to obtain all requisite permits to construct all necessary infrastructure capacity improvements
to GSD’s and SAM’s sewer capacity in order for GSD’s system to be able to accept wastewater flow from
the entire project, including improvements required by Mitigation Measure UTIL-2 of the DEIR.
As discussed in Section III of the FEIR, the project has been revised to perform wastewater
treatment/recycling and connect to GSD, as GSD has and continues to assess the project site for 8 EDU
connections. According to Delia Comito, of the Granada Sanitary District4, GSD assesses the project
parcels over a 25-year period to finance a bond that pays for construction of additional sewer system
capacity. GSD assesses the owner of the project parcels, along with other owners of vacant parcels in the
district, as they would most likely benefit from the additional sewer capacity. Ms. Comito states that
additional capacity exists for conforming development on these parcels. Also, refer to Response to
Comment 205-60. The project projects have been assessed to pay for infrastructure improvements to
provide for additional capacity for the development of the parcels. As discussed in Section III of the
FEIR, no expansion of the sewer line at Stanford Avenue and the Princeton Pump Station is necessary, as
described in Mitigation Measure UTIL-2b, because the project incorporates flow equalization and water
recycling such that the maximum amount of project sewage flow to the Granada Sanitary District sewer
system can be accommodated by the existing 8-inch sewer line. Therefore, it is anticipated that no
additional mitigation is necessary to further expand capacity. However, as stated above, GSD will have
additional time to review and comment on the project design and level of service during the final design
phase when the project is submitted to GSD for connections and final permits.
Response to Comment 209-14
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to discuss the SAM transmission capacity.
The SAM transmission capacity is discussed on Pages IV.N-2 of the DEIR. As discussed in Section III of
the FEIR, under normal project conditions, no wastewater will be directed to the Granada Sanitary
District (GSD) system.
In the event that excess wastewater is directed to the GSD system, the project will limit peak flow and the
total connections to eight (8). Also, the project will provide water recycling during wet weather.
Therefore, as stated on page IV.N-15 of the DEIR, the project will have a less than significant impact on
wastewater collection system and treatment facility capacity.
Response to Comment 209-15
The commenter highlights the District’s comments regarding overstated toilet flow and references the
DEIR’s conclusion that further analysis is needed to determine whether the project can actually dispose
of the surplus wastewater flow.
Topical Response 15, Project Potable and Recycled Water Demand, illustrates that 26,000 gpd is the
upper limit of wastewater generation. Wastewater generation would be reduced in drought years to
21,000 gpd, due to water conservation measures. Under a scenario where recycled water is only used for
4

Communication between Delia Comito and Camille Leung, County Planning staff, on August 30, 2010.

toilet flushing uses, excess wastewater of up to 16,000 gpd would be used for below-ground landscape
irrigation, as shown in Table II-11 of Topical Response 15. Also, with the use of recycled water for
additional uses such as solar panel and surface washing at the sites, as proposed by the applicant, excess
wastewater would be reduced to zero under average and drought year conditions. However, the applicant
proposes to connect to the GSD sewer system for 8 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs), where 8 EDUs is
equivalent to 1,768 gallons per day, for the discharge of unused Title 22 treated water as needed.5 The
applicant also proposes an emergency connection to provide for a back-up wastewater management
system in the instance that the on-site wastewater treatment systems fails or is over capacity. Reference
Response to Comment 209-13 regarding GSD capacity to provide a level of service accommodating 8
EDUs. The emergency connection would be subject to GSD review, approval, and conditions of approval
at the time of GSD permit application.
Refer to Topical Response 15, Project Potable and Recycled Water Demand, for a discussion of the use of
recycled water at the project sites (e.g., recycled water used for toilet flow).
The commenter asks how they can comment on the DEIR when the wastewater analysis in the DEIR is
inconsistent.
As described in Response to Comment 209-1, wastewater analysis in the DEIR and FEIR are consistent
and adequate for the purpose of CEQA.
Response to Comment 209-16
The commenter states that the cumulative analysis in the DEIR of the project’s potential impact to SAM’s
sewer capacity is contradictory and that the impact requires additional mitigation.
Regarding the need for additional project mitigation based on capacity limits, refer to Response to
Comments 209-13 and 209-15. Based on the foregoing and required compliance with GSD and SAM
requirements at the permit stage as discussed in the DEIR, the project would result in less than significant
cumulative impacts to the GSD and SAM systems.
Response to Comment 209-17
The commenter states that DEIR does not set forth an adequate basis for its Wastewater Flow Estimates.
The table entitled “Calculation of Water Demand” of Topical Response 15, Project Potable and Recycled
Water Demand, describes how the total water demand for the project is calculated, including estimated
flows for non-personal water uses at the Wellness Center.
The commenter asks if the RWQCB was identified as a Responsible Agency.
Page III-64 of the DEIR lists the Regional Water Quality Control Board as Responsible Agency, from
which a discretionary approval is required for the project. They are listed in the State Clearing House
Distribution as a Responsible Agency and a DEIR was mailed to the agency. The County also mailed a

5

EDUs are used to calculate the connection fee charged by the Granada Sanitary District. Taxes for eight (8)
EDUs have been assessed by GSD to the property. One (1) EDU is equivalent to 221 gallons per day.

separate copy to the Board staff member responsible for water recycling review. They have been
provided with all CEQA noticing.
Response to Comment 209-18
The commenter asks if the project will comply with State and Federal laws and regulations and, if so, the
DEIR should be recirculated stating the laws and required standards that are to be met.
The DEIR states the laws and standards that are required on pages IV.N-12 through 18 and pages IV.B-13
through 19 of the DEIR. The project does not include a grey water element. Recirculation and revision
of the DEIR are not required.
Response to Comment 209-19
The commenter states that the leaching beds are closer than 10-feet from the building.
As stated previously, the drainfields have been eliminated from this project. Therefore, the setback
requirement is no longer relevant to this project.
Response to Comment 209-20
The commenter states that the DEIR states 10 dry pounds of solids will be generated but their District
Engineer states it is more like 54 pounds per day.
CEQA encourages reviewers to submit data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on
facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. No data was provided to
substantiate the commenter’s statement of the District Engineer’s estimate of biosolids.
Response to Comment 209-21
The commenter questions the estimated infiltration rate of 0.6 gpd/sf and asks if the project will comply
with all laws and regulations and, if not, will the DEIR be re-circulated.
As stated previously, the drainfields have been eliminated from this project. Therefore, the drainfield
design guidelines are no longer relevant to this project.
Response to Comment 209-22
The commenter questions the rates of recycling.
Please refer to Response to Comment 209-15.
The commenter references the DEIR which states only 8,750 gpd of recyled water would be used by the
office buildings rather than 14,000 gallons, and that the Wellness Center will recycle only 2,000 gallons.
The commenter states that these values seem high.
Topical Response 15, Project Potable and Recycled Water Demand, of the FEIR provides a range for
recycled water use of 8,750 to 14,000 gpd per day based on proposed use of recycled water for toilet
flushing, surface and solar panel washing, and irrigation, as described in Response to Comment 205-15.

The commenter asks what is the basis for estimating 16,000 gallons for toilet flushing.
Page IV.N-14 of the DEIR states: “The applicant estimates that approximately 16,000 gpd (out of the
26,000 gpd total) will be recycled for toilet flushing in the Office Park and the Wellness Center buildings.
This is based on the assumption that the amount of water use for toilet flushing will be 70 percent in the
Office Park (14,000 gpd) and 30 percent in the Wellness Center (approximately 2,000 gpd). The
remaining flow of approximately 10,000 gpd of recycled water would be available for landscape and crop
irrigation, or for percolation via the on-site infiltration (drain field) systems.”
The design stated on page IV.N-14 of the DEIR is typical for offices. Typically the majority of the water
used in offices ends up in the sewers, 70% is a reasonable majority. This equals 14,000 gallons. In a
residential unit, it is typically assumed about 30% enters the sewer. This equals 2,000 equal to 16,000
gallons.
The commenter asks if the recycled water is a closed “loop” system and is constantly just being
recirculated and asks if so how is it being disposed of?
As stated in Topical Response 15, Project Potable and Recycled Water Demand, 10,000 gallons of
potable water goes into the building system per day and 10,000 gallons goes out of the building system
per day for recycling. As stated previously, all excess wastewater that is not recycled will be disposed of
into the GSD system. An additional 16,000 gallons per day of recycled water is used to comprise a total
water demand of 26,000 gpd. The project demand for irrigation is approximately 16,000 gallons per day
so little or nothing will be disposed of into the GSD system under normal conditions. The exact amount
of wastewater recycled within the building is not relevant because all of the remaining water not recycled
in the buildings will be used for irrigation and surface and solar panel washing.
The commenter asks how the inconsistencies on page IV.N-12 will be reconciled.
It is assumed that the commenter meant to reference page IV.N-36 of the DEIR, not N-12. As stated in
Topical Response 15, Project Potable and Recycled Water Demand, inconsistencies in the amount of
water to be recycled and used on-site are minor and based upon an assumption by the DEIR preparers of
toilet flushing uses only for recycled water. The inconsistencies are clarified in Topical Response 15,
Project Potable and Recycled Water Demand, where it is clarified that the recycling amounts stated in the
DEIR is offered as a conservative estimate. Therefore, as stated on page IV.N-36, the existing well
capacity would also be sufficient to meet an anticipated higher net water demand. This represents a lessthan-significant impact.
Response to Comment 209-23
The commenter states that GSD manages the garbage collection with Seacoast Disposal and that the
DEIR fails to clearly state that Seacoast will be responsible for hauling and that the DEIR should be
revised.
Page IV.N-39 clearly states that Seacoast Disposal provides garbage collection. Therefore, the DEIR
does not require revision.
Response to Comment 209-24

The commenter refers to statements on page IV.N-12 of the DEIR that state the treatment plant will be
constructed at twice the necessary size in order to allow for redundancy and future expansion.
It should be noted that Title 22 requires minimum one-day redundancy as stated on page IV.N-7 of the
DEIR. Water treatment systems will be proposed at the building permit stage for each building and
provide capacity for only the project that is being permitted. The DEIR has been revised to clarify that
any future expansion of the wastewater treatment plant beyond the proposed capacity of 0.25 Maximum
Monthly Flow (MGD) is not analyzed in this CEQA document and would be subject to future CEQA
review.
Response to Comment 209-25
The commenter states that the DEIR references source documents have not been provided in the DEIR
and that the DEIR should be recirculated with such documents.
The commenter lists “preliminary plans” as an example of a source document that has not been provided.
The applicant’s Facilities Plan was available at the Current Planning Section of the Planning and Building
Department prior to, during and after the DEIR review period. Also, in a letter dated February 20, 2009,
GSD submits its comment to the County regarding its review of the applicant’s Facilities Plan.
Therefore, the Facilities Plan was provided to GSD. Recirculation of the DEIR is not required on this
basis.
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Response to Comment Letter 210
Arne Byfuglin
This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 211
800 Bancroft Way • Suite 101 • Berkeley, CA 94710-2227 • (510) 704-1000
www.balancehydro.com • email: office@balancehydro.com
Berkeley • Auburn • Santa Cruz • San Rafael • Truckee

December 24, 2009
County of San Mateo, Planning and Building Department
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
Attn: Camille Leung, Planner
RE:

Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park Project DEIR

Dear Ms. Leung:
The San Mateo County Planning and Building Department has circulated for review and
comments the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Big Wave Wellness Center
and Office Park Project (Project). Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD) has requested
of Balance Hydrologics (Balance) a review of the DEIR Hydrology Section with emphasis on
how the Project may affect District policy and operations. MWSD currently operates three
production wells in the same aquifer from which the Project proposes to draw water. These
wells have some limits on their use due to water quality. In addition, the Pillar Ridge
Manufactured Home Community (PRMHC), located adjacent to the proposed Project location, to
the north, also operates production wells as their source water. These wells are insufficient to
supply all of their water demand, and MWSD supplies treated potable water to the PRMHC
when their water storage runs low.

211-1

DEIR Comments
Page IV.H-23 – Groundwater levels in the airport aquifer have remained essentially
constant since the 1950s with no apparent long-term changes in water level or groundwater
storage, although groundwater extraction by the local water utilities has increased from about
250 acre-feet per year (AFY) to a maximum of near 430 AFY and about 340 AFY during the
1987-1992 drought (Woyshner, M., Hedlund, C., and Hecht, B., 2002). This statement is
misquoted and misleading. In fact, we state in the last sentence of the first paragraph of page 13
of the referenced report that “Groundwater levels in unconsolidated material generally fluctuate
seasonally about 5 feet during normal years, 10 feet during dry years, and 20 feet during
droughts.” And on page 17, “we note, in particular, that many factors affect local and regional
ground-water levels.” In support of our estimates, the California Department of Water
Resources report “Montara Water Supply Study for Montara Sanitary District (June 1999),
summarizes groundwater level trends in the Airport Aquifer, and the data presented shows an
annual fluctuation up to 20 feet to meet dry-season demand.
We do agree with the DEIR statement on page IV.H-25 that, “Overall, water levels in the airport
aquifer recover seasonally, except during periods of extended drought.” Along these lines, from
Integrated Surface and Ground Water Hydrology • Wetland and Channel Restoration • Water Quality • Erosion and Sedimentation • Storm Water and Floodplain Management

211-2

Balance Hydrologics, Inc.
December 24, 2009
Ms. Camille Leung, Planner, County of San Mateo, Planning and Building Department
Page 2

isotopic groundwater dating techniques, the Airport Aquifer is know to have young water that is
replenished frequently (personal communications with LLNL).
The DEIR referenced the Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers and Earth Sciences
Associates, Half Moon Bay/Pillar Point Marsh Ground-Water Basin Study (1987, 1991, and
1992) and the Lowney-Kaldveer Associates, Groundwater Investigation (1974). These reports
are ‘landmark’ documents for the Airport Aquifer that describe groundwater contours and
illustrate how groundwater levels change during droughts. Take special note that large changes
were identified in areas of groundwater pumping by production wells.

211-2

Page IV.H-42 – Total potable water demand is 10,000 gallons per day (gpd) during normal
rainfall years and 5,000 gpd for droughts. No information is given on the proposed water supply
well, such as sustainable yield, depth of perforations and total depth of well. Is the well capable
of meeting the projected Maximum Daily Demand for the Project? There is also no well-capture
zone analysis to assess the zone of impact from pumping the well through the dry season.
MWSD would be concerned if Project well pumping were to interfere with the PRMHC water
supply wells, particularly during droughts.

211-3

Page IV.H-49 – Impact HYDRO-2, Effects of Proposed Withdrawals on Regional Aquifers uses
a general approach to assess this impact by comparing the proposed Project demand of 10,000
gpd to an existing irrigation demand for green beans. The proposed Project demand of 10,000
gpd is equivalent to 11 acre-feet per year (AFY); and by comparison, the estimated irrigation
demand for green beans was 1.2 AFY. This order-of-magnitude difference demands a more
robust water balance and impact analysis.

211-4

We do understand that, downgradient groundwater recharge of tertiary treated Project
wastewater lowers the overall net impact, but this recharge may not mitigate drawdown impacts
to upgradient wells. In addition, increased pumping of the well may also draw known
contaminants north of the Project site toward the already impacted PRMHC production wells.
Both the drawdown impacts and the potential of impairing water quality of these wells should be
assessed. Pumping impacts during multi-year droughts are of particular concern.

211-5

Finally, I didn’t see discussion of the unique local groundwater conditions imposed by the Seal
Cove Fault, which is recognized as a major structural feature.1 Groundwater levels are known to
be higher along the fault zone, supporting upward groundwater flow, shallow groundwater and
surface ponding. These conditions were measured with piezometer cluster stations located near
the Project site (see report series by Luhdorff & Scalmanini Consulting Engineers and Earth
Sciences Associates, Half Moon Bay/Pillar Point Marsh Ground-Water Basin Study, 1987, 1991,
and 1992). Given these unique local condition, it conceivably could be more challenging than
otherwise thought to recharge quantities of treated wastewater, even with acceptable surface
percolation tests. A detailed recharge analysis is clearly needed.

211-6

The Seal Cove fault is segment of a larger fault trace dividing the La Honda and Pigeon Point blocks. It extends northward from
Moss Beach and connects with the San Andreas fault near Bolinas Lagoon in Marin County. Southward from Pillar Point, it crosses
Half Moon Bay to the mouth of San Gregorio Creek, where it becomes the San Gregorio fault, which extends further southward to
Ano Nuevo and across Monterey Bay to the west of the Monterey Peninsula, where there it is called the Pallo Colorado fault
southward from Garrapata Creek.

1
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Closure
There are many very interesting and progressive concepts proposed for the Big Wave Wellness
Center and Office Park Project. Of special note, we are pleased to see the Project strive for
Platinum-level LEED status. On behalf of MWSD we are, however, concerned regarding water
supply and impacts to the groundwater source on which the District relies. The Airport Aquifer
is the most important groundwater source for MWSD, both in well yield and groundwater
storage.
Sincerely,
BALANCE HYDROLOGICS, INC.

Mark Woyshner, M.Sc.Eng.
Principal Hydrologist/Hydrogeologist
cc. Clemens Heldmaier, General Manager, Montara Water & Sanitary District

205040.20 Big Wave hydrology section review 12-24-09.doc
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Response to Comment Letter 211
Balance Hydrologics
This letter is identical to Comment 231-21. Please refer to Response to Comment 231-21.

Comment Letter No. 212

San Mateo County Planning Dept
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, California 94063
ATTN: Camille Leung
RE: Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park
24 December 2009
Dear Ms Leung -Without time enough to read all the documents regarding the Big Wave development
proposal, I have chosen to focus on one aspect of the development, though I will briefly
comment on a few other issues as well.

212-1

My primary concern is that there is a significant environmental impact from development
around wetlands that is commonly overlooked: the potential impact to wetland water
source due to excavation, grading and soils compaction. County code specifically
mandates protection of water resources, and prevention of degradation to habitat.
Although the mitigations proposed by the developers include claims about using less
groundwater than the current farm operation, and lavish proclamations regarding water
reclamation and runoff management, I could find no reference to identifying sources and
protecting subsurface flows to the adjacent wetlands. These must be significant, for there
are times when one can find standing water in the wetland even if no surface water inflow
is evident. Thus, when the applicant describes widespread soil compaction, borings for
foundation piers, and other modifications to the soils of the site, analysis should logically
be provided to show how such modifications would affect the subsurface water flow to
the marsh.

212-2

Additional concerns that merit further attention include:
• Impacts of the all-night outdoor lighting -- light pollution is increasingly
identified as a significant adverse impact to habitat, not to mention degradation of
visibility of the night sky (a highly valued feature of coastside life). The
applicant claims the planned lighting would be non-intrusive but no lighting is far
less so.
• Traffic impacts at the corner of Cypress & Hwy 1 -- much is made of the
additional merges, left turns, etc at the intersection. A signal is mentioned as the
default response to the hideous increased traffic load the project would generate,
in spite of the fact that our coastal communities are almost universally opposed to
more signals. Indeed, a recent community planning charrette made clear that
were such traffic calming or measures deemed necessary along Hwy 1, the
preferred alternative would be a roundabout, which in similar sorts of conditions
has been documented to handle more traffic with less delay than any signal is
capable of, and has the additional feature of providing safer access across the road
for walkers, cyclists and others not in vehicles.
• Historic maps of the coastside show the entire area of the development site and
much more was once wetland similar to the remnant marsh we are trying to
protect. Rising global temperatures suggest we are wise to be particularly careful
about siting development so close to sea level; does the plan include a detailed

212-3

212-4

212-5

•

analysis of the theoretical higher mean sea level, and how that might affect the
site?
Finally, the scope of this proposed development is so outsized to the character of
the adjacent community, the natural areas, and in particular to the already
acknowledged critical habitats that any sensible person would reasonably ask how
such a plan could possibly be justified in this location.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.
Regards -Bern Smith
PO Box 1583
El Granada 94018

212-5

212-6

Response to Comment Letter 212
Bern Smith - Individual
Response to Comment 212-1
The commenter provides an introductory statement and states he has not read the entire document on
which he is commenting.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA. ∗
Response to Comment 212-2
The commenter questions the impact development will have on the surrounding wetlands, specifically in
regard to subsurface water flow.
Regarding impacts to wetlands, refer to Section IV.D (Biological Resources) of the DEIR, supporting
documentation in Appendix E, Section III of this FEIR and the 90% Basis of Design Report. Regarding
subsurface water, refer to analysis in Sections IV.F (Geology and Soils) and IV.H (Hydrology and Water
Quality) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 212-3
The commenter states that the all-night lighting will lead to light pollution and the degradation of
nighttime scenic visibility.
Based on the lighting plan description on page III-48 of the DEIR and clarifications to this page in
Section III of the FEIR, nighttime light impacts from reflective surfaces and site lighting are less than
significant after mitigation, as discussed under Impact AES-4.
Response to Comment 212-4
The commenter states that the project will have traffic impacts at the corner of Cypress and Highway 1.
The commenter also suggests installing a roundabout instead of a traffic light.
For information regarding traffic impacts at the corner of Cypress and Highway 1, refer to Topical
Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts, and Section IV.M of the DEIR. While a roundabout may
mitigate traffic impacts better than a signal, CEQA encourages reviewers to submit data or references
offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of
the comments. No additional data was provided to substantiate the use of a roundabout instead of a
signal.

∗

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 212-5
The commenter questions whether the project adequately analyzed the theoretical higher mean sea level
and the effects it could have on the site.
For information on the impacts of sea level rise, refer to Response to Comment 240-16 and Topical
Response 9, Tsunami Hazards.
Response to Comment 212-6
The commenter states that the project is excessively large in comparison to the surrounding community.
For information on the project size in comparison to the surrounding community, please refer to Response
to Comments 21-1a and 213-19.
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Response to Comment Letter 213
Madeline Cavalieri, California Coastal Commission
Response to Comment 213-1
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA.*
Response to Comment 213-2
The commenter states that the project appears to contain historic tidelands that are in the Coastal
Commission’s original jurisdiction and suggests a meeting to resolve this issue. The commenter
introduces comments to follow and asks that the issues be fully addressed in a revised DEIR or final EIR,
and factored into the County’s review of this project.
As stated in Section III (Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR), per the Public Resources Code
30519(a) and (b), the local government has the development review authority for any new development
proposed within the area to which a certified local coastal program has been locally approved and
certified by the California Coastal Commission (CCC), with the exception of any development proposed
or undertaken on any tidelands, submerged lands, or on public trust lands, whether filled or unfilled, lying
within the coastal zone. The CCC has the development review authority for development on the above
listed lands, in which development would be subject to the regulations of the Coastal Act.
Over the extent of the project site that is outside of the jurisdictional boundaries of the CCC and within
the jurisdictional boundaries of the County of San Mateo, development in that area would be subject to
the Local Coastal Program (LCP). Project consistency with individual LCP policies is evaluated in Table
IV.I-1 (County of San Mateo General Plan Consistency Analysis) of the DEIR.
The proposed project would be designed and constructed in conformance with all applicable development
regulations of the LCP and the Coastal Act. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant and no
mitigation measures are required. However, the County has added recommended Mitigation Measure
LU-2 to the Land Use and Planning Section of the DEIR/FEIR to require the property owner to work with
the Coastal Commission to identify and delineate the CCC’s jurisdiction over the project site and obtain
all necessary approvals from the Coastal Commission prior to the initiation of any development within
areas of CCC jurisdiction.
New Recommended Mitigation Measure LU-2
The property owner to work with the California Coastal Commission (CCC) to identify and delineate the
CCC’s jurisdiction over the project site, subject to CCC review and approval. The property owner shall
obtain all necessary approvals from the Coastal Commission prior to the initiation of any development
within areas of CCC jurisdiction.
Comment regarding fully addressing the ensuing comments is noted.*
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Land
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 213-3
The commenter states that the DEIR does not state how the proposed housing will be affordable or how
its affordability will be maintained. The information should be included so that the project can be
evaluated for conformance with the LCP.
Page III-18 of the DEIR states that the project is designed to be an economically and environmentally
sustainable community that provides housing and employment for low-income developmentally disabled
adults. Section III (Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR) of the FEIR, under Page III-20, adds that
it is a goal of the Wellness Center to be affordable to individuals living only on Social Security disability
income. Project approvals will only pertain to the project as described in this EIR. As the project is
described as “affordable,” the County will place restrictions on the project during the permit review
process through conditions of approval that require all residential units to meet the definition of
affordable housing as set by US Housing and Urban Development and State of CA Housing and
Community Development.
The following discussion summarizes the LCP policies applicable to affordable housing and address the
project’s consistency with these requirements:
LCP Policy 3.1 (Sufficient Housing Opportunities) calls to protect, encourage and, where feasible,
provide housing opportunities for persons of low and moderate income who reside, work or can be
expected to work in the Coastal Zone, through both public and private efforts. The proposed Big Wave
Wellness Center and Office Park project provides 57 affordable housing units and employment
opportunities for low-income developmentally disabled (DD) adults at the Wellness Center. Generally,
the US Department of Housing and Urban Development sets income limits for eligibility for public
housing at 80% of medium income for “low” income, 50% of median income for “very low” income, and
30% of median income for “extremely low” income.1 The cost of Wellness Center operations are funded
by the developer (Big Wave, LLC), revenue generated by the Office Park, other private party donations,
and residential housing revenues. A 225,000 square foot Office Park would allow the Wellness Center to
be affordable to a disabled person living below the poverty line. The applicant estimates that, if none of
the office buildings are built, the Wellness Center would continue to provide housing to disabled adults,
but the units would not be affordable to disabled adults in the “extremely low” income category or those
living below the poverty line.2 However, the Wellness Center would still be affordable to the “low” or
“very low” income populations.
LCP Policy 3.2 (Non-Discrimination) calls for the County to strive to ensure that decent housing is
available for low and moderate income persons regardless of age, race, sex, marital status or other
arbitrary factors. Housing opportunities for the disabled are extremely limited in San Mateo County.
Based on County Housing Authority data3, only 356 units are currently available for the disabled in
unincorporated San Mateo County of which only 194 units (or 54%) are affordable. None of these units

1

Limits vary by family unit size and by HUD program.
Secretary of Health and Human Services sets the poverty guidelines annually. For 2010, the guidelines set a rate
of $10,830 for one person (Source: Department of Health and Human Services,
http://aspe.hhs.gov/poverty.09poverty.shtml).
3
San Mateo County Affordable Rental Housing for Low and Moderate Income Households, San Mateo County
Department of Housing, May 1, 2008.
2

are located in the Coastal Zone. The Wellness Center would provide 57 housing units to house up to 50
disabled adults and 20 aides.
LCP Policy 3.3 (Balanced Developments) calls for the County to strive to provide such housing in
balanced residential environments that combine access to employment, community facilities and adequate
services. The Wellness Center is proposed on a site that is adjacent to an existing residential area (Pillar
Ridge Mobile Home Park). The Wellness Center integrates employment opportunities and recreational
opportunities on-site as well as connections to off-site community resources for the disabled.
LCP Policy 3.5 (Regional Fair Share) defines the regional fair share assisted housing allocation for the
San Mateo County Coastal Zone as that which provides housing opportunities for low and moderate
income households who reside, work or can be expected to work in the Coastal Zone. The Association of
Bay Area Governments (ABAG) determines each municipality’s regional housing need for the ninecounty Bay Area and does not make a distinction for the Coastal Zone. ABAG’s allocation for
unincorporated San Mateo County4 is provided in the table below5:

ABAG’s Housing Needs Allocation, 2007-20141
For Unincorporated San Mateo
Very Low Income
Income Limit (2009)
Units

2

$39,600
343

Existing Affordable Units (2008)
Total Proposed Units at the Wellness Center

Low Income

Moderate Income

Total

$63,350

$81,300

Total

247

291

881
523
57 Units

1

This table does not include the 625 units allocated as “Above Moderate Income,” as these units
are not considered affordable. Source: San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan, 2007-2014,
Association of Bay Area Governments.
2
Income limit is based on a single person family size. Median income is $67,750. Source: San
Mateo County Department of Housing 2009 San Mateo County Income Limits as defined by U.S.
Housing and Urban Development and State of California Housing and Community Development.

The Wellness Center would provide 57 affordable housing units to house up to 50 disabled adults and 20
aides, helping the County of San Mateo to fulfill its affordable housing allocation.
LCP Policy 3.13 (Maintenance of Community Character) requires that new development providing
significant housing opportunities for low and moderate-income persons contribute to maintaining a sense
of community character by being of compatible scale, size and design. The policy calls for the County to
limit the height to two stories to mitigate the impact of this development on the surrounding
neighborhoods and to assess negative traffic impacts and mitigate as much as possible. As proposed,
Buildings A of the Wellness Center is three stories in height. While buildings in the immediate vicinity
4

ABAG does not provide an RHNA allocation specific to the unincorporated Coastside area.
The County of San Mateo General Plan Housing Element (Housing Element) contains Regional Housing Needs
Allocation for a 7-year period from 1999 to 2006. These figures are superceded by the 2007-2014 allocation, which
has been adopted by the Board of Supervisors. The County’s Housing Element is currently being updated.
5

are generally one and two stories in height, including the warehouse buildings in Princeton and the homes
in the Pillar Ridge Mobile Home Park, several buildings in the project vicinity are three stories in height.6
While these buildings do not contain affordable housing, they contribute to the existing visual character of
the neighborhood. As a three-story structure, the project could maximize affordable housing resources as
directed by LCP Policies 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.5 and still maintain community character. For the purpose of
CEQA, the project is in substantial conformance with this and LCP policies pertaining to affordable
housing.
Policy 3.14 (Location of Affordable Housing) states that, on the Midcoast, affordable housing intended for
sites other than the designated affordable housing sites should be located in the urban boundary, or in the
rural area as specified in Policies 3.22 and 3.23. The project sites are designated for urban use.
Response to Comment 213-4
The DEIR should provide an analyses of the project’s consistency with Section 6500(d)3 (Use Permits) of
the Zoning Regulations.
The southern parcel is located within the Waterfront (W) Zoning District. The primary use of the
Wellness Center is housing for disabled adults, which is not listed as a permitted use in the Waterfront
“W” Zoning District Regulations. However, the applicant has applied for a Use Permit to operate a
modern-day “sanitarium,” which is listed as a permitted use in Chapter 24 (Use Permits) of the Zoning
Regulations. As noted by the commenter, in order to approve the Use Permit for the sanitarium use, the
decision making body must make a finding that the use is “found to be necessary for the public health,
safety, convenience or welfare.” As described above in regard to project compliance with LCP Policy 3.5
(Regional Fair Share), the project helps to meet the County unincorporated area’s need for affordable
housing, as allocated by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). For 2007 to 2014, ABAG
allocates a need for 881 affordable housing units in the unincorporated area of San Mateo County, where
523 units currently exist. For a discussion of affordable housing units in the unincorporated area of San
Mateo County which are currently available to disabled adults and the affordable housing units that would
be provided by the Wellness Center, please reference the discussion related to LCP Policy 3.2 in
Response to Comment 213-3.
In order to approve the Use Permit for the sanitarium use, the decision making body must make a finding
that the use is “found to be necessary for the public health, safety, convenience or welfare.” As described
in Response to Comment 213-3 regarding project compliance with LCP Policy 3.5 (Regional Fair Share),
the project helps to meet the County unincorporated area’s need for affordable housing, as allocated by
the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). For additional discussion, please refer to Topical
Response 11, Sanitarium Use Permit.
Response to Comment 213-5
The commenter states that the residential, community center and commercial uses of the proposed project
do not appear to be consistent with the regulations of the “W” Zoning District and may require an LCP
Amendment.
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Staff found at least 3 three story buildings, including two along the Princeton waterfront, as well as a warehouse on
Yale Avenue.

The Wellness Center and its accessory uses are permitted, or conditionally permitted, under the current
County regulations. Regarding the proposed Sanitarium (residential component), please refer to
Response to Comment 213-4, above. The fitness center use that would be available only to residents and
Office Park employees an accessory use. Similarly, on-site businesses, such as catering and dog
grooming, are not open to the public and would only serve tenants of the Office Park. The uses would
utilize office spaces and kitchen areas of the Wellness Center and would also be considered accessory
uses to the sanitarium. Regarding the 10,000 sq. ft. public storage facility, Section 6287 (Uses Permitted)
the Waterfront “W” Zoning District Regulations states that the “Indoor Storage of Goods, Excluding
Extremely Hazardous Materials” is a permitted use in the inland area and does not require a use permit.
The project, as proposed, complies with the W Zoning District Regulations and use permit provisions of
the County’s LCP.
Response to Comment 213-6
The commenter states that the DEIR should analyze the impacts of the project on roadway segments, not
just intersections, including segments of Highway 1 and Highway 92. Direct and cumulative project
traffic impacts on public access and highway capacity should be addressed.
Please refer to Impact TRANS-11 (Additional Intersection Analysis) on page IV.M-43 of the DEIR for an
analysis of project traffic impacts on Highway 92 at Highway 1 and Highway 92 at Main Street. The
section concludes with the following: The proposed project would reduce traffic traveling over the hill on
Highway 92 for employment by 60 eastbound trips in the AM peak hour and 53 westbound trips in the
PM peak hour. Impacts would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.
The commenter requests analysis of LOS standards for roadway segments (which studies flow and speed
along roadway segments), the DEIR analysis focuses on project impacts to intersection LOS standards
(which studies delay at intersections). Per phone communication on August 11, 2010, with Gary Black,
President of Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. (traffic consultant retained by Christopher A.
Joseph and Associates for the preparation of the Draft EIR for this project), intersection LOS is the more
appropriate measure of the performance of the road system in developed areas, not roadway segment
LOS. According to Mr. Black, roadway segment LOS is typically used as a measure for special
circumstances, such as studies of additional traffic to local streets (non-arterials and non-collectors) in
residential areas to determine project impacts to the livability of these streets and may be studied to
determine project traffic impacts to rural streets, characterized by long roadway segments between
intersections. The project would result in additional traffic to one designated “local” residential street,
Cypress Avenue. However, according to Mr. Black, although Cypress Avenue is designated as such, the
street clearly functions as a “collector” street, collecting neighborhood streets and other collector streets
to an arterial street/highway, Highway 1. Therefore, no roadway segment analysis is necessary.
However, Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 of the FEIR requires the applicant to submit traffic reports
studying intersection Level of Service (LOS) at Cypress Avenue and SR 1 to determine whether a signal
is warranted at this location. The traffic reports are required to be submitted to the Community
Development Director at occupancy of every 60,000 sq. ft. of office space up until full project occupancy
and bi-annually after full project occupancy.
As stated in Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR, as proposed and mitigated, the potential
traffic impact to intersection level of service and capacity would be less than significant. Project traffic
impacts under cumulative conditions are also considered to be less than significant. As the project, as

proposed and mitigated, would not result in significant traffic impacts, impacts to vehicular public access
to the coast would also be less than significant. Also, refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking
Impacts.
Response to Comment 213-7
The commenter states that the DEIR does not analyze the impacts of the installation of a signal on the
flow of traffic on Highway 1.
Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., in its June 2009 report, addresses the impact of the signal on
intersection LOS at Cypress Avenue and Highway 1: “With this improvement (signal), the Highway
1/Cypress Avenue intersection would operate at LOS A during both the AM and PM peak hours. Under
signalized conditions, the existing roadway geometry would be adequate to handle the anticipated traffic
demand.” As stated in Response to Comment 213-6, above, roadway segment LOS (which studies flow
along roadway segments) is typically used as a measure for special circumstances, such as studies of
additional traffic to local streets (non-arterials and non-collectors) in residential areas to determine project
impacts to the livability of these streets and may be studied to determine project traffic impacts to rural
streets, characterized by long roadway segments between intersections. Highway 1 is neither a residential
local street nor a rural street. Therefore, an analysis of the impact of signal installation on intersection
LOS at this location is appropriate and adequate for the purposes of this CEQA document.
Response to Comment 213-8
The commenter states that the DEIR should provide a map showing how the proposed trails relate to
existing and planned access ways.
The Office Park site plan in the DEIR and the Wellness Center site plan in the FEIR show the proposed
trails. The location of the proposed trails are supported by the San Mateo County Parks and Recreation
Department and provide a connection to the Peninsula Open Space Trust trailhead located to the north of
the project site. Maps of existing trails in the area are available from the San Mateo County Parks and
Recreation Department.
Response to Comment 213-9
The commenter states that the DEIR should evaluate the impacts of reduced parking for consistency with
the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act, and should evaluate the impacts of the
proposed mitigation options.
Table IV.M-9 on page IV.M-39 of the DEIR represents a conservative interpretation of the County
parking requirements for the mixed-use Office Park. The table shows that, based on County parking
requirements for office use, with 1 parking space for every 200 sq. ft. of office space, a total of 737
parking spaces would be required by the County. The DEIR states that the provision of 640 spaces where
737 are otherwise required would not result in a significant impact to parking in the area. Based on this
calculation, the project requests a parking exception for 99 parking spaces. However, as discussed in
Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts, of this FEIR, the County Parking Regulations makes a
distinction between “office” uses and “other uses permitted in the ‘M’ Zoning Districts,” which only
requires 1 parking space for every 2,000 sq. ft. Using this calculation and in light of the percentage of

Office Park that will be office space, as opposed to another use, a minimum of 518 parking spaces are
required. The demand for parking at the site is likely to be somewhere between 737 and 518 parking
spaces. As the applicant proposes 640 spaces, the on-site parking is not anticipated to impact street
parking or public access. Based on the foregoing, including the proposed shuttle service that can be
expected to remove 50 cars from the parking lot, granting of parking exception to allow 640 spaces where
737 spaces would otherwise be required, would not result in a significant impact to parking in the area.
As required by Mitigation Measure TRANS-3 of the FEIR, the applicant will be required to implement a
Traffic Demand Management (TDM) Plan. The TDM will be subject to review and approval by the
decision-making body for the project during the permitting process. In addition, as discussed in Section
III (Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR), the applicant proposes to implement an off-site parking
agreement and/or shuttle services to the Office Park (to accommodate a minimum of 50 cars and their
drivers) for the purpose of reducing project traffic, prior to occupancy of any Office Park building.
The commenter states the EIR should evaluate parking impacts for public access and recreation.
Page III-41 states that the Office Park parking lot will be available for public use on the weekends for
such uses as farmers markets and event parking (i.e., dream machines, surf contests, etc.). This
arrangement is based on the need for Office Park employee parking during the weekdays and demand for
recreational and visitor serving parking during the evenings and weekends. Also, refer to Response to
Comments 213-6 and 213-8, above.
Response to Comment 213-10
The commenter requests that the EIR analyze project compliance with LCP policies relating to public
services and states that development within urban areas must be served by public utilities.
LCP Policies 1.3 (Definition of Urban Areas), 1.4 (Designation of Urban Areas) and 1.16 (Definition and
Establishment of Urban/Rural Boundary) are policies that apply to the process of land use designation.
The project sites have already been designated as “urban” by LCP Policy 1.4, as they are within the
urban/rural boundary. Therefore, these policies do not apply to this project, which does not propose any
change in land use designation.
Applicable portions of LCP Policy 1.18 direct the County to (1) direct new development to existing urban
areas by requiring infill of existing residential subdivisions and commercial areas, and (2) to allow some
future growth to develop at relatively high densities for affordable housing in areas where public facilities
and services are or will be adequate and where coastal resources will not be endangered. Policy 1.19
defines infill as the development of vacant land in urban areas and rural service centers which is:
(1) subdivided and zoned for development at densities greater than one dwelling unit per 5 acres, and/or
(2) served by sewer and water utilities. These policies direct development to urban areas, but do not
prohibit development that does not meet this definition of infill, nor do these policies require that
development within urban areas be served by public utilities.

Response to Comment 213-11
The commenter states that the DEIR should contain an analysis of project compliance with LCP Policy
2.32, which requires that the amount pumped from wells be limited to the safe yield that will not damage
the water dependant sensitive habitats, riparian habitats and marshes.
As stated in the Technical Memorandum #1 (TM #1), dated May 15, 2009, prepared by Schaaf &
Wheeler (included in Appendix H of the DEIR), the groundwater withdrawals from the well on the
project site will be less than existing withdrawals for agricultural production, reducing the amount of net
groundwater withdrawals. Also, projected ground water pumpage volumes are expected to fall below the
threshold of significance for either normal or drought-year conditions. Therefore, impacts to the local and
regional aquifers would be less than significant. In summary, TM#1 states that hydrologic impacts to the
Pillar Point Marsh based on conditions in the entire marsh watershed appear to be minor.
Although the project would increase stormwater flows from the site, these flows would still only
represent 6% of the total flows to the marsh. TM#1 adds that planned stormwater Best Management
Practices should serve several hydrologic and water quality functions, including maximizing groundwater
recharge, minimizing quantities of stormwater runoff, and reducing pollutant loadings in stormwater
runoff. These recommendations have been added to Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5, as shown in Section
III (Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR).
Response to Comment 213-12
The commenter states that if a desalination plant is part of the project, it must be addressed.
The proposed project does not include a desalination facility.
Response to Comment 213-13
The commenter requests the status of the permit authorization for the current agricultural use of the well
and requests that the water quality be analyzed for the proposed domestic use.
As stated in Topical Response 13, County Permit History, while the County is unable to find
documentation of the issuance of a Coastal Development Permit or Exemption for the agricultural well on
the northern parcel, the County has confirmed that the well was approved by the San Mateo County
Public Health Division. In a letter dated February 25, 1987, the San Mateo County Public Health
Division approved the well at the property for potable use for agricultural, single family residential and
commercial/industrial uses (letter is included in Attachment K of the DEIR). The letter states that
additional chemical analysis may be required as deemed necessary by the Public Health Division for well
use as a public non-community water supply or public community water supply as defined by the
California Safe Drinking Water Act.
The applicant has applied for a Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to Section 6328.4 of the County
Zoning Regulations, for use of an existing agricultural well for domestic purposes. Therefore, the review
and approval of a Coastal Development Permit for the proposed domestic well use will also resolve the
permit status of the same well for agricultural use.

The project description proposes additional treatment to improve water quality that includes
microfiltration and UV disinfection. The RO treatment discussed in the DEIR is no longer part of the
treatment process. As stated on page IV.N-37 of the DEIR, based on the June 2009 testing of the existing
well water, the water quality is suitable for domestic-community water supply, without the need for RO
treatment. The observed high levels of color, iron and manganese could be addressed with conventional
water treatment methods. Therefore, water treatment is a less-than-significant impact and no mitigation
measures are needed. Also, refer to Topical Response 13, County Permit History.
Response to Comment 213-14
The commenter states that since the DEIR identifies inconsistencies in project water consumption based
on estimated potable and recycled water demands, additional peer reviewing should occur to adequately
analyze the impacts of water consumption.
Refer to Topical Response 15, Project Potable and Recycled Water Demand, of this FEIR.
Response to Comment 213-15
The commenter states that project service by CCWD would require amendments to Coastal Development
Permits A-1-HMB-99-20 and A-2-SMC-99-63.
The comment is noted and is consistent with the DEIR (Page IV.N-30). It should be noted that the DEIR
states that annexation to CCWD is required for fire service. Fire service is not domestic service and this
annexation doesn’t appear to conflict with CDP A-1-HMB-99-20 and A-2-SMC-99-63.
Response to Comment 213-16
The commenter states the DEIR should analyze connection to GSD as required by their ordinance and
evaluate the feasibility of the disposal system based on these requirements.
Section III of the FEIR states that the project will connect to GSD based on the current GSD connection
assessment of 8 EDUs. Outside of the proposed wastewater disposal to the GSD system, there will be no
on-site disposal of wastewater, as the septic drainfields proposal was eliminated. Instead, the project
includes a wastewater treatment and recycling plant, with the use of recycled treated water, to Title 22
Requirements, for irrigation, toilet flushing, surface and solar panel washing uses. GSD’s ordinance does
not prohibit the on-site recycling of water. The Regional Water Quality Control Board, the State Health
Department and the County Environmental Health Department regulate the treatment and use of recycled
water.
Response to Comment 213-17
The commenter states that the proposed leachfield capacity should be verified with tests.
Section III (Additions and Corrections to the Draft EIR) of this FEIR clarifies the description of water
recycling/wastewater disposal. The proposal for three drainfields has been removed. Instead, the
applicant proposes eight Granada Service District (GSD) connections for wastewater disposal and on-site
water treatment/recycling for building use and on-site irrigation (as discussed in Figure III-27, pages III-

54 and 55 and IV.N-11 through 14 of the DEIR). As proposed, the applicant would treat and recycle
water on-site to maintain the wastewater flow to match the current assessed connections.
Response to Comment 213-18
The commenter states that Util-2b would require an expansion of the public sewer system.
Mitigation Measure UTIL-2 (Wastewater Collection System Capacity) states that the applicant shall
either: (a) revise the project design to limit the maximum amount of sewage flow to the Granada Sanitary
District sewer system to that which can be accommodated by the existing 8-inch sewer line in Stanford
Avenue and the Princeton Pump Station; or (b) provide necessary expansion of the capacity of the sewer
system to accommodate the addition of the expected maximum sewage flow of 26,000 gpd from the
project. The project as described on page IV.N-12 provides equalization and redundancy to limit flow to
GSD. Implementation of Mitigation Measure UTIL-2b is not necessary because the project complies
with Mitigation Measure UTIL-2a. Mitigation Measure UTIL-2b has been revised in Section III
(Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR) to state that its implementation would require separate
CEQA review and permit review.
Response to Comment 213-19
The commenter states that the DEIR should discuss how the project scale and design are compatible with
its surroundings to evaluate consistency with the Visual Resources policies of the LCP.
The following is a summary of LCP policies applicable to the evaluation of project scale and design (from
the LCP’s Visual Resources Component):
LCP Policy 8.12 (General Regulations) requires the County to apply the Design Review (DR) Zoning
District standards to urbanized areas of the Coastal Zone and employ the design criteria set forth in the
Community Design Manual (CDM) for all new development in urban areas. As proposed and
conditioned, the project complies with applicable portions of the County’s CDM (as discussed below):
Structural Shapes and Scale: The CDM calls for the use of simple structural shapes that unify building
design and relate in size and scale to adjacent buildings and to the neighborhood. The CDM also
recommends clustering and screening of stacks, vents, antennas and other equipment and located on the
least noticeable side of the roof. As proposed, the project incorporates mechanical equipment within the
proposed buildings, such that only rooftop solar panels would be visible. The Wellness Center buildings
vary between two and three stories, are well-articulated and are compatible in size and scale with other
buildings in Princeton. As stated in Sections IV.A (Aesthetics) of the DEIR, the scale and design of the
Office Park would not result in significant impacts to scenic vistas, scenic resources, or visual resources.
As stated in Section IV.I (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR, the proposed project would be generally
consistent with applicable land use plans, policies, and regulations, including the County LCP and
Community Design Manual. However, as stated in Section III (Corrections and Additions to the Draft
EIR) of the FEIR, recommended Mitigation Measure LU-4 has been added to require the applicant to
comply with the recommendations of the County’s Coastside Design Review Officer to implement
changes to the Office Park buildings to improve project conformance with applicable policies of the LCP
and the Community Design Manual, prior to the project approval by the Planning Commission. For the
purpose of CEQA, project design is in substantial conformance with the Community Design Manual.

LCP Policy 8.13 (Special Design Guidelines for Coastal Communities) applies special design guidelines
to supplement the design criteria in the Community Design Manual. For the Princeton-by-the-Sea area,
the policy calls for commercial development to reflect the nautical character of the harbor setting, utilize
wood or shingle siding, employ natural or sea colors, and use pitched roofs. For industrial development,
the policy calls for buildings to utilize architectural detailing, subdued colors, textured building materials,
and landscaping to add visual interest and soften the harsh lines of standard or stock building forms
normally used in industrial districts. Wellness Center buildings comply with this policy by incorporating
wood siding elements, use of natural colors, roof line variation and articulation. The Office Park
complies with this policy by utilizing architectural detailing, subdued colors and landscaping. As stated
in the Draft EIR, the project would be subject to Design Review by the County’s Coastside Design
Review Officer. As previously noted, recommended Mitigation Measure LU-4 requires the applicant to
comply with the recommendations of the County’s Coastside Design Review Officer to implement
changes to the Office Park buildings to bring the buildings into closer conformance with applicable
policies of the LCP and the Community Design Manual, prior to the project approval by the Planning
Commission. For the purpose of CEQA, the project design is in substantial conformance with applicable
policies of the County LCP.
Response to Comment 213-20
The commenter requests that the visual analysis of the DEIR be supplemented by data references, such as
story poles, which can be field checked for accuracy.
The applicant has stated that story poles will be installed and maintained during the public notification
period prior to any County Public Hearing considering the project and the certification of the FEIR. The
public notification period is 10 days prior to a public hearing date. Also, refer to Topical Response 1,
Story Poles, Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations of the Proposed Project, and Comment Letter
Response 53-3.
Response to Comment 213-21
The commenter states that the DEIR should analyze the visual impacts of the proposed development from
the harbor and nearby beaches. The DEIR should also analyze the impacts of accessory structures (i.e.,
glare), such as solar panels and wind turbines.
The views that most specifically depict how the development would appear from the harbor are Views
3.A and 3.B (Figure IV.A-6, West Point Avenue) in the DEIR. As stated on page IV.A-21 in the DEIR,
while the project would be visible from this viewpoint, the project would not significantly affect the
overall value of the views from West Point Avenue. Implementation of the project would not obstruct
views of the Pillar Point Marsh and the Montara Mountains from this vantage and, therefore, project
impact would be less than significant.
Regarding visual impacts of the proposed solar panels, they may be visible from the North Trail (View
4.B in Section IV.A, Aesthetics, of the DEIR). As discussed in Section III.A of the FEIR, the applicant
proposes to use anti-glare, anti-reflective surfaces on all solar panels.
Regarding visual impacts of wind turbines, as described on page III-58 of the DEIR, the wind turbines
would be located in a screened-in box that rotates to face the prevailing wind direction. The box and the

screen would be designed to keep birds from being hit by the rotating blades. Wind turbine boxes would
be consistent with the color and materials of the supporting building.
Response to Comment 213-22
The commenter requests that a detailed lighting plan be analyzed in the EIR.
All outdoor lighting would comply with Mitigation Measure AES-4. As described on page III-48 of the
DEIR, outdoor lighting will be limited to walkways and provided by three-foot tall bollards with 100-watt
lights directed downward spaced at 20-foot intervals. Building surface materials would also comply with
Mitigation Measure AES-4. As described in the Final EIR, under a revision to page III-48 of the DEIR,
all buildings will have low-emittance windows. The business park will have tinted windows to reduce
light impacts from nighttime use of the buildings.
Response to Comment 213-23
The commenter states that the DEIR does not delineate the extent of the California Red Legged Frog
habitat on or adjacent to the project site and requests that the EIR include a map showing CRLF habitat
and buffers.
As the DEIR states on page IV.D-89, the project site occurs outside of the designated critical habitat areas
for CRLF, the designation of which were recently approved by the USFWS. Critical Habitat for CRLF in
San Mateo County occurs within the Pilarcitos Lake and Lower Crystal Springs drainage basins. Two
occurrences of CRLF are recorded within 1 mile of the project site. The nearest occurrence is within
Pillar Point Marsh, south of West Point Rd. (May 1999). The other occurrence is along Denniston Creek
(June 1989). These occurrences are shown in the Draft Sensitive Habitats Map prepared as a part of the
LCP update process included as an attachment to this response.7
As noted above, CRLF require both permanent water and complex vegetation structure to complete their
life cycle. The project site does not contain any areas of permanent water. In addition, due to continual
ongoing agricultural practices on the site, suitable vegetation is limited to the wetland interface and
pockets of exotics near power pole lines where plowing and disking are not practicable (WSP 2009).
Although there is no suitable breeding or foraging habitat onsite, CRLF have a moderate potential to
occur onsite due to known occurrences in the immediate vicinity of the site and potential breeding habitat
within Pillar Point Marsh and Denniston Creek. Mitigation Measure BIO-1a (Special-Status Species) of
the DEIR requires a qualified biologist to survey the location for the installation of exclusion fencing for
the presence of California red-legged frogs (CRLF), among other special status species, prior to and
within 3 days of installation of exclusion fencing (type to be determined through consultation with CDFG
and USFWS).
Response to Comment 213-24
The commenter states that the DEIR does not address the use of upland habitat by individuals or
populations of the CRLF, Western Pond Turtle and the San Francisco Garter Snake.
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The map is a draft prepared by the County and has not been certified by the Coastal Commission.

Regarding the Western Pond Turtle (WPTs), page IV.D-86 of the DEIR states that the project site does
not support suitable aquatic habitat for WPTs. All occurrences of WPT in San Mateo County have been
recorded at sites with an elevation above 250 ft. None of the project site is at an elevation of above 250
feet. Because the majority of the site is in agricultural production, the extent of any possible usage would
most likely be limited to the drainage separating the project parcels and suitable habitats along the
parcels’ western boundary. WPT might also cross the site during overland movements to and from
nesting sites and aquatic habitats, such as Denniston Creek located less than a half of a mile east of the
site. Although current use of the site by turtles is limited due to ongoing agricultural activities, WPTs
have a moderate potential to occur on the project site due to the presence of suitable aquatic (e.g., Pillar
Point Marsh and Denniston Creek) and terrestrial habitat (undisturbed upland communities) in the
immediate vicinity of the project site. Mitigation Measure BIO-1a (Special-Status Species) of the DEIR
requires a qualified biologist to survey the location for the installation of exclusion fencing for the
presence of WPTs, among other special status species, prior to and within 3 days of installation of
exclusion fencing (type to be determined through consultation with CDFG and USFWS).
Regarding San Francisco Garter Snakes (SFGS), page IV.D-88 of the DEIR states that SFGS were not
found during extensive searches of Pillar Point Marsh during the 1970s. There is one known occurrence
of SFGS recorded along Denniston Creek as extirpated in 1977, and has remained so. Because the
majority of the site is in agricultural production, the extent of any possible usage would most likely be
limited to the drainage separating the project parcels and suitable habitats along the parcels’ western
boundary. Like WPT, SFGS might also use the site during overland movements to and from nesting sites
and aquatic habitats, such as Denniston Creek located less than a half of a mile east of the site. Although
current use of the site is limited due to ongoing agricultural activities, SFGSs have a moderate potential to
occur on the project site due to the presence of suitable aquatic (e.g., Pillar Point Marsh and Denniston
Creek) and terrestrial habitat (undisturbed upland communities) in the immediate vicinity of the project
site. Mitigation Measure BIO-1a (Special-Status Species) of the DEIR requires a qualified biologist to
survey the location for the installation of exclusion fencing for the presence of SFGS, among other special
status species, prior to and within 3 days of installation of exclusion fencing (type to be determined
through consultation with CDFG and USFWS).
In summary, the surveys and exclusion fencing required prior to construction by Mitigation Measure
BIO-1a address the use of the upland habitat by individuals or populations of the CRLF, WPT and the
SFGS. In the event that any individual CRLF, WPT and the SFGS is found before or during construction,
Mitigation Measure BIO-1a establishes a protocol involving monitoring and necessary activities by the
Department of Fish and Game and the US Fish and Wildlife Service. A biological monitor will be
present during wetland restoration activities. In addition, per Mitigation Measure BIO-1C of the DEIR,
the applicant will continue to coordinate all project activities potentially regulated by State, Federal, and
local agencies and shall obtain all necessary permits from CDFG, Corps, 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.
Response to Comment 213-25
The commenter requests an improved wetlands delineation to include FAC plants.
The Federal Wetlands determination as described in the data sheets is based on the presence of the three
indicators (soil, water, plants). The wetlands delineation by WSP is adequate for the Federal

Determination (as illustrated in the Corps certification letter). The State Wetlands delineation in the
DEIR was also prepared by WSP and is based on the presence of OBL, FACW and FAC plants. As
stated in “Letter Addendum to the Report: Geographic Extent of Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands,
at the Big Wave Project Site, Half Moon Bay, California, Submitted March 14, 2008,” dated April 24,
2008, and included in the Technical Appendices of the DEIR, WSP scientists observed wetland
vegetation growing beyond the geographic extent of federal waters/wetlands delineated on November 20,
2007. Plant species observed include the following:


Dominant plant species observed included Conium maculatum (FACW), Juncus bufonius
(FACW*), Limnanthes macounii (Not listed), Mimulus guttatus (OBL), Picris echioides
(FAC*), Spergula arvensis (Not listed), and Vulpia bromoides (FACW).



Native species (i.e., M. guttatus, J. bufonius) were more common closer to the wetter portions
of the site, that is, nearer to the Nov 2007 delineation boundary.



Non-native species (including radish (Raphanus sativus) [NI*], black mustard (Brassica
nigra) [NL], and curly dock (Rumex crispus) [FACW-]) were more commonly observed
toward the drier margins of the field.

Based on these observations, WSP scientists informed the Big Wave Group that the California Coastal
Commission’s (CCC) hydrophytic vegetation parameter likely would be met beyond the bounds of the
November 2007 delineated federal and state waters/wetlands line. Further, WSP scientists advised that a
new CCC line in the southwestern field should be delineated based upon the current vegetation. A
preliminary CCC wetland line was mapped based upon the March 27th field observations. The line
represents the approximate extent of CCC wetlands using the hydrophytic vegetation parameter where
(native) wetland plant species were dominant. Wetland plant species, primarily non-native Eurasian
weedy taxa were observed beyond (upgradient of) this coastal wetland line. The wetland delineation of
the southern parcel presented in the DEIR is consistent with this delineation.
Response to Comment 213-26
The commenter requests more legible copies of WRA’s 2001 Wetlands delineation. The commenter
suggests that the DEIR should overlay the boundaries from the various wetland delineations to allow a
more clear evaluation of potential impacts to wetlands.
The only wetlands delineation that is active (not expired) and certified by the Army Corps of Engineers is
the delineation prepared by WSP in 2007. This delineation provides a current and accurate map of
wetland boundaries and provides an appropriate basis to evaluate environmental impacts of the project.
Therefore, the conclusion of other, expired delineations may be misleading or inaccurate.
Response to Comment 213-27
The commenter suggests that the wetlands delineation report by WSP does not contain enough points and
the points were not mapped.
The WSP Delineation Report was prepared in accordance with accepted professional practices. As
described in the report entitiled “An Analysis of the Geographic Extent of Waters of the United States,
Including Wetlands, on the Big Wave Property,” Revised and Updated March 9, 2009 (included in the

DEIR Technical appendices), vegetation, soils, and hydrology data were collected to characterize the
Project Site. Nine soil pits were excavated and five vegetation plots sampled (Exhibit 1 of report). Three
soil pits (SP1-3) and two vegetation plots (VP4 and VP5) were located in the southeastern agricultural
field. Six soil pits (SP4-9) and three vegetation plots (VP1, VP2 and VP3) were located in the larger
northwestern agricultural field (Exhibit 1). Regarding the delineation approach, the extent of
waters/wetlands were delineated using both the California Public Code (14 CCR §13577) single
parameter approach and federal (1987 Manual) multi-parameter approach. Federal field indicator criteria
(1987 Manual) were used for all wetland parameters.
Response to Comment 213-28
The commenter questions whether a larger buffer should be included due to the project being adjacent to
the Pillar Point Marsh.
LCP Policy 7.18 (Establishment of Buffer Zones) requires buffer zones to extend a minimum of 100 feet
landward from the outermost line of wetland vegetation. This setback may be reduced to no less than 50
feet only where (1) no alternative development site or design is possible; and (2) adequacy of the
alternative setback to protect wetland resources is conclusively demonstrated by a professional biologist
to the satisfaction of the County and the State Department of Fish and Game. A larger setback shall be
required as necessary to maintain the functional capacity of the wetland ecosystem. The DEIR states on
page IV.D-100 that the potential impacts to special-status species, sensitive natural communities,
wetlands, and wildlife habitat and movement opportunities would be less than significant with
implementation recommended mitigation measures. As proposed and mitigated, the project would not
significantly affect the functional capacity of the wetland ecosystem. Based on the foregoing, extension
of the 100-foot wetland buffer would not be necessary.
Response to Comment 213-29
The commenter questions how Building D can have a 21-foot floor elevation without grading within
wetland buffer zone.
As shown in the project grading plans (Figures III-25 and 26 of the DEIR), Building D (as with all of the
buildings) has a continuous footing consisting of a 3- to 4-foot concrete wall that elevates the finished
grade above the proposed wetlands restoration. This continuous foundation acts as a barrier wall that
separates the wetlands habitat from the human habitat. There are still approximately 50 feet between the
edge of Building D and the wetlands buffer.
Response to Comment 213-30
The commenter asks the same question as in Comment 231-29 but for the south parcel.
The grading plan shows the 3-foot wall continuous footing between the finished grade and the first floor.
This will avoid any grading within the wetland buffer.
Response to Comment 213-31
The commenter asks how can the fire trail be constructed within the buffer without grading.

The trail surrounding the buildings is described as a fire trail and a wetlands access and maintenance trail.
The trail will be available for public use. It is helpful for fire access, but not required. It is designed to
allow fire access but the primary purpose of the trail is for wetlands observation and maintenance. The
trail surface will be designed to be ADA accessible. LCP Policy 7.19 (Permitted Uses in Buffer Zones)
limits uses within buffer zones to uses allowed within wetlands, as well as public trails, scenic overlooks,
and agricultural uses that produce no impact on the adjacent wetlands. No significant grading is required
to construct this trail.
Response to Comment 213-32
The commenter asks for verification that the FEMA LOMA is intended to apply to the project site.
The 2005 FEMA Letter of Map Amendment Determination Document (cited in the DEIR) is included as
an addition to Appendix H of the DEIR, as described in Section III.B of the FEIR. The project sites are
referenced specifically in the letter.
Response to Comment 213-33
The commenter states that the FEMA maps are outdated and often overlook or minimize ocean flooding
risks. She suggests that the EIR should provide a current analysis of potential for flooding associated
with a 100-year storm, high tide, sea level rise (based on varying rates of rise), and eroded shoreline
conditions.
The FEMA designation for the project site was analyzed and updated in 2005, per the FEMA LOMA. As
discussed in Section III (Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR), first floor elevations of Wellness
Center Buildings were raised from 18 feet to 20 feet NGVD, which is above the estimated maximum

elevations of a 100-year flood event, sea level rise and the peak tsunami inundation level. 8 First Floor
elevations for the Office Park are proposed at 21 and 22 feet NGVD. Regarding shoreline erosion, refer
to Response to Comment 213-42 above.
Response to Comment 213-34
The commenter states that, per LUP Policies 9.2 and 9.3, Section 6326.2 TSUNAMI INUNDATION
AREA CRITERIA of the Zoning Regulations applies to the project and the EIR should evaluate project
consistency with these policies.
Refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards, of this FEIR.
Response to Comment 213-35
The commenter states the recent tsunami events since 1993 should be included.
8

Project elevations are based on a Base Flood Elevation (BFE) of 8.5 feet NGVD, (refer to pages IV.H-17 and 18
and Figure IV.H-6 of the DEIR), a maximum recorded wave run-up elevation of 14.35 feet NGVD in 273 years, and
a highest projected sea level rise over the next century of 5 feet from the current mean high tide. (Currently, mean
high tide is at 3.49 feet NGVD.) Project elevations are over 5 feet above the highest of these levels (tsunami at
14.35 feet NGVD).

As stated on page IV.H-19 of the DEIR, tsunami events between 1806 to 1992 were identified based on
the source document, which only covers from 1806 to 1992 (Source: Lander, James F., Lockridge,
Patricia A., and Michael J. Kozuch, U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, 1993, Tsunamis Affecting the West Coast of the United States 1806-1992, NGDC Key to
Geophysical Records Documentation No. 29, December 1993, 254 p.).
Based on a search of the years 1992 to 2010 on the NOAA’s National Geophysical Data Center9, the
following tsunami events caused run-up in areas in California (includes northern and southern areas).

Table
Tsunami Events With Run-Up in California
(includes northern and southern areas)
Date

Source
Location
Earthquake Magnitude
04/25/1992
4
Humboldt County
7.2
09/01/1994
4
California
7.0
10/04/1994
4
Russia/Japan
8.3
07/30/1995
4
Chile
8.0
12/03/1995
4
Russia
7.9
02/17/1996
4
Indonesia
8.2
06/10/1996
4
Alaska
7.9
11/26/1999
4
Vanuatu Islands
7.5
06/23/2001
4
Peru
8.4
09/25/2003
4
Japan
8.3
11/17/2003
4
Alaska
7.8
12/26/2004
4
Indonesia
9.0
06/15/2005
4
California
7.2
05/03/2006
4
Tonga Islands
8.0
11/15/2006
4
Russia
8.3
01/13/2007
4
Russia
8.1
04/01/2007
4
Solomon Islands
8.1
08/15/2007
4
Peru
8.0
01/03/2009
4
Papua New Guinea
7.6
01/15/2009
4
Russia
7.4
09/29/2009
4
Samoa Islands
8.0
10/07/2009
4
Vanuatu Islands
7.6
02/27/2010
4
Chile
8.8
Source: NOAA’s National Geophysical Data Center
http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/nndc/struts/form?t=101650&s=167&d=166
Notes: Based on database search performed on 07/29/10.
1 meter = 3.280 839 895 feet
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Validity
Rating

http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov/nndc

Maximum water height
above sea level (meters)
.90
.07
.50
.13
.14
.18
.14
.05
.14
.18
.05
.31
.10
.27
.56
.25
.11
.16
.08
.04
.44
.15
.66

The highest wave run-up on the above table occurred in Trinidad, CA, in Humboldt County, with a
maximum water height of 0.90 meters, or almost 3 feet, above sea level. This wave height is much lower
than the wave heights from tsunamis listed in the DEIR (i.e., the 1946 tsunami in the Aleutian Islands had
a maximum wave height of 3.96 meters, or almost 13 feet above sea level in Princeton, CA). According
to the database, there are only 2 tsunamis from 1806 to 2010 with recorded wave run-ups in Princeton,
CA, the 1946 tsunami and the 1960 tsunami. The 1960 tsunami is also described in the DEIR, with a
maximum wave height of 2.21 meters, or 7.25 feet above sea level.
Response to Comment 213-36
The commenter states that the potential for seiching within Pillar Point Harbor should be included in the
EIR. The DEIR should also include a direction for the inclusion of sea level rise into this analysis.
The requested analysis, included on pages IV.H-61 and 62 of the DEIR, states that the Pillar Point Harbor
near the project site is mostly enclosed by engineered and constructed jetties. While these jetties tend to
protect the harbor from the day-to-day effects of currents and tides, they could lead to seiche effects,
especially if a tsunami were to affect the harbor. There are no other lakes or other enclosed bodies of
water in the general vicinity of the project that would produce seiche events and affect the project site.
The proximity of the project to the partially enclosed Pillar Point Harbor and the potential for tsunami
events could expose people to inundation by seiche, which represents a potentially significant impact.
The mitigations for such an occurrence would track the mitigations for tsunami events. Mitigation
measure HYDRO-9 is required by the DEIR to reduce impacts from exposure to tsunami and seiche to
less-than-significant levels:
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-9 (Exposure to Tsunami and Seiche):
In areas subject to tsunami and seiche effects, implementing agencies shall, where appropriate, ensure that
the project incorporates features designed to minimize damage from a tsunami or seiche. Structures
should either be placed at elevations above those likely to be adversely affected during a tsunami or
seiche event or be designed to allow swift water to flow around, through, or underneath without causing
collapse. Other features to be considered in designing projects within areas subject to tsunami or seiche
may include using structures as buffer zones, providing front-line defenses, and securing foundations of
expendable structures so as not to add to debris in the flowing waters.
Regarding sea-level rise, see Response to Comment 213-33, above.
Response to Comment 213-37
The commenter states the EIR should include the following: (1) detailed mitigation steps to reduce
tsunami impacts, (2) education and evacuation programs, (3) necessary finished floor elevations to
reduce tsunami risk, (4) an analysis of potential currents and wave forces from a tsunami event, (5)
structural engineering considerations, and (6) identification of the maximum tsunami inundation and flow
depths to establish potential vertical evacuation options.
As stated in Response to Comment 213-34, a report estimating the probable maximum wave height, wave
force, run-up angle, and level of inundation in connection with the project parcels is required for project

approval. The report would address items 1, 3, and 4 of the items requested above. Also see Topical
Response 9, Tsunami Hazards.
Regarding requiring items 2, education and evacuation programs, and 6, vertical evacuation options,
please refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards and Response to Comment Letter 162.
Regarding item 5, structural engineering considerations, please refer to Mitigation Measure HYDRO-9
(Exposure to Tsunami and Seiche) of the DEIR and Response to Comment 213-34.
Response to Comment 213-38
The commenter states that the project, by increasing demand on the ground water aquifer and by
reducing the area for ground water infiltration, has the potential to substantially deplete the ground
water supplies or substantially interfere with ground water supplies, which may impact Pillar Point
Marsh or other wells drawing from the aquifer.
For a discussion of potential project impacts to Pillar Point Marsh, refer to Response to Comment 213-11,
above. Regarding the potential of the project to deplete the ground water supplies or substantially
interfere with groundwater supplies, refer to Impact HYDRO-2 in the DEIR (page IV.H-48).
Also, the commenter questions the assumptions used for the calculation of water available for recharge to
the aquifer, including the percent of precipitation that contributes to runoff, amount lost to
evapotranspiration, and amount used for existing agricultural irrigation.
The following is a discussion of the assumptions used for the calculation of water available for recharge
to the aquifer, as requested by the commenter (Source: Technical Memorandum #1 (TM #1), dated
May 15, 2009, prepared by Schaaf & Wheeler, included in Appendix H of the DEIR):
The percent of precipitation that contributes to runoff: Rainwater infiltration is not particularly relevant
in the water balance for our analysis. The existing site receives the same rainfall that the project site
would receive. Both existing and project conditions allow for infiltration of received stormwater with
some runoff. Given the design of the porous pavements onsite, there may be additional storage capacity,
thus reducing stormwater runoff for a given storm event and even increasing site percolation for certain
areas of the site. Overall, however, net runoff is estimated to increase.
Amount lost to evapotranspiration: Most of the water planned for agricultural irrigation will be lost
through evapotranspiration. Only 5% of the applied irrigation will be utilized for groundwater recharge.
Given the small contribution of this source, the irrigation demands can essentially be ignored in the
present analysis.
Amount used for existing agricultural irrigation: The project site currently has an operating well that may
be used for irrigation. It is possible to estimate existing irrigation (i.e., well water) demands from some
knowledge of the crops being irrigated. Based on site visits and available aerial photography, the entire
area of both parcels (i.e., 19.5 acres) is essentially being irrigated. To avoid crop water stress, rainfall and
irrigation must be sufficient to meet the crops’ water needs, accounting for evapotranspiration (ET). At a
minimum, the calculated annual ET needs to be delivered via rainfall or irrigation. As detailed in Table
IV.G-1 of this memorandum, the total average evaporation for the project area is 40.81 inches versus a
total average rainfall of 26.40 inches, leaving an average annual deficit of 14.41 inches or 1.2 feet. An

approximation of irrigation needs for coastal parts of the Bay Area is 2.5 acre-feet per year (AFY) per
acre (acre-feet per acre is equivalent to feet). For the entire project area, a range from 1.2 to 2.5 AFY per
acre would equal 23 to 49 AFY or 21,000 to 44,000 gpd. If the on-site well is used to meet these
demands, then 21,000 to 44,000 gpd is a rough estimate of the amount currently pumped. The applicant
has estimated the proposed water demand as 10,000 gpd or 11 AFY, which is about equal to the mean
annual on-site recharge. This is less water than is currently used on-site. Some of the existing water used
will recharge the aquifer, but most of it is lost to evapotranspiration. Still, the project demands would still
be less than the net demands from the existing site.
The commenter states that information regarding the design of the pervious paving and under drains has
not been provided to substantiate the assumption of the DEIR of 100% infiltration.
It is assumed that the commenter requests design details of the pervious paving and under drains in order
to ensure permeability and prevent ponding. These concerns are address by Mitigation Measure GEO-7
of the DEIR, included below for reference:
Mitigation Measure GEO-7 (Pervious Pavements and Other Water/Wastewater Infiltration Systems):
Considering the near-surface soil may consist of moderately to highly expansive clay, special subgrade
preparation, and foundation and pavement design recommendations shall be required to prevent the near
surface clayey soil from ponding water, and becoming saturated and weak under the proposed site loading
conditions, such as foundation and traffic loads. Final design recommendations for a pervious pavement
system shall allow surface water to percolate through the pavement without causing adverse impacts to
new pavements and building foundations due to moisture fluctuations in the near-surface expansive clay.
Potential mitigation measures may include: (1) collecting and redirecting surface and subsurface water
away from the proposed building foundations; (2) using permeable base material within pavement areas;
and (3) installing subdrains to collect and redirect water from areas that could adversely impact building
foundations and vehicular pavement to a suitable outlet.
Also, the commenter states that the DEIR presents inconsistent information regarding the percent of
impervious surface resulting from the project.
The narrative impervious surface estimate on pages III-58 and IV.H-46 of the DEIR have been revised in
Section III (Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR) to state that approximately 15% (not 10%) of
total site coverage is impervious surface, to be consistent with Table IV.H-4 and H-5 of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 213-39
The commenter states that the proposed project will discharge storm water into Pillar Point Marsh. The
commenter states that the BMPs that are part of the SWPPP required under Mitigation Measure
HYDRO-3 should be fully evaluated. The commenter also states that the drainage and water quality
plans required by Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 should be submitted now to determine compliance with
LCP Policy 7.3.
LCP Policy 7.3 (Protection of Sensitive Habitats) prohibits any land use or development which would
have significant adverse impact on sensitive habitat areas and requires development in areas adjacent to

sensitive habitats to be sited and designed to prevent impacts that could significantly degrade the sensitive
habitats. All uses shall be compatible with the maintenance of biologic productivity of the habitats.
Section 15126.4.a.1 (Consideration and Discussion of Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize
Significant Effects) of the CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR shall describe feasible measures which
could minimize significant adverse impacts. Sub-section (B) states that the formulation of mitigation
measures should not be deferred until some future time. However, measures may specify performance
standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and which may be accomplished in
more than one specified way.
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3 minimizes impacts to drainage patterns by requiring the preparation of a
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), subject to the requirements of the State’s General
Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity (Construction General
Permit), prior to County Final Map approval.10 The mitigation measure applies specific performance
standards (i.e., requirements of Construction General Permit for the SWPPP), thereby mitigating any
potential significant effect of the project. In addition, as discussed in Response to Comment 213-11
above, the project, as mitigated, would not result in hydrologic impacts to the Pillar Point Marsh.
Response to Comment 213-40
The commenter states that the Final Geotechnical Report should be included in the EIR, so that the
feasibility and potential impacts from mitigation measures can be evaluated.
Mitigation Measures GEO-3 through 8 of the DEIR require the preparation of the Final Geotechnical
Report for the final design of the mitigated project and requires specific information for the final design
sizing of the foundation. As discussed in Section III of the FEIR, the project will utilize a system of piersupported interlocking grade beams designed to address hazards identified in the mitigation measures.
Specifically, the Final Geotechnical Report will determine the size, depth and number of piers. Variation
in the number, depth and size of piers may result in some variation in grading operations and depth of
ground disturbance, which may result in some variation in the local, temporary effects to groundwater and
soils conditions (within and immediately adjacent to the footprint of the foundation), but would not
impact the wetlands or other areas not proposed for development. Impacts to groundwater and soil
conditions are as discussed in the DEIR. Although the size, depth and number of piers may vary
depending on the Final Geotechnical Report, grading limited to the footprint of development shown in the
DEIR should not result in any new significant environmental impacts. Also, refer to Topical Response
10, Final Geotechnical Report.

10

Dischargers w hose projects disturb one or more acres of soil or whose projects disturb less than one acre but are
part of a larger common plan of development that in total disturbs one or more acres, are required to obtain coverage
under the General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity. The Construction
General Permit requires the development and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).
Application for coverage under the General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction
Activity is subject to RWQCB approval.

Response to Comment 213-41
The commenter states that the EIR should include an analysis of the stability of both final and temporary
slopes created by proposed grading and impact from off-site mass movement (including landslides and
debris flows).
General Plan Sections cited relate to the location of development in geotechnical and natural hazard areas.
Project grading plans, included in the DEIR as Figures III-25 and III-26, show a flat site after grading
(sloping approximately 1%). A flat site has minimal potential for slope instability. Regarding the
potential for off-site mass movement, as stated in Section V-5.2 (Impacts Found to be Less Than
Significant), the probability of seismically-induced landslides and slope instabilities affecting the project
site is considered to be remote, due to the relatively flat nature of the site and surrounding area. Impact
HYDRO-9 (Expose People or Structures to Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow) on page IV.H60 of the DEIR states that, given the relative flatness of the area and the mapping results, the potential for
impacts from mudflow are considered less than significant within the project area and site.
Response to Comment 213-42
The commenter states that the DEIR does not evaluate shoreline erosion and retreat.
Figure III-3 shows that the project is located approximately 1,000 feet from the ocean shoreline and the
shore of the harbor. Comparison of the 1943 photograph to the 1998 photograph (Page 65 of Appendix
G) shows the same point of Airport Street as 1,068 feet from the base of the ocean bluff in 1943 and
1,064 feet from the base of the bluff in 1998. Based on these photos, the ocean bluff west of the project
appears to be relatively stable due to protection from the marine reef. The same photos show the
shoreline increasing in the harbor due to the impacts associated with the seawall. From the data provided
in the DEIR, it can be demonstrated that the impacts of shoreline retreat are less than significant.
Response to Comment 213-43
The commenter states that a detailed fault hazard investigation should be undertaken per General Plan
Policy 15.20 and requests an evaluation of near field effects and potential seismic related ground
failures.
General Plan Policy 15.20 (Review Criteria for Locating Development in Geotechnical Hazard Areas)
establishes the following review criteria:
a.

Avoid the siting of structures in areas where they are jeopardized by geotechnical hazards, where
their location could potentially increase the geotechnical hazard, or where they could increase the
geotechnical hazard to neighboring properties.

b.

Wherever possible, avoid construction in steeply sloping areas (generally above 30%).

c.

Avoid unnecessary construction of roads, trails, and other means of public access into or through
geotechnical hazard areas.

d.

In extraordinary circumstances when there are no alternative building sites available, allow
development in geotechnically hazardous and/or steeply sloping areas when appropriate structural

design measures to ensure safety and reduce hazardous conditions to an acceptable level are
incorporated into the project.
As stated in Section IV.F (Geology & Soils) of the DEIR, the northwestern portion of the northern parcel
of the project site is located within an Earthquake Fault Zone, as defined by the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Act. However, only a portion of the Office Park parking lot is proposed within the
Earthquake Fault Zone and no habitable structures or public access roads are proposed within the
Earthquake Fault Zone. Therefore, project impacts related to fault rupture on the Office Park property
would be less than significant.
Per communication with Dean Iwasa, Treadwell & Rollo, on August 17, 2010, the general effect of
ground shaking on the proposed structures is addressed by the 2007 CBC, which requires buildings to be
designed to address seismic accelerations based on their proximity to known active or potentially active
faults. The current version of the CBC does not require an assessment of directivity and fling effects on
the seismic design of structures. However, Mr. Iwasa’s states that, based on his firm’s experience,
directivity and fling tend to affect the long period response of structures within 5 kilometers of the fault
trace. Additional analyses are typically performed to assess directivity and fling effects on high-rise and
mid-rise structures within 5 kilometers of an active fault. According to Mr. Iwasa, for low-rise, shortperiod structures, such as those planned for the Big Wave site, compliance with the 2007 CBC would be
adequate to address the general effects of ground-shaking, as the effects of directivity and fling on the
proposed structures is considered less than significant.
The southern parcel of the project site is not within an Earthquake Fault Zone and no known or potentially
active faults exist on the parcel. Since the project site is located in a seismically active region, the remote
possibility exists for future faulting in areas where no faults previously existed; however, based on the
proximity of the known fault traces, their orientation and trend, and their degree of activity, the risk of
surface faulting and consequent secondary ground failure at the Wellness Center property is considered
low. As such, project impacts related to fault rupture on the Wellness Center property would be less than
significant and no mitigation measures are required.
Response to Comment 213-44
The commenter implies that the Final Geotechnical Report is a study and a study is not a mitigation
measure. The commenter also states, once again, that Final Geotechnical Report should be included in
the EIR, so that the feasibility and potential impacts from mitigation measures can be evaluated.
As stated in Section IV.F (Geology & Soils) of the DEIR, Treadwell & Rollo reviewed available
subsurface data and concluded that the proposed project, as proposed and mitigated, is feasible from a
geotechnical standpoint. With potential geologic hazards identified and the feasibility of mitigation
determined, the role of the Final Geotechnical Report is to determine the specific design of the mitigation
features. Requiring the implementation of the recommendations of the Final Geotechnical Report and
compliance with applicable regulations would reduce project impacts related to geology and soils to a less
than significant level. Regarding the potential impacts from the final foundation design, refer to
Response to Comment 213-40. Also, reference Topical Response 10, Final Geotechnical Report.

Response to Comment 213-45
The commenter states that the EIR should contain the specific environmental information that will be
necessary to determine the project compliance with the LCP and Coastal Act standards, as requested in
the comments above, and develop alternatives to resolve any inconsistencies.
As stated in the responses above, the project, as proposed and mitigated, would be in compliance with the
standards discussed above. The development of additional alternatives was not necessary to achieve
compliance.
Response to Comment 213-46
Closing statement is noted. No response is required by CEQA.

Comment Letter No. 214

214-1

214-2

214-3
214-4
214-5

214-6

214-7

214-8

214-9

214-10

Response to Comment Letter 214
Carol Kaminski
This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.
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Montara Fog is a reader-funded news and video
site serving the San Mateo coast.

WRITTEN BY DARIN BOVILLE
TUESDAY, 03 FEBRUARY 2009 16:37

Note: The MCC will be having a second meeting on Big Wave on February 11th at Seton Hospital, 7:30
pm.

Big Wave is a proposed development on land adjacent to Airport Road and Princeton harbor. Developer
Jeff Peck envisions building a set of residences there for developmentally disabled individuals and to
support these individuals financially by building an office park next door.
As you might imagine, the proposal has generated its share of controversy on the coast.
In this new video, Neil Merrilees has a look at the Big Wave project and takes us on a visit to the site,
helping us to visualize the structures.
San Mateo County's Planning Department is looking to hear feedback on the Big Wave project by
February 20th and toward that end the Midcoast Community Council, under new Chair Deborah Lardie,
will be holding a discussion on Big Wave February 11th at the regular meeting of the MCC. The meeting
will take place at 7:30 at Seton Hospital in Moss Beach (please park in the upper lot).
Click here for the e-mails of the MCC members.
And you can share your thoughts with Camille Leung, the Planning Manager at the San Mateo County
Planning Department by clicking here. Your comments need to be in by February 20th.
Note that an earlier version of this story erred in saying that Big Wave was coming before the San Mateo
County Board of Supervisors on February 20th. That is not the case. If you have already e-mailed the
Supervisors you will need to send a new e-mail to Planning Manager Camille Leung. My apologies to
readers and Supervisors alike.
Experimental (hi-def) version of the video. For those of you with faster computers (less than five years
old, say) try clicking on this version. In theory it will automatically detect your computer's capabilities and
give you the biggest image possible. Very cool.
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Has the site for the proposed Big Wave project always been farmed?
Jeff Peck, the project's developer and most vocal proponent, claims that it has been farmed since the 1930's.
This claim gives the impression that the land presents no environmental concerns in terms of habitat
destruction--where tractors routinely plow the Earth a natural habitat certainly cannot form.
The evidence, from the efforts of prior owners to build on the property and from aerial and satellite imagery,
does not appear to support the claim that the Big Wave property is established farmland. Instead the
photographic evidence indicates that farming only began on the property to any significant degree within the
past five years. Peck and Barber purchased the property in 1999.
According to local residents, in the 1980's a former owner of the Big Wave property, J.L. Johnson, also had
plans for a commercial development on the site. He took to farming in an apparent effort to eliminate
environmental concerns. In 1988 he sued San Mateo County and won a ruling stating that "routine agricultural
activity" on the property was exempt from both Coastal District Regulations and County Grading Regulations.
Johnson farmed for a year or two before letting the land fall fallow.
Later Johnson was jailed after defrauding investors in his development projects on the coast.
After Jeff Peck and Steve Barber purchased the property they too proposed a large commercial project (Big
Wave) and commenced farming the lots and reaping controversy. Neither owner is a farmer in his own right.
Local farmers are hired to farm on the property.
The attorney who worked for J.L. Johnson, Mike McCracken, is also on the Big Wave leadership team.
In 2006 the owners had at least seven commercial trucks bring in dirt to fill and grade the property, bringing a
legal challenge from local residents concerned that the importation of dirt had little to do with actual farming and
was instead an attempt to destroy habitat in preparation for the Big Wave office complex. The County allowed
the filling and grading to continue after citing the 1988 Johnson case, saying that this was routine agricultural
activity. Pumpkins were said to be planted on the site for Half Moon Bay's Pumpkin Festival but it does not
appear that any crops have been harvested at the site. There have been reports that some crops that did grow
were left on the ground, unharvested, and later plowed under.
Historical imagery does not show any obvious signs of farming on the property (such as plow lines) until after it
was purchased by Peck and Barber.
This first image is from 1956 (all images in this article are available in hi-res versions). It shows the area of Big
Wave property (circled in red) and the surrounding land. Immediately north of the circled area is the airport. The
harbor is at the bottom right, the site of the future Pillar Ridge Mobile Home Park is just to the northwest of the
circled area.
Note the farmed land north of the airport.
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This is a close up of the same image. The property does not appear to have any plow lines or other visual
indications of farming activity.
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This image is from 1970. Again, you can see the airport and surrounding area. The Pillar Ridge community is
now in place. The land that will become the Big Wave property looks essentially unchanged.
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A close up shot of that same image appears to show established trails through the property.
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In this 1981 image the property again appears unchanged:
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Here is the detail from the 1981 image:
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The next series of images are taken from Google Earth's archive of historical satellite imagery. The first image is
from 1993, then from 2002 to 2008 we have yearly updates. Note that in the 2002 and later images the plot of
airport property just above Airport Road is being farmed which gives us an informative comparison to see what
a farmed field looks like from space.
From this series it appears that the Big Wave site was farmed in a significant way only in the past five years,
after the property was obtained by Peck and Barber.
Editor's note: I will likely be making minor adjustments to the date of these images. You'll note that the date at
the top, on the slider control, is different than the date in small type at the bottom left of the image. I believe that
the small print date is the correct one and will be making the changes to the red text later tonight. These
changes are minor in nature and do not change the order of the images or their interpretation.
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(Imagery date July 2002)

(Imagery date Oct 2002))
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(Imagery date Feb 2004)

(Imagery date October 2004)
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(Imagery date October 2004, 2005)

(Imagery date Feb-May 2007)
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(Imagery date June 2007)
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David Byers, in a November 5th letter to Lisa Grote, the Director of Planning and Building, warns the
County that it may be subject to an “inverse condemnation” lawsuit if the Big Wave property is not
allowed to be developed.
David Byers is a partner in the law firm McCraken, Byers & Richardson who represent the Big Wave
developers.
The warning takes issue with the environmental report prepared by Christopher A. Joseph and
Associates and now in a public comment period. Byers writes that the consultant made an “inappropriate
determination of certain restrictions on development” and that “any development restrictions on the site
are caused by the Countys failure to maintain its own drainage channel and, of course, would subject the
County to inverse condemnation if that land is subsequently not permitted to be developed.”
Byers warning sounds nearly identical to the Beachwood case where the City of Half Moon Bay
eventually lost an inverse condemnation suit to developer Charles “Chop” Keenan over the development
of wetland on the property and was subject to a $41 million judgment, later settled at $18 million.
Photo by Darin Boville
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UPDATED: The County, responding to public pressure, has extended the comment period to December 22.

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the controversial Big Wave project has been released for public scrutiny and comment--and its size is staggering.
You can download the entire report in a single pdf file here. (Warning: It is a big download. Very big.)
Big Wave is the project designed to add a quarter million or more square feet of office and R&D space--essentially doubling that of the entire San Mateo
Coast--in a difficult-to-access lot in back of the airport. The projects proponents boast that they will also support a small number of developmentally disabled
people with the proceeds from the business complex, the largest development ever in the region.
The report sprawls well over two thousand pages, may of them dense charts and maps.
The public is supposed to read all of this material, digest it, and make their comments to the County by December 7th, just six weeks after the report was
released. And if you want to offer your thoughts directly to Rich Gordon and the other Supervisors you had better be ready by their November 12th meeting
in Redwood City.
Citizens better get busy. At the average adult reading speed it would take a full-time worker two and a half weeks straight to read through the document. At
this speed they would not be able to pause long to study any of the complex tables or photographs included as evidence.
If staring at your computer screen for two and a half weeks makes you dizzy just to think about it why not have a look at a printed copy? Unfortunately there
are only two copies on the entire midcoast--one at the Half Moon Bay library and the other in the custody of the Midcoast Community Council.
Given the commitment required to read this massive tome there will only be time before the end of the comment period for four citizens, two on the Midcoast
Council and two in the general public, to read the printed versions through.
Perhaps we should print out more copies at home?
Not at my home. My HP Laserjet 1200 would take three and a half hours running non-stop to print it, assuming all of the pages are text, which they are not.
(Graphics, like maps, charts and photos are much slower to print.) If I upgraded to Amazon.coms top selling laser printer I could cut that time to two hours
(again, text only), using four and a half reams of printer paper for each copy.
The Big Wave EIR is big. Bigger than the bill to overhaul the entire health care system of the United States. Bigger than Moby Dick. The Big Wave EIR is
bigger than the Bible.
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UPDATED: Click here for text of Big Wave's refusal to build story poles.
The Big Wave developers want to show you how big their project is--but only after it is too late for you to
do much about it.
Opponents of Big Wave, the large commercial development under the bluffs behind the airport, have
been waiting to see the story poles--the wooden frame and oranges mesh “buildings”--for this project,
convinced that once the general public sees the Big Wave story poles towering over all of the other
structures in the area they would realize how far the developer was over-reaching. They expected an
outcry from the public when it was plainly obvious that the project would have large, negative impacts on
the community.
Negotiations with the County over the story poles ended today with the developer refusing the build the
story poles until after the public comment period is over. Instead, they will build them just prior to the
County decision-making hearings in early 2010.
The developer cites four reasons for their refusal:
1) The cost of building the poles (which they estimate at $80,000) is too high.
2) Building the poles will disrupt the planting of the winter crop.
3) There is no legal mandate requiring the story poles.
4) The computer renderings in the environmental impact report are a good substitute.
The developer did not indicate how or why any of these factors would be any different two months later,
in February of 2010, when they have offered to build the story poles. The only difference appears to be
that by building them then versus now they avoid revealing the size of the structures during the public
comment period of the environmental impact report. The comment period ends December 7th.
Image by
http://www.flickr.com/photos/gastev/ / CC BY 2.0

Copyright 2009 Darin Boville/Montara Fog

http://www.montarafog.com/Development/big-wave-wont-reveal-size-of-project-during-comment-period-only-afterwards.html

Page 1 of 1

<darin@darinboville.com> 12/24/2009 9:36 AM
Hi Camille,
 hed is the pdf of the arcle "Big Wave is not LEED cered er
all."
--Darin

215-7

Big Wave: Not LEED Certified after all | Development

12/24/09 9:15 AM

Text Size

search...

MONTARA FOG
Neil Merrilees

INSIGHTS
Development

LOCAL NEWS

EXPLORATIONS

MEETINGS

PHOTOGRAPHY

CONTACT MONTARA FOG

Public Policy

Share on facebook

Big Wave: Not LEED Certified after all

| Print |

Email

Montara Fog is a reader-funded news and video
site serving the San Mateo coast.

WRITTEN BY DARIN BOVILLE
TUESDAY, 10 MARCH 2009 09:42

At last month's MCC meeting developer Jeff Peck presented his plans to build a 300,000 square foot
business park and associated Wellness Center on land behind the airport, adjacent to Princeton Harbor.
Peck claimed that the project was Platinum LEED certified. LEED certification is a mark of high
environmental distinction in construction and the platinum level is its highest rank.
However, the US Green Building Council, the steward of the LEED certification program, does not list the
Big Wave project in its certification database. The project is also not "pre-certified"--a distinction that
applies to projects whose plans have been reviewed and approved by the US Green Building Council,
subject to a final review of the finished structure.
Big Waves' plans, in early draft form and subject to change, are not considered ready by the Council for
application for LEED certification.
Stephen St. Marie, a member of the Big Wave leadership team acknowledged the issue in an e-mail but
pointed out that the project does intend to meet the LEED certification standards and eventually receive
certification. He wrote, "...at this stage nothing is certified. It is intended that the project will be LEED
Platinum Certified, and every design criterion to meet that certification will be met. But, you are right,
there is no certification yet, nor could there be."
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The Fire Chief of the Coastside Fire Protection District says that his answers to a survey sent to him by
the consultant writing the environmental report on Big Wave were mischaracterized in the final report.
In his answers to a short series of questions Cole indicated on each question dealing with potential
impacts that he lacked enough information to make a proper evaluation and suggested the potential for
major impacts upon the fire department.
The Big Wave draft environmental report is supposed to detail impacts upon the community, including
additional costs to the fire department, so that the community can evaluate the projects effects upon the
community. The draft report is now in its public review period, which ends December 24th.
The consultant, paid for by Big Wave but contracted via the County, is Christopher A. Joseph and
Associates of Petaluma. The draft report was approved by the Big Wave developer prior to release to the
public.
In the report the impact upon fire services is listed as “no significant impact,” a categorical term that
indicates that the fire department will not need to hire additional staff or purchase any significant new
equipment as a result of the construction of the 300,000 square foot facility, allowing the developer to
avoid mitigation measures to compensate for impacts that are significant.
However, Chief Paul Cole draws a line between his answers to the questions and the rosy interpretation
of his answers printed in the report. “I said what I said. Period.” says Cole. (The report, over two
thousand pages in length, has been heavily criticized for finding “no significant impact” in every category
despite the projects record-breaking size and environmental controversies.)
One key question asked whether Big Wave would result in a need for new facilities. Chief Cole wrote in
his answer that a new company of firemen might be required in the area and that, since the existing
station could not support the additional company, the station would need to be expanded or a new station
would need to be built.
Yet the report, though it mentions these concerns, dismisses them in its analysis. When asked if the
consultant had made contact with Cole or the fire department in addition to the questionnaire Cole
responded, “No. They sent the questions in, out of the blue, and that was the last I heard from them.”
In the same set of answers given to the consultant, Cole suggests the potential need for purchasing a
new ladder truck, in addition to hiring a new company and building a new fire station, citing the height of
the Big Wave buildings and the layout of the complex as factors. “A new ladder truck would run about a
million dollars,” he said.
The letter to Cole from the consultant failed to offer key information such as the number of employees
that would be expected to be at the site. Other documents suggest that well over 700 people would be
expected on the site at any one time during the day.
A nearly identical letter from Christopher A. Joseph and Associates was sent to the Sherrifs department
asking similar questions about Big Waves potential impact. The answers, like those from the fire
department, declared a need for more information. In the draft environmental report the consultant
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concluded that Big Wave would have “no significant impact” upon police services.
Click on this link to download a copy of the consultants questionnaire and Chief Coles response.
Click on this link for a copy of the questionnaire to the Sheriffs Office and the response.
Finally, click on this link to read the chapter on Police and Fire Services in the Big Wave draft
environmental report.
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Big Wave, the housing project for the disabled cum 332,000 square foot office mega-plex, is the biggest
development the coast has ever seen.
But if you think that is big Neil Merrilees has a surprise for you.
Join Neil in his newest video as he takes you where few dare to go--into our coastal zoning regulations-and see why we often find ourselves fighting against projects that are too big or otherwise inappropriate
for the coast.
This Wednesday, April 8th, Neil will be leading a discussion on zoning issues at the Midcoast Community
Council meeting. The meeting begins at 7:30 at Seton Coastside Medical Center in Moss Beach and the
zoning issue will be the first item on the agenda.
Video by Darin Boville
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A reader and a neighbor of the Big Wave site sends in these additional photos of the parcels.
Lisa Ketcham, a twelve-year resident of next-door Pillar Ridge, took three images of the area on August 6th,
2002 from the air.
None of the images show any sign of agricultural activity on the parcels.
Ketcham writes, "In the 2002 photo the spots in the center of the north parcel near Pillar Ridge are a bunch of
junk to hide behind like for paint-balling. Then they briefly had something more elaborate (the rectangle seen in
2003). From when I moved here in 1997 till all that junk in the north parcel was removed, there was no
cultivation or farming."
For each of the three images the Big Wave site is outlined in red. A detail image of just the Big Wave parcel is
also provided. Full resolution versions are available by clicking here.
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Big Wave is the proposed mega-332,000 square foot business park proposed for two parcels of land behind the
airport. The large scale of the business park is justified, according to proponents, in order to support up to forty
disabled residents of the on-site Wellness Center.
In a prior report here on Montara Fog we published satellite and aerial photos of the site going back to the
1950's we found that developer Jeff Peck's claim that the land has been farmed "since the 1930s" to be
overstated. None of the photographs prior to Peck and local businessman Steve Barber's purchase of the
property seemed to show any agricultural activity. (We are investigating the possibility that the land was farmed
in the 1930s and early 1940s but has lain essentially fallow for the past sixty to seventy years.)
The status of the land, agricultural land versus wetland, will have a large impact on the environmental laws
which will apply during the development process--indeed, they will largely determine whether the land can be
developed at all.
Photos by Lisa Ketcham
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Map of the Big Wave notification area. The red ring indicates the five hundred foot radius notification area, the blue area inside the ring is
the Big Wave development site. The Pillar Ridge mobile home park is in the upper left quadrant of the image, Princeton Harbor is right of
center.
Were you notified?
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The red-tailed hawk just stared when he was notified. He didnt blink.
The vole seemed nervous at the news, twitched its nose as if it couldnt decide if these tidings were good or bad.
Across the fence at the airport the bobcat seemed especially skittish, eyeing the undeveloped land with a cynical gaze.
------------------------------The Big Wave project notification area includes mostly uninhabited fields and bluffs.
The County is required to notify neighbors of any development project. If a neighbor is building a house, for example, everyone within three
hundred feet is alerted by a mailing from county staff detailing the project and inviting them to comment.
These same rules apply to Big Wave, the large commercial business part/sanitarium proposal, sited under the bluffs adjacent to Ross
Cove, next to the airport in Moss Beach. In fact, given the size of the project the notification radius was extended to five hundred feet--which
in this case includes half of the PIllar Ridge mobile home park, part of the Princeton Harbor area, and swaths of bluff and fields.
Given that the developer has refused to put up story poles on the site (those wooden frame mock-ups with orange netting) which would
have alerted residents not in the limited notification area that something was going on at the site, it is no surprise that most coastsiders
seems completely unaware of the proposal, even though it is well on it way in the approval process.
Graphic by Darin Boville, based on a photo from Google Maps
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Montara Fog is a reader-funded news and video
site serving the San Mateo coast.

WRITTEN BY DARIN BOVILLE
FRIDAY, 20 NOVEMBER 2009 17:26

Adding further doubt and confusion over the proposed Big Wave project, the controversial 315,000
square foot office park/sanitarium near the airport, an appraisal of the project released today by the
county indicates that the Big Wave developer plans to build the project over fifteen years.
This schedule contradicts the 30-month to 3-year construction timeline given in the projects
environmental report, currently in its public comment phase.
A change in the project phase-in from three years to fifteen years may have drastic effects on its
environmental impact.
The appraisal, performed by Enright & Company of San Mateo, was contracted by Big Wave to assess
employment levels over the course of the projects development.
Critics of the project as proposed in the environmental report have raised doubts about the three-year
timeline, pointing out what they say are unrealistic assumptions about the demand for office space on the
coast. Critics have estimated that it would take several decades for the coastside office market to absorb
so much new floor space--which approximately doubles the existing total inventory.
The Big Wave developer has pointed to the short, three-year timeline as a major factor in achieving the
“no significant impact” ratings given in the environmental report.
A project phased in over fifteen years, however, may have far larger impacts on noise, stormwater
abatement, construction traffic, traffic lights, aesthetics, and wetland mitigation than is described in the
environmental report.
For example, the environmental report calls for wetland mitigation measures to begin “after the
completion of the Wellness Center and Office Park construction.” If construction on the project began in
2010 the environmental report suggests the mitigation measures would be performed in 2013 or 2014.
The schedule given to the appraiser by Big Wave, by contrast, suggests the mitigation measures would
not be performed until after 2025, at least fifteen years after construction commences.

Copyright 2009 Darin Boville/Montara Fog

http://www.montarafog.com/Development/will-big-wave-be-built-over-three-years-or-fifteen.html
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<darin@darinboville.com> 12/24/2009 9:53 AM
Hi Camille,
Lisa Grote said we could submit videos so...
Here is the video of "A big wave (and I don't mean Mavericks)"
Please click on this link or type it in to see the video:
!  # $
--Darin
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<darin@darinboville.com> 12/24/2009 9:56 AM

Hi Camille,
Here is the URL for the second video, "The Planning Board."
!  # %
--Darin

215-14

Response to Comment Letter 215
Darin Boville - Montara Fog
Response to Comment 215-1
The commenter states that, in order to better understand the “local perspective,” he is submitting to the
County some of the reporting he has done on Big Wave, and includes 11 articles.
This statement is informational. No response is required by CEQA. ∗
Response to Comment 215-2
The commenter gives a brief description of the Big Wave Project, and discusses Neil Merrilees’ video
filmed at the Big Wave site, to be presented at the Midcoast Community Council meeting on February 20,
2009.
Neil Merrilees’ video discusses visual impacts of the project. Refer to Response to Comment 213-19 and
Section IV.A (Aesthetics) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 215-3
The commenter talks about the history of the property and disputes the claim that the parcel has been
historically farmed. He accuses the owners of bringing in truckloads of dirt to destroy habitat in
preparation for development, and provides 13 images.
The discussion is outside of the purview of this CEQA document. Refer to Section IV.B (Agricultural
Resources) and Topical Response 13, County Permit History.
Response to Comment 215-4
In an article written by the commenter, he states that BW attorney Dave Byers warned the County that it
may be subject to an “inverse condemnation” lawsuit if the BW property is not allowed to be developed,
similar to the case brought against the City of Half Moon Bay by developer Charles “Chop” Keenan
(Beachwood).
The discussion is outside of the purview of this CEQA document.
Response to Comment 215-5
The commenter discusses the size of the Draft EIR, and that very few people will actually have the time to
read it before the public comment period ends.
This comment is an expression of personal opinion.*
∗

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 215-6
The commenter accuses the Big Wave developer of delaying putting up story poles in order to avoid
revealing the size of the structures during the public comment period of the EIR.
Please refer to Topical Response 1, Story Poles, of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 215-7
The commenter quotes Stephen St. Marie, who states that it is too early in the process for any
certification, but that the intent is for Platinum LEED certification.
Page III-60 of the DEIR states that the project is planned and designed to be a LEED Platinum certified.
The project has yet to be constructed.
Response to Comment 215-8
The commenter claims that the Fire Chief of the Coastside Fire Protection District claims his answers to
a survey were mischaracterized in the Draft EIR, specifically the impact BW will have upon fire services
and equipment needed.
Refer to the comments of the Coastside Fire Protection District in Comment Letter 191, as well as
corresponding response to comments.
Response to Comment 215-9
The commenter invites his readers to attend a presentation by Neil Merrilees on zoning issues on the
Coastside, specifically projects that are “too big or otherwise inappropriate for the coast.”
Refer to Response to Comment 215-2.
Response to Comment 215-10
The commenter again accuses the owners of the Big Wave parcel of being dishonest about how long the
land has been farmed; he includes aerial photos taken by Lisa Ketcham in 2002 and 2003. He says he
will investigate whether any farming was done during the 1930s and early 1940s.
The discussion is outside of the purview of this CEQA document. Refer to Section IV.B (Agricultural
Resources) and Topical Response 13, County Permit History.
Response to Comment 215-11
The commenter claims that the project notification area does not include enough people, and therefore
that story poles are all the more necessary. He again comments that “the developer has refused to put up
story poles.”
Please refer to Topical Responses 1, Story Poles, and 2, Public Review Period for the DEIR.

Response to Comment 215-12
The commenter claims that the intent is to build the BW project over 15 years, which contradicts the 30month to 3-year timeline given in the EIR. Specific concerns are the “unrealistic assumptions about the
demand for office space on the coast,” and the potential delay for environmental mitigations that would
result from the lengthy building process.
Please refer to Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park.
Response to Comment 215-13
Commenter submits video “A Big Wave (and I don’t mean Mavericks).”
Refer to Response to Comment 215-2.
Response to Comment 215-14
Commenter submits video “The Planning Board.”
Refer to Response to Comment 215-2.

Comment Letter No. 216

"Deirdre Meola" <deirdre.meola@gmail.com> 12/24/2009 1:52 PM
I wanted to voice my  to the Big Wave project.
project too big for the  
not been well thought-out and would    terrible trac   if indeed it aacted
the number of     Why in the world would a   locate to the   when
there no     y em and it o   to live here?
pie in the ky. I would
like to ee what type of reliable data there to    Not only would the ructure be
completely out of character with the   but you would    year of irreparable harm to
 area with the       
-Deirdre Meola
151 Medio Ave
Half Moon Bay CA 94019

216-1

Response to Comment Letter 216
Deirdre Meola - Individual
Response to Comment 216-1
The commenter states that the project is too big for the coast.
Refer to Response to Comment 213-19.
The commenter states that the project would lead to traffic congestion.
Refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts, and Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) of
the DEIR.

Comment Letter No. 217

Camille Leung, Planner
San Mateo County Planning Dept.
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
email: cleung@co.sanmateo.ca.us
Re: Big Wave Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

We have lived in this area for nearly 25 years now and adapted to all the changes. We
embrace those changes when they are positive, endure them when they are neutral and
stand up to be counted when they are negative. We adamantly oppose Big Wave.
While all compassionate citizens support real opportunities for the disabled to participate
more meaningfully in our society, it is our feeling that in this case the “Wellness Center”
is actually a ploy to make more palatable the construction of what would otherwise be
rejected out of hand. Below are some of our most serious concerns:

217-1

The building is being deceptively represented as only 3 stories when is height is actually
equivalent to most 5 story buildings. The developer has gone out of his way to avoid erecting
story poles to disguise the potential visual impacts of the project. Without these, it is impossible
to guage the project’s impact on views and whether would be it would be in keeping with the
surrounding natural setting and nearby buildings. Why?

217-2

The DEIR defers any traffic mitigations caused by the project’s 2,123 daily trips to some time after
full occupancy. Shouldn’t there be a proposal for mitigation starting day 1, or at the very least as
soon as daily trip equal a 25% (or other threshold) increase in the current flow.

217-3

It doesn’t appear that a dedicated source of water or means of guaranteed disposal of sewage
have been identified, even though the site is served by public water and sewer agencies.

217-4

There is no analysis of potentially significant impacts of violent shaking during earthquakes,
liquefaction, and differential settlement under the buildings until future studies.

214-5

It seems grossly inappropriate to develop additional housing in a Marine Industrial zone, where all
but the most hazardous chemicals are allowed. Additional hazards from flooding, tsunami
inundation, and adjacent airport operations make this a problematic site for an at risk population.

217-6

The project provide the sketchiest of financial assumptions to support its claim of “affordable”
housing. There are no enforceable income or affordability restrictions on purchase of housing coop shares or condos.

217-7

The Office Park’s estimated construction period of 30-36 months in the DEIR is not realistic,
given the developer’s intent to phase each building’s construction after rental or sale of each
previously constructed building. Wetlands restoration would not be done until after all
construction is complete, which would allow stormwater runoff to carry sediment and other
pollutants into the Pillar Point Marsh.

217-8

Most current wisdom acknowledges that integration into existing communities (mainstreaming) is
key to minimizing the isolation of the developmentally disabled. Wellness Center residents would
be located far from community resources with reduced opportunities to mingle with the
community at large. Many of the Big Wave programs such as raising organic crops do not
depend upon this site being developed.

217-9

The owners of the property have destroyed wetlands under the guise of agriculture. Over 90% of
the State’s wetlands have been lost. The wetlands at Big Wave should be restored.

217-10

We’re disappointed to see a developer hide behind the skirts of the developmentally
disabled population to further his own financial goals.

217-11

As drafted, the DEIR is inadequate, has numerous errors, is contradictory in
some places, and leaves crucial mitigation measures to future studies, which is
not permitted under CEQA.

_Diane L. Brosin and Tim Machold
65 Bernal Avenue, Moss Beach, CA 94038

217-12

Response to Comment Letter 217
Diane Brosin and Tim Machold - Individual
Response to Comment 217-1
The commenter provides an introduction.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA. *
Response to Comment 217-2
The commenter states that the buildings are too large for the surrounding setting and that the developer
needs to set up story poles in order to allow the public to gauge the visual impact.
Refer to Response to Comment 213-19 and Topical Response 1, Story Poles. Section IV.A (Aesthetics)
in the DEIR concludes the projects aesthetic impacts will be less than significant.
Response to Comment 217-3
The commenter states that the project defers traffic mitigation until after full occupancy and requests that
implementation of mitigation should occur earlier.
Refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts, for revised traffic mitigations and Section
IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 217-4
The commenter states that a source of water and sewage has not been identified.
Refer to Response to Comment 103-4.
Response to Comment 217-5
The commenter states that there is no analysis of impacts caused by violent shaking, liquefaction, and
differential settlement under buildings.
Refer to Response to Comment 103-5.
Response to Comment 217-6
The commenter states that it is inappropriate to develop housing in a Marine Industrial Zone with
chemical, tsunami, and adjacent airport operation hazards.
Refer to Response to Comment 103-6.
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 217-7
The commenter states that there are no enforceable income or affordability restrictions on purchase of
housing co-op shares or condos.
Refer to Response to Comment 103-7.
Response to Comment 217-8
The commenter states an opinion regarding the estimated construction period for the proposed Office
Park and asserts that since wetlands restoration would not be done until all construction is complete,
stormwater runoff would carry sediment and other pollutants into the Pillar Point Marsh.
Refer to Response to Comment 103-8.
Response to Comment 217-9
The commenter states that the Wellness Center will isolate the DD residents.
Refer to Response to Comment 103-9.
Response to Comment 217-10
This comment asserts that the property owners have destroyed wetlands on the property site, provides
general information regarding the loss of State wetlands, and expresses an opinion regarding the
restoration of wetlands on the project site.
Refer to Response to Comment 103-10.
Response to Comment 217-11
The commenter states her personal opinion of the developer.
This comment is an expression of personal opinion. *
Response to Comment 217-12
The commenter states that the DEIR is inadequate.
This comment is an expression of personal opinion. CEQA encourages reviewers to submit data or
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in
support of the comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the
absence of substantial evidence. Regarding deferred mitigation, refer to Topical Response 4, Deferral of
Mitigation Measures.
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Comment Letter No. 218

218-1

218-2

218-2

218-3

218-4

218-5

218-6

218-7

Response to Comment Letter 218
Dorothy Norris
Response to Comment 218-1
Commenter states that the DEIR does not adequately address the impact to the California Red-legged
Frog’s (CRLF’s) habitat (the nearby wetlands). Commenter asserts that a professional study needs to be
conducted to accurately determine this question, particularly since the project site is within one mile of
the wetlands.
A Biological Impact Report of the project sites was prepared by WSP (wetlands scientists) and is
provided in Appendix E of the DEIR. The report addresses the impact to the CRLF and its habitat. The
contents of this report are discussed on page IV.D-89; the DEIR concludes based on this report and the
mitigations, the project has less than a significant impact to special status species including the CRLF.
Response to Comment 218-2
Commenter questions whether the project will obstruct migration of the CRLF to their reproductive
habitat. Commenter asserts that the CRLF migrates long distances in winter months to find suitable
breeding ponds, and may use stream corridors, such as the one that bisects the project site.
The Biological Resources Report states that the lack of presence of the CRLF is due to the lack of their
reproductive habitat. Figure III-25 and 26 show a 250-foot wide migration corridor to the airport uplands.
Migration across Airport Street is considered a barrier. The 90% Basis of Design Report provided in
Section III.B of the FEIR shows CRLF breeding habitat in the restoration plan. Migration from the marsh
to this habitat will not be obstructed.
Response to Comment 218-3
Commenter questions whether the wetlands buffer is of sufficient size to ensure continued migration of the
CRLF.
The wetlands buffer is the size required by the LCP. It should be noted that the drainage that exists
between the parcels along with buffer zones for both parcels would serve as the wildlife corridor. Buffer
areas and wetlands would be restored as described in the 90% Basis of Design Report. A goal of the
restoration is to mitigate the impacts of development by providing an increase in hydrologic functions,
landscape hydrologic connections, improvements in biochemical functions, plant function and faunal
support habitat function.
Response to Comment 218-4
Commenter questions how the project’s fencing will affect the migration of the CRLF during
construction. Commenter asserts that fencing in the CRLF’s migratory path can cause mortality, and
that fencing in the project would interfere with the CRLF’s migratory path in this instance.
Construction fencing and monitoring is described in Mitigation Measure BIO-1a of the DEIR.

Response to Comment 218-5
Commenter expresses concern over the project’s affect on the CRLF’s ability to compete with invasives
(i.e. the American Bullfrog). Pursuant to the commenter’s sources (footnoted therein), the development
has the effect of favoring the invading species (such as the bullfrog) over the CRLF, where there is
hydrological alteration, landscape-level habitat fragmentation and degradation of habitat, all of which
commenter asserts would be caused by the project.
As described in the 90% Design Report, the project provides microtopography designed for CRLF
breeding. However, topographical depressions are intended to dry-up seasonally, thereby minimizing
bullfrog breeding. Restoration versus just unrestored buffers is a critical component in protecting existing
wetlands from invasives.
Commenter asserts that the project will have a significant effect on the ability of the CRLF to populate
their habitat, a fact not sufficiently addressed in the DEIR.
As discussed in the 90% Design Report, the project will have a positive impact in providing breeding
habitat and the functional improvements as described in Response to Comment 218-3.
Response to Comment 218-6
Commenter asserts that the DEIR fails to address the effects of noise pollution on wildlife, including fish
and birds. Commenter relies on articles for the propositions that vibrational noise has an effect on fish
physiology as well as bird communication and breeding.
Mitigation Measure NOISE-1 requires that the vibrational noise of pile driving (associated with impacts
to fish) be avoided. Section III of the FEIR states that all piers will be drilled. Mitigation Measure
NOISE-1 also lists seven other noise and vibration control requirements.
Response to Comment 218-7
Commenter is concerned about the possibility of the project causing flooding in surrounding residential
areas, such as the Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Community. Commenter asserts that there has been
a problem in the past caused by mismanagement of agricultural waste and abuse of water drainage.
Refer to Response to Comment 185-34.

Comment Letter No. 219

219-1

219-2

219-3
219-4
219-5

219-6

219-7

219-8

219-9

219-10

Response to Comment Letter 219
Edward Davis
This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 220

220-1

220-2

220-3
220-4
220-5

220-6

220-7

220-8

220-9

220-10

Response to Comment Letter 220
Glen Silva
This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 221

<DUFF_JOHN@comcast.net> 12/24/2009 12:18 PM
Camille Leung and all Planning Commissioners
San Mateo County Planning Commission
555 County Center
Redwood City, CA 94063
December 24, 2009
RE: Traffic impacts of the Big Wave Project
I would like to address potential traffic impacts of the Big Wave Project to the residential
neighborhood on Airport Road between Marine Blvd. and Cypress Ave. in Moss Beach. The
potential impacts of multiple speeding cars in this rural residential neighborhood WILL result in
traffic accidents, property damage, and degradation of the residential setting and quality of life.
Airport Road is a rural road adjacent to the airport runway that extends about 2 miles north of the
proposed building site before it passes through the low-key residential neighborhood. In the time
it takes to cover 2 miles, automobile speeds WILL often and easily reach 50-60 mph by the time
Airport Road crosses Los Banos and Marine Blvd. There are NO traffic stops or calming barriers
between the proposed building site and Cypress Road at the north end of the residential area, and
the left jog in Airport Road between Los Banos and Marine Blvd WILL regularly cause traffic
accidents by motorists unaware of it. It should not be lost on County planners that drag races
were one time conducted at Half Moon Bay airport, and Airport Road WILL be a perfect analog
for the drag strip with the consequences of the unsafe road alignment and driving practices
severely impacting residents safety in this neighborhood.
I believe that traffic mitigation alone based on the scale of the project is one key reason to
disallow it. Regardless of my feelings, I request that county planners closely scrutinize the
impact of hugely-increased traffic flow and the unsafe driving conditions on this residential
neighborhood, and not allow it to become a throughway for commercial development.
Sincerely,
John Duff (Sent via email)
John H. Duff
464 Third Ave
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
650-726-6424

221-1

Response to Comment Letter 221
John Duff - Individual
Response to Comment 221-1
The commenter states his opinion that the project will have significant traffic impacts on Airport Street
and neighboring residential streets.
Refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts, of the FEIR. Also, refer to Section III.C of the
FEIR for a description of Modified Alternative C, which prohibits project traffic on Airport Street (north
of the project site) and on Cypress Avenue.

Comment Letter No. 222

"Judy Macias" <judymacias@comcast.net> 12/24/2009 12:21 PM
Camille Leung, Planner
San Mateo Co.Planning Dept.
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
cleung@co.sanmateo.ca.us
Re: Big Wave Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
While I support the needs of the developmentally disabled, I have the following concerns about the
adequacy of the DEIR for the Big Wave Project:

224-1

· Visual Impacts: Without story poles showing the potential visual impacts of the project, it is
impossible to determine the project?s impacts on scenic views. Four 50-foot tall office buildings
would be grossly out of scale with the surrounding natural setting and nearby buildings.

224-2

· Traffic: The DEIR defers any traffic mitigations caused by the project?s 2,123 daily trips to some
time after full occupancy.

224-3

· Water and Sewer: There is no guaranteed source of water and no guaranteed disposal of sewage,
even though the site is served by public water and sewer agencies.

224-4

· Geology: The DEIR defers analysis of potentially significant impacts of violent shaking during
earthquakes, liquefaction, and differential settlement under the buildings until future studies.

224-5

· Hazards: The housing for developmentally disabled people would be located in a Marine Industrial
zone, where all but the most hazardous chemicals are allowed. Additional hazards from flooding,
tsunami inundation, and adjacent airport operations make this a problematic site for an at risk
population.

224-6

· Affordability and Economic Viability: There are no enforceable income or affordability
restrictions on purchase of housing co-op shares or condos. The project relies on shaky financial
assumptions to support the ?affordable? housing.
· Phased Development: The Office Park?s estimated construction period of 30-36 months in the
DEIR is not realistic, given the developer?s intent to phase each building?s construction after rental
or sale of each previously constructed building. Wetlands restoration would not be done until after all
construction is complete, which would allow stormwater runoff to carry sediment and other pollutants
into the Pillar Point Marsh.

224-7

224-8

· Isolation and Employment: Wellness Center residents would be isolated from community
resources with reduced opportunities to mingle with the community at large. Many of the Big Wave
programs such as raising organic crops do not depend upon this site being developed.

224-9

· Wetlands destruction: The owners of the property have destroyed wetlands under the guise of
agriculture. Over 90% of the State?s wetlands have been lost. The wetlands at Big Wave should be
restored.Sin

224-10

Thank you for your consideration.
Judith and Mois Macias
871 San Ramon Ave.
Moss Beach, CA 94038


Response to Comment Letter 222
Judith and Mois Macias
This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 223

223-1
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223-4
223-5

223-6

223-7

223-8

223-9

223-10

Response to Comment Letter 223
Kathryn Burke
This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 224

224-1

224-2

224-3
224-4
224-5

224-6

224-7

224-8

224-9

224-10

Response to Comment Letter 224
Kent Roberts
This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 225

December 24, 2009
San Mateo Co. Planning Department
Attn: Camille Leung, BIG WAVE Project Planner
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
cleung@co.sanmateo.ca.us
Re: Big Wave Project DEIR, Land Use & Planning
Impact LU-2 Conflict with Land Use Plans, Policies, Regulations
We question the proposed land use of the parcel which is being proposed
for the Big Wave Wellness Center portion of the Development. As the parcel falls
within the "W” Zoning designated for Marine or Light Industrial, we do not
believe the County Planning Commission, in good conscience, should allow a
“Sanitarium” of privately owned “wellness condos” for Developmentally Disabled
(DD) individuals to be constructed in this Zone. It is irresponsible of the
developer to suggest such a structure be built in a Seismic Hazard Zone and
Tsunami Inundation Zone. The Wellness Center is a wonderful vision, but the
location could endanger a community of people who may not be able to
promptly nor easily evacuate with alacrity should a sudden Tsunami Warning
Siren be sounded.
Should the Planning Commission “bend the zoning requirements” to allow
such a use, it will also jeopardize evacuation of neighboring communities such as
Seal Cove residents and businesses, Pillar Ridge Manufactured home residents,
and the various Harbor Business owners and workers, by creating extra traffic in
an area with already insufficient ingress and egress. In my opinion, by adding
an office park and a wellness center to this congested area with inadequate
infrastructure will be tempting fate. The Princeton Harbor area has already
experienced a previous Tsunami on April 1st, 1946. With the accelerated rate of
global warming and the recent seismic activity in the Pacific region, prudence
must prevail. An undersea volcanic eruption recently appeared off the coast of
Samoa. Terrestrial eruptions are occurring now in the Philippines, and let us not
forget the tragic event which occurred in the day after Christmas. “Caused by an
undersea mega thrust earthquake, that occurred on December 26, 2004, with an epicenter off the west
coast of Sumatra, Indonesia. The quake itself is known by the scientific community as the SumatraAndaman earthquake.[3][4] The resulting tsunami itself is given various names, including the 2004 Indian
Ocean tsunami, Asian Tsunami, Indonesian Tsunami, and Boxing Day Tsunami. The earthquake was caused
by subduction and triggered a series of devastating tsunami along the coasts of most landmasses
bordering the Indian Ocean, killing nearly 230,000 people in eleven countries, and inundating coastal
communities with waves up to 30 meters (100 feet) high. It was one of the deadliest natural disasters in

By
allowing this use in this location, the County will be alarmingly negligent as
guardians for public safety, and the parents of the Big Wave project may find
the name to be prophetic, if not tragically so.

recorded history. Indonesia, Sri Lanka, India, and Thailand were the hardest hit.” (From Wikipedia)

225-1

We furthermore question the developer’s claim that the Wellness
Center is “affordable housing”. How can the Planning Commission even
CONSIDER allowing a residential use in a marine-related industrial zone, let
alone allow the developer claim it to be designated “low income”. The residents
may eventually be considered low income however the purchasers of these units
will not be. One developer has a “DD” offspring and it is evident form the
hearings that the parents will be the purchasers of these units, not the residents
themselves. This is also not going to be Public Housing for DD adults, because
the condominium scheme calls for Association fees for maintenance & upkeep, to
be paid for by …the owners. As such, this project cannot, in good conscience, be
classified as a Sanitarium or Affordable Housing. To us, this represents very
transparent “good spinning” on behalf of the developer, BIG WAVE LLC, no
doubt served up by the slick land use attorneys (Byers –McCracken) who possibly
have a financial interest in the development. They have also referred to the
wetlands that separate the two parcels as “a drainage ditch” instead of what it
is- a riparian area (Which they do not own) that filters water and run-off into
the Pillar Point Marsh - which is Designated ABS - an area of biological
significance, as part of the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve.
We feel that it is also questionable planning regarding the future
residents’ safety to locate the “sanatorium” project in an Airport Influence
area adjacent to the 3-0 runway of the Half Moon Bay Airport. Although this
airport is not generally used by commercial aircraft, there is a steady volume of
planes flown by aviation enthusiasts and rescue operations by the Coast guard
helicopters. In the past there has been an annual air show called Dream
Machines, which attracts pilots who may not be familiar with the local
geography and air traffic procedures. The developer has stated to the ALUC that
the occupants will grant and aviation easement/noise release to San Mateo Co.

225-1

225-2

How will this be accomplished? Yet another deed restriction?

Per agenda item 7 of the C/CAG Airport Land Use Committee
(ALUC) Action Minutes for Special Meeting on April 30,2009 (as posted
on the internet) the ALUC Chairperson Richard Newman noted several
airport-related concerns regarding the proposed project:

Aircraft noise impacts
Safety impacts
Wind impacts

He expressed his concern about the placement of the proposed buildings
opposite the approach area to Runway 12/30 at Half Moon Bay Airport, in
reference to wind impacts. He described a similar existing situation at San Carlos
Airport where wind blows between two buildings that are located opposite of the
approach area to the runway and the increased wind velocity created by the
proximity of the buildings makes for an unsafe condition for a light aircraft at
slow speed for landing. (Big Wave Project spokesperson) Ms. (Nicole de)Martini
explained Pillar Point Ridge is located directly behind the property and the
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proposed buildings will be located below the ridgeline, She indicated the Big
Wave staff would research the wind issue related to aircraft operations.
George Auld, Half Moon Bay Airport Pilots Association Representative,
noted the biggest concern is aircraft noise impacts and the frequency of aircraft
operations. Camille Leung, County Project Planner, noted the potential airport
impacts would be addressed in the DEIR. Our question is…”Has it?”
The Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association (AOPA) is opposed to this
development because such a project would be an incompatible land use adjacent
to an Airport. The EIR must look at the impact of this project on the airport’s
current and future operations and mitigation should not penalize the airport.
Rather, a more compatible use should be sought for the property, As the
airport sponsor, the County has the obligation to ensure compatible
land uses around the airport under both the quit claim deed from the
Federal government and the receipt of Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) '
Airport improvement funds.
The proposed site location is located within several airport safety zones for
runway 30 that should preclude residential development. The first safety zone
that impacts the project area is comprised of the FAA mandated Runway
protection zone which is a trapezoid shape extending from 200 feet east of the
displaced threshold on Runway 30 out 1000 feet with a base width of 500 feet
widening to a width of 1000 feet, The 2002 California Airport Land Use
Planning Handbook prohibits any dwelling units within that zone.
In addition, the approach Protection Zone overlies a portion of the property, and
the State of California recommends limiting development to one dwelling unit per
10 to 20 acres. This precludes placing any of the proposed 45 residential units in
this area.
The majority of the property is within the traffic pattern zone, which allows
residential uses but discourages schools, day care centers and nursing homes.
Despite the allowance for residential use within this zone, AOPA contends
residential uses adjacent to the airport are incompatible and should not be
permitted. The County should identify a more compatible land use for this
property. (This from John Collins’ (Manager Airport Policy - AIRCRAFT OWNERS
AND PILOTS ASSOCIATION) letter to Camille Leung, dated December 4, 2008)
Per Jim Porter’s letter dated Dec. 8th, 2008: The proposed Project is located
approximately 300-feet from the Half Moon Bay Airport
(Airport) runway. The Airport is open year-round 24-hours a day and has
approximately 40,000 to 60,000 aircraft take-offs and landings per year. The
proposed Project area is subject to single event aircraft noise impacts from
aircraft take-offs, departures, over-flights, arrivals and pre-flight run-ups at the
Airport. The Project is located directly across from the beginning of Runway 30.
Prevailing wind
Conditions at the Airport dictate that Runway 30 be used for take-offs and
landings approximately 80 percent of the time. Due to its proximity to the
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beginning of the runway, the project area is also subject to extended singleevent propeller, jet and engine noise impacts as aircraft apply full take-off power
and begin to accelerate for take-off.
The requirements, guidelines and recommendations in the California
Airport Land Use Planning Handbook from the State Department of
Transportation should also be considered as they relate to specific land
uses in the vicinity of airports as well as aircraft noise impacts and the
safety of aircraft occupants and people and property on the ground.
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So, again our question is: Have they been considered?

The Big Wave scheme as proposed by the entrepreneurs, economically link
the Wellness Center which is supposed to be supported by various agricultural, retail &
commercial projects, which calls into question if such uses are allowed in the “W” zone.
The community center, pool, fitness center and unspecified retail commercial component
such as nursery operations and dog grooming will be open for business to the public.
They propose charging for “event” parking (and office parking). Experience dictates
that retail use attracts more traffic to the narrow, inadequate local streets and charging
for “event” (Maverick’s Surf Contest or Dream Machines) parking in Big Wave lots,
will encourage alternate “free” parking along neighboring streets which will burden the
existing businesses and residential neighborhoods.
At various public meetings, members of the public have brought up the undeniable
facts that the harbor and surrounding residential communities lack the infrastructure of
well-designed or well-lit public roadways to access an expanded commercial district
served by insufficient (NO DIRECT ROUTE) thoroughfares and thus, it is our opinion
that any retail businesses in this difficult-to-access area will have a limited draw. There
has been at least one pedestrian fatality on the un-lit Airport Street. Drivers often speed
on Airport St. and there are no sidewalks or street lighting to protect pedestrians from
these scoff-laws. In the unincorporated San Mateo County Coastside, the main traffic
enforcement is done by the CHP patrol cars, and not the SM Sherriff’s Dept. units.
Therefore, unless enforcement is “beefed up” residents will likely be subjected to
speeding construction trucks while the development is under way and upon completion,
speeding condominium office park business owners, with little expectation for
mitigation. Because there are no street lights on Airport St. (except near the Pillar Ridge
Community) and only a few along Cypress (where bulbs often remain burned out for
months at a time) We implore the Planning Commission and would expect
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that at the minimum, the Developer be REQUIRED to mitigate this
dangerous situation if they be allowed to build out their enormous
proposed “Dream Project” BEFORE construction commences.

There are no guarantees, requirements or assurances that the BIG WAVE
PROJECT will open or continue as currently proposed or succeed financially.
Without such a mandate, the project could be later “re-invented” as a
hotel/condo/ conference center with shops in a visitor-serving coastal area
conveniently near the harbor and airport. It is our hope that there will be
mandatory deed restrictions that will prohibit other uses, such as conversion
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of the “sanatorium” to a hotel or residences. The proposed subdivision of the
adjacent Big Wave “office park” should also include a non-residential use
deed restriction in the DRE Subdivision Final Public Report. If not, it is clear
that the main purpose of the Planning Commission is to assist developers in
finding zoning loopholes and recklessly driving a Hummer through them. That is
how the nearby residents and harbor business owners will feel should this
project be approved as proposed. PLEASE PROTECT the working waterfront
uses of the “W” district and deny the BIG WAVE project as proposed, otherwise
how is this not a complete disregard for zoning ordinances and not a
significant impact?
Even the office park is not compatible to mixed use light manufacturing.
The design shows office park style units to be marketed as “commercial condos”
lacking any ground floor roll-up doors, loading docks or spaces compatible with
M-1 Zoning light manufacturing. I would prefer to see a Mixed Use style
project. The current building trend is to locate residential above commercial,
using “smart growth” building design with a public transportation hub (Such as
the re-designed San Francisco Trans Bay Terminal) and fewer parking spaces.
Furthermore, the run-off generated by 640 parking spaces alone will require the
developer to build on-site catch-basins and “holding ponds” for the significant
run-off generated by various hard surfaces. DEIR RED FLAGS: Storm water
run-off created by hard surfaces to be handled by??? Per Draft EIR: “evaporation
ponds, percolation ponds, or combined sewer systems” (IE: Septic?) “Due to
project size and type, the project would also be required to construct permanent
on-site storm water treatment systems and maintain these systems in
perpetuity.” Big Wave LLC, in grading the area prior to the DEIR hearing, have
demonstrated to be callous to the sensitive existing wetland habitat, and slides
shown at the hearing prove the flooding that was the result of all their earth
movement. Calls from Pillar Ridge were “ignored” after the flood caused by the
grading caused damage and hardship on the residents.
Allowing BIG WAVE to be built as designed defeats the whole purpose
of zoning ordinances.
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We do not believe that there is a certain water supply for the development,
except for an existing Ag well. Why there isn’t a mention of Sanitary District
estimated out-flows? Can the developer be suggesting that they dispose of all
that waste via septic systems?
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Regarding Traffic, a noted deficiency in the DEIR which glosses over the impact
on the residents of Pillar Ridge and Seal Cove, is in our opinion highly under
estimated. Traffic congestion as mentioned in the DEIR Impact HAZ-4
incorrectly states: Major roadways near the project site include: State Route
(SR) 1 (Cabrillo Highway) and Airport
Street. The project site can be directly accessed from the surrounding streets,
including: Cypress Avenue,
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Marine Boulevard; Capistrano Road, Prospect Way; and California and Cornell
Avenues, located to the
west, east and south of the site, respectively.” It should be noted that
Marine Blvd. is a dead-end street at Airport Street and does NOT
connect to Hwy One.
Traffic delays entering Hwy One from Cypress to Northbound Hwy 1.
Table IV.M-2
Unsignalized Intersection LOS Criteria
Level of Service Description
Average Control
Delay Per Vehicle
(Seconds)
A Operations with very low delay occurring with favorable progression. 10.0 or
less
B Operations with low delay occurring with good progression. 10.1 to 15.0
C Operations with average delays resulting from fair progression. 15.1 to 25.0
D Operations with longer delays due to a combination of unfavorable
progression or high V/C ratios. 25.1 to 35.0
E Operations with high delay values indicating poor progression and
high
V/C ratios. This is considered to be the limit of acceptable delay. 35.1
to 50.0
oversaturation and poor progression. greater than 50.0 F Operation
with delays unacceptable to most drivers occurring due to

Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual 2000.
Hexagon Transportation Consultants, 2009.
The Traffic study in the Big Wave Draft Environmental Report makes light of the
HUGE impact the commute congestion will cause for the existing residents of the
Harbor area (dwellers and businesses) at the only traffic signal at HWY One and
Capistrano Rd. or on the residential owners in the Pillar Ridge community or the
Seal Cove community who habitually use the only other intersection for ingress
or egress, that is the intersection of Hwy One and Cypress. This intersection
has no night-time illumination, no traffic signal, and is often backed up on
sunny beach days when the person at the front of the line wishes to turn left,
causing a delay for everyone else behind them. At the very minimum, the
Developer should be forced, as KN Properties was as developer for
Harbor Village, to improve the intersection with extra turn-out lanes or
a traffic signal needs to be installed prior to commencement of
construction.
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Per their own Traffic survey, the proposed project’s approximately 2,123 peakhour trips added to roadways in the vicinity of the project site are burdensome to
say the least. The magnitude of traffic added to the roadway system by a
particular development is estimated by multiplying the applicable trip generation
rates to the size of the development. However, the eastbound left turn
movement at the intersection of Hwy 1 and Cypress Avenue is shown to operate
at LOS F with a delay
of 59.8 seconds PER VEHICLE under worst-case project conditions (the LOS
calculation sheets are included in Appendix
J of this DEIR). The traffic analysis found that there are no improvements
possible at this intersection to
improve this LOS F other than signalization; therefore, with the project, the
peak-hour signal warrant
would be met at the intersection of SR 1 at Cypress Avenue and impacts to
intersection LOS and capacity
would be significant (the signal warrant analysis sheets are included in
Appendix J of this DEIR). With
signalization, this intersection would operate at LOS A under the AM and PM
peak-hours for both
(average and worst-case) project scenarios. Under signalized conditions, the
existing roadway geometry
would be adequate to handle the anticipated traffic demand.
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 Intersection Level of Service and Capacity

Following project occupancy, the applicant shall submit a bi-annual report,
signed and stamped by a
Professional Transportation Engineer in the State of California, to the Director of
Planning and Building
on the level of service at the intersection of Cypress Avenue and SR 1 stating
whether or not this location
warrants a signal. If it meets warrants, then the applicant shall coordinate with
Caltrans to pay a fair share
for the installation of a signal within 5 years of the date of that report.

UNACCEPTABLE!
Mitigate first –don’t make us all suffer!
Impact TRANS-8 Construction

“Construction activities have the potential to add construction traffic to the street
network in the vicinity of
the project site. Construction activities are temporary by nature and projectrelated construction activities
are not expected to cause a substantial disruption to roadway capacity. To fully
complete the Wellness
Center and Office Park development, the project’s construction time schedule is
anticipated to last
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between 30 and 36 months. Construction activities would occur in phases and
would be required to
comply with applicable County construction standards. The proposed project
would not import or export
any soil and grading would be balanced on the project site, eliminating truck
haul-trips on regional roads.
County and emergency services would be notified of any restrictions on any
roadways, alternative
emergency routes, and detours due to construction activities of the project.
Therefore, impacts related to
construction traffic would be less than significant and no mitigation measures
are required.
While traffic impacts during construction would be less than significant, the
following mitigation measure
is recommended to further reduce adverse construction traffic impacts:”
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-8 Construction

“Prior to issuance of grading permits, the applicant shall also submit a traffic
control plan to the County
Department of Public Works for review and approval. All staging during
construction shall occur onsite. Under cumulative with no project PM peak-hour
conditions there would be a 46.0 second delay for the
worst-case movement (eastbound left) of the Cypress Avenue at SR 1
intersection. This delay would
continue to increase under the project condition scenario. The worst-case delay
for this movement would
be 177.7 seconds PER CAR during the PM peak-hour (131.7 seconds more
than without the project).”
Members of the San Mateo County Planning Commision, if you lived
here, you would certainly object to delaying the mitigation of the
traffic impact at this intersection. Please imagine how you would like
this to be your intersection! Please consider requiring that the trucks
and traffic for the Big Wave project be REQUIRED to enter and leave
the area via the back route to the Harbor by-passing the least amount
of businesses and residential neighborhoods). Capistrano Road makes
a loop in and out of the Princeton area from Hwy One. One end is not
used much and is not signalized, while the other one is used by tourists
and other visitors to harbor businesses, along with a portion of the
residential traffic to the Pillar Ridge community.
Our voices are only two of many. Please consider everyone’s input.
Although the project is laudable, we feel the DEIR glosses over many
key points. We hope that you will especially review the land use
guidelines before rendering your verdict.
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Sincerely,
Kent W. Roberts & Carlysle Ann Young
180 San Lucas Avenue
Moss Beach, CA94038
Letter was e-mailed to Camille Leung at 4:45 PM on Dec. 24th 2009
Follow-up written document to follow.

Response to Comment Letter 225
Kent Roberts and Carlysle Young
Response to Comment 225-1
The commenter states that the Wellness Center does not meet local land use policies, should not be built
in a Seismic Hazard Zone and a Tsunami Inundation Zone, and questions the intention to build affordable
housing.
Regarding zoning and the proposed sanitarium use, refer to Topical Response 11, Sanitarium. In regard
to the tsunami hazard and evacuation, refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards, and Section IV.H of
the DEIR. With regard to the seismic issues raised, refer to Response to Comment 100-2. Regarding
affordable housing, refer to Response to Comment 193-24.
Response to Comment 225-2
The commenter questions the location of a sanitarium in an Airport Influence Area.
Regarding the Airport Overlay zoning regulations, the analysis in the DEIR can be found in Section IV.I
(Land Use and Planning). In regard to hazards concerning the adjacent airport operations, the airport
overlay limits the concentration of people where the risk is greatest in accordance with Section 6288 of
the Zoning Regulations. The project complies with these zoning regulations. Additionally, please refer to
Topical Response 14, Location of Project Near the Half Moon Bay Airport.
Response to Comment 225-3
The commenter questions whether the airport impacts have been covered in the DEIR.
Potential wind tunnel effects are discussed on page IV.G-25 of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 225-4
Again, the commenter questions whether airport impacts have been addressed in the DEIR.
Refer to Response to Comment Letter 166, from the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association.
Response to Comment 225-5
The commenter states that the surrounding area lacks the infrastructure to support such a project.
For traffic impacts, refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts, for a description of revised
traffic mitigations that require traffic reports for intersections in Princeton. As for event parking, there is
no current regulated parking for either Dream Machines or Mavericks. The project will provide nonstreet parking for those who wish to pay, providing an option to those who currently park on the streets
for these events. Therefore, the availability of this option would only reduce on-street parking.
It should be noted that the community center has been eliminated and, therefore, the fitness center and
pool will not be open to the public. Therefore, these services will not draw in additional visitors. In

regard to police enforcement, refer to Section IV.L of the DEIR. In regard to pedestrian passage, refer to
Section IV.M for information on the development of sidewalks and bike trails. Project and cumulative
traffic impacts related to the project as mitigated are less than significant.
Response to Comment 225-6
The commenter states that there are no financial guarantees for the project, and claims that the project
could later be “re-invented” for other uses.
Regarding the financial success of the project, refer to Response to Comment 72-1. Regarding the
maintenance of the sanitarium uses over the life of the project, the County’s approval of this project
would require that the project remain as approved, including retaining the Wellness Center dwelling units
as a sanitarium. The approval will require regular review and monitoring of the project by the County, at
the owner’s expense, to ensure that the project is operated in a manner that is consistent with the County’s
approval.
Refer to Response to Comment 225-7
The commenter states that the proposed design of the Office Park building is inconsistent with the
permitted uses of the M-1 Zoning District due to a lack of ground floor roll-up doors, loading docks, and
spaces compatible with light manufacturing.
Office Park buildings will be customized based on the needs of the future property owners, once sold.
Please refer to Section IV.H (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR for a description of the pervious
parking lots. Regarding potential illegal grading at the property, refer to Topical Response 13, County
Permit History.
Response to Comment 225-8
The commenter does not believe there is a certain water source for the project. The commenter also
questions the project’s waste disposal system.
Refer to Response to Comments 193-6, 193-10, 193-11, 193-12 and 193-13, and Section III.A of this
FEIR for a clarification of water supply and wastewater service options.
Response to Comment 225-9
The commenter notes that Marine Boulevard is a dead-end street at Airport Street and does not connect
to Highway 1.
In regard to Marine Boulevard, while the public access portion of the street ends at Airport Street, a paved
street capable of supporting emergency vehicles continues to Highway 1.
Response to Comment 225-10
The commenter asserts that the project will lead to additional traffic at Highway 1 and Cyprus. As a
result, the commenter states that a traffic signal or extra turn-out lanes should be installed by the
developer prior to construction commencement.

As stated in Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts, of Section III of the FEIR, revised
Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 requires the property owner to implement recommendations of traffic
reports required at the construction of every 60,000 sq. ft. of mixed-office space, including, but not
limited to, the construction of a traffic signal at Cypress Avenue. Recommendations must be
implemented within 1 year of the date of the report.
Response to Comment 225-11
The commenter states that Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 is unacceptable and that mitigation measures
should be completed before the project.
Refer to Response to Comment 225-10.
Response to Comments 225-12 and 225-13
The commenter states that traffic impacts will increase during construction and suggests that
construction traffic access the site from Princeton, not Cypress Avenue.
Refer to Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park, which discusses a reduction in
traffic impacts based on non-concurrent building construction.
Response to Comment 225-14
The commenter provides a conclusion.
The commenter provides closing statements. No response is required by CEQA. ∗

∗

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Comment Letter No. 226

December 24, 2009
Camille Leung, Project Planner
San Mateo County Planning Division
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Big
Wave Wellness Center and Office Park Project
Dear Camille,
Thank you for your efforts on this phase of the Big Wave project. I believe that the
DEIR has critical deficiencies which should be corrected followed by recirculation of the
document. My points to support and provide guidance follow:
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(1) The DEIR is fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature
and meaningful public review and comment has been precluded.
 The DEIR makes assumptions about the view impact based on a small set of
pictures with “cut and place” visual renderings supplied by the applicant, rather
than use story poles which provide unambiguous representation.
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Questions and Actions:
How can an accurate assessment of scenic corridors be made?
Given the proximity to views from a large number of perspectives, provide
complete story pole coverage or provide
The following illustration refers to the five critical scenic corridors and the
locations views of the project should be assessed.
This cannot be done without taking photo’s after there is story pole coverage of
the site or alternately performing a professional simulation with rendering that
permits a view of the project site and terrain from all vantage points.
For further information consult the following reference:
November 18 Presentation to San Mateo Planning Commission by Len Erickson
Document provided with the comment letter: L Erickson @ SMC PC 111809b.ppt
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The DEIR makes assumptions and reaches negative conclusions about the
economic viability of various project alternatives without supporting economic
data.
Questions and Actions: Provide an explicit Fiscal Impact Analysis for the project
using the Menlo Park Gateway project as a template for such a report.
http://service.govdelivery.com/service/edition.html?code=CAMENLO_176&date
=7/23/2009&time=1:00:00&format=PDF
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(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact will result
unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of
insignificance.
The traffic estimates are severely underestimated. The recent review of the Midcoast
Local Coastal Plan (LCP) and the dialog between the Coastal Commission and County in
this review clearly document significant and uncontested problems with traffic on the
Highway 1 corridor in contrast to the DEIR.
Questions and Actions:
How can the DEIR concluded that the LOS for traffic can be improved to an A
level by installing a single traffic light?






Significant input from several sources should be reviewed and the entire
transportation impact re-done. Requested sources to include in this updated
review include:
The transportation review and findings from the Midcoast LCP review should be
taken into account. (
The recently released draft report, ”Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement
Study”, is the product of a community planning process and study funded by
Caltrans and the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors It provides important
considerations about the Midcoast Highway 1 corridor and internal circulation
within Midcoast communities.
A specific and separate formal Traffic Analysis should be performed.

Reference: Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study
http://mprc.sanmateo.org/pdf/San%20Mateo%20Report%20v.3%20LR.pdf
Document is also submitted with this report: San Mateo Report v.3 LR.pdf
Reference: Midcoast LCP Traffic Comments
http://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2009/12/Th18a-12-2009.pdf
Reference: Model: Menlo Park Gateway Traffic Impact Analysis

http://www.menlopark.org/departments/pln/bohannon/cc_20091103_presentation_transportation.pdf
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How can the impact of traffic and construction on local county roads be assessed?
The Director of the San Mateo County Department of Public Works must provide his
staff’s professional input on this impact.
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(3) Several arguments support revising the ratings of environmental impact that will
result from the project to a level of “significant” and require adequate mitigation
measures.
(Further discussion to be added)
 Parks and Recreation: There is a major plan to extend the California Coastal Trail
from the Pillar Point Harbor Area to Devil’s slide. The pedestrian and
bicycle/handicapped strands of this trail will pass in close proximity to the Big
Wave project site. The site and site construction will have significant negative
impacts.
Questions and Actions: How will the California Coastal Trail Plan for this area
impact the project?
The San Mateo County Parks Director must be consulted for review of impact in
this area.
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Thank you for the opportunity to present these considerations.

226-8

Sincerely,
Len Erickson
PO Box 2905
El Granada, CA 94018
650 726-4416
len.erickson@earthlink.net
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Response to Comment Letter 226
Len Erickson
Response to Comment 226-1
Commenter makes a general statement that the DEIR has critical deficiencies that should be corrected by
recirculation of the document.
This statement is introductory. Refer to Topical Response 6, Recirculation of the DEIR. *
Response to Comment 226-2
Commenter asserts that the DEIR is inadequate and conclusory, specifically regarding view impact
analysis, which the commenter states is based on a small set of pictures with “cut and place” visual
renderings rather than through the use of story poles.
Refer Topical Response 1, Story Poles; Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations of the Proposed Project;
and Topical Response 6, Recirculation of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 226-3
Commenter questions how an accurate assessment of the scenic corridors be made and requests complete
story pole coverage. Commenter provides an illustration of what he calls the “five critical scenic
corridors,” which can be assessed fully only through the use of story pole coverage or alternately
performing a “professional simulation” permitting a view of the project site from all vantage points.
Refer Topical Response 1, Story Poles, and Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations of the Proposed
Project.
Response to Comment 226-4
Commenter asserts that the DEIR makes assumptions and draws conclusion about the economic viability
of alternatives without providing supporting economic data. Commenter opines that the project should
provide an explicit Fiscal Impact Analysis for the project.
Page VI-5 of the DEIR states, “such an alternative would not be financially viable, as it would require the
non-profit to purchase land at market rates.” For more information regarding the economic viability of
project alternatives, refer to Response to Comment 205-65. Regarding the request for a fiscal analysis for
the project, refer to Response to Comment 72-1. While economic analysis is outside of the purview of
this CEQA document, economic reports prepared for the project are available on the County’s website at:
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/portal/site/planning/menuitem.518b61a0b23c8f5565d293e5d17332a0/?vgn
extoid=0f1f24e148752210VgnVCM1000001937230aRCRD&vgnextchannel=ee1f24e148752210VgnVC
M1000001937230a____&vgnextfmt=DivisionsLanding0
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 226-5
Commenter states that the traffic estimates are underestimated, asks how the DEIR can conclude that the
LOS for traffic can be improved to a level A by installing a traffic light at Cypress Avenue and Highway
1, provides references for additional information, and requests a separate traffic analysis.
Page IV.M-27 states that the eastbound left turn movement at the intersection of SR 1 and Cypress
Avenue is shown to operate at LOS F with a delay of 59.8 seconds under worst-case project conditions.
The DEIR also states that the traffic analysis completed for this project (Big Wave Office Park and
Wellness Center Traffic Report, prepared by Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. (Hexagon), June
24, 2009) found that there are no improvements possible at this intersection to improve this LOS F other
than signalization; therefore, with the project, the peak-hour signal warrant would be met at the
intersection of SR 1 at Cypress Avenue and impacts to intersection LOS and capacity would be
significant. With signalization, this intersection would operate at LOS A under the AM and PM peakhours for both (average and worst-case) project scenarios. Under signalized conditions, the existing
roadway geometry would be adequate to handle the anticipated traffic demand.
The June 2009 Hexagon report is included in Section III.B of this FEIR, as an addition to Appendix J of
the DEIR. The report was listed in the introduction of Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR
and was available at the County’s Planning and Building Department, but was inadvertently left out of
Appendix J of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 226-6
Commenter states that the Director of the San Mateo County Department of Public Works must provide
his staff’s professional input on the traffic impact.
Please refer to Response to Comment 226-5. The County Department of Public Works reviewed and
approved both the June 2009 Hexagon Report and the DEIR.
Response to Comment 226-7
Commenter questions how the project will impact the plan to extend the California Coastal Trail from the
Pillar Point Harbor Area to Devil’s Slide and states that the County Parks Director should be consulted.
As shown on Figures III-9 and III-16, the project is installing a Class I multiple purpose trail along
Airport Street that may be incorporated into the Coastal Trail System. The applicant has consulted the
County Parks Department in the design and location of the proposed trail.
Response to Comment 226-8
Commenter concludes his letter.
The commenter provides closing statements. No response is required by CEQA.

Comment Letter No. 227

"Mary Flint" <t@gmail.com> 12/24/2009 3:07 PM
Hello - I am opposed to the big wave project. I think that it is too
big and will have a  
impact on the area. I think that housing
for the disabled is a good idea but would be be er located in
downtown Half Moon Bay. This area provides shopping and entertainment
within walking distance.
As far as the business park goes, I don't think it will  ract many
businesses. It is too out of the way. In this economy I can't think of
many businesses that would want to locate here.
Sincerely,
Mary Flint
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Response to Comment Letter 227
Mary Flint - Individual
Response to Comment 227-1
The commenter states the project is too big, would be better located in downtown Half Moon Bay, and
would not attract any business due to its location.
Regarding the size of the project, refer to Response to Comment 21-1A. Regarding the suggestion that
the project applicant look for alternative locations in the community to build the project, the feasibility of
developing the project at off-site location(s) is discussed on pages VI-5 and V1-6 within the “Alternatives
Rejected As Infeasible” in the DEIR. Regarding the economic success or failure of the project, refer to
Response to Comment 72-1.

Comment Letter No. 228

"Mary Larenas" <mnlarenas@gmail.com> 12/24/2009 2:44 PM
Re: Big Wave Project - Please do not support without  
Dear Supervisors,
It is important to remember that The Big Wave
ce Park and Wellness Center is a FOR PROFIT
enterprise and the Developer and stake-holders stand to make  -millions if the project goes
through. The Wellness Center is not a public     and will be restricted to only those DD
individuals that are selected by the Developer and stake-holders not for all who are in need.
    housing with a community center and     es already exits
next to the proposed Big Wave site at the Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Park and is already
available to service the needs of the Developmentally Delayed    It is not a fact that
the
 Park will be able to supply the needed income to support the Wellness Center,
  the occupants of the Wellness Center at risk. DD individuals are already, sadly, a
marginalized group in our society. The   the Wellness Center would only further isolate
these individuals from important community resources such as the HMB Library, reduce
employment opportuni es (Safeway and other stores on the coast employ the DD), and most
serious of all, keep them from becoming an integral part of society. It is important for the DD to
interact with non-DD individuals en so that they can improve their social skills, independence
and self- cacy. Yes, there is a desperate need for  housing for the DD. However, it
is not true that low-income housing is not available here on the coast. The County does not
need to approve the Big Wave project in order to provide  housing for the
Developmentally Disabled. As to the   “The Coastal Act and Local Coastal Plan both call
for  housing in this area?”, there is aordable housing right next door to the Big
Wave site. It has been said that “the Wellness Center provides a unique opportunity for the DD
  to own their own home, something unheard of for the DD popul on.” It is unheard
of because of the nature of their disability, the DD will require signatures from their parents or
guardians, the very people who are in charge of their    They will never own a home as
you and I will. It has been said that the Wellness Center project helps the County meet its
  without using the taxpayers' money, but the fact remains that the Center is a for   non-private enterprise, making it unavailable to many who are in need. As to
the    “If the Wellness Center isn't built, how will the County provide housing for the
DD?” The County has a responsibility not just to the DD but to all of it’s  !  A be#er
  for the Center and
 Park should be found. No one is against serving the needs of
the DD    We are against using children to gain support for a for  enterprise that
will dr cally impact the environment, the coast side community and may not best serve
these young people. There are altern ves for low-income, safe housing for these children and
they should be explored 
Thank you for your #

 to this important #,

Mary Larenas, PsyD
301 Nevada Ave., Moss Beach, CA 94038
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Response to Comment Letter 228
Mary Larenas - Individual
Response to Comment 228-1
The commenter states that the Wellness Center would be restricted to residents selected by the developer
and that affordable housing already exists at the Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Community.
The comment is outside of the purview of CEQA.∗
The commenter states that reliance of the Wellness Center on the Office Park puts occupants of the
Wellness Center at risk.
The comment is outside of the purview of CEQA.*
The commenter states that the developmentally disabled (DD) need to interact with non-DD members of
the community.
The comment is outside of the purview of CEQA.*
The commenter states that the DD residents will not truly own their homes and due to the for-profit
nature of the center, housing will be unavailable to many in need.
The comment is outside of the purview of CEQA.*
A better location should be found for the Wellness Center and Office Park.
Please refer to Response to Comment 21-1B and Section VI (Alternatives to the Proposed Project) of the
DEIR.

∗

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Comment Letter No. 229
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Response to Comment Letter 229
Michael Bouons
This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 230

Midcoast Community Council
An elected Municipal Advisory Council to the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
Serving 12,000 coastal residents

Post Office Box 248, Moss Beach, CA 94038-0064
Office Fax: (650) 728-2129 http://mcc.sanmateo.org

Neil Merrilees
Chair

Len Erickson
Vice-Chair

Leonard Woren
Secretary

Via Hand Delivery / E-Mail

Deborah Lardie
Treasurer

David Vespremi

December 24, 2009

Camille Leung
Project Planner
County of San Mateo
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
Re:

Draft Environmental Impact Report for Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park

Dear Ms. Leung:
As the elected representative advisers to the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors on
behalf of the residents of the unincorporated Midcoast communities of Montara, Moss
Beach, Miramar, El Granada, and Princeton-By-The Sea, Midcoast Community Council
(MCC) respectfully submits this letter containing comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report (DEIR) circulated by San Mateo County for the proposed Big Wave
Wellness Center and Office Park Project (“Big Wave” or “Project”) prepared by
Christopher A. Joseph & Associates (“Consultant”) dated October 2009.
In creating this DEIR comment letter we considered input from the community in the
form of letters, online comments and numerous public meetings. We supplemented this
community feedback with our own research and review, much of which centered on
issues core to our charter, including the applicability of the LCP, Coastal Act, General
Plan, and San Mateo County zoning regulations.
We support the clear consensus that more needs to be done to support the needs of the
developmentally disabled. We applaud projects that incorporate green technology and
building practices as a way of minimizing negative environmental impacts.
The purpose of CEQA is to make the public aware of the environmental impacts of a
project, the alternatives, and the mitigations to lessen any impacts. We begin by noting
some significant missed opportunities in building public awareness of the proposed
project and its potential environmental impacts as outlined in the draft DEIR. While the
missed opportunities do not in any way diminish the comments received, it leads to the
project not having received the fullest extent of public review.
In addition, responsible agencies representing the community were excluded from the
initial process as well as the original distribution of the document.
1
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MCC, a seven-member council, in charge of its own research and commentary requested
and received a single copy of the 2,200+ page DEIR to share among council members
230-1
and with the public. The public’s ability to review the DEIR was severely impaired by the
general unavailability of copies and confusion over the missing Chapter N. 1
Conclusions:
The DEIR as circulated is incomplete, shifting, contradictory, open-ended and so poorly
organized as to deprive the public of its sole opportunity to comment on the merits of
the project and its potential impacts.
The DEIR is misleading and overly conclusory. As drafted, the DEIR is inadequate due,
among other failings, to numerous errors, omissions, contradictions, unfounded
assumptions and inadequate analysis. It leaves crucial mitigation measures to future
230-2
studies, which is not permitted under CEQA.
The site is unsuitable for this project.
The mitigation measures outlined in the DEIR are incomplete and/or inadequate.
We recommend that this DEIR be substantially reworked and reformatted to include the
missing data, finish all the necessary investigations, correct the faulty assumptions,
properly analyze the new information and then be recirculated to better serve its
intended purpose under CEQA.

1

One benefit from public review was the discovery of a missing chapter: On November
4, 2009 a member of the public discovered that Chapter N: Utilities & Service Systems
which includes sewer, water, solid waste and energy was missing from the DEIR. This
critical chapter was omitted from the version circulated to the public at the remote Half
Moon Bay Library, the Board of Supervisors, and the reviewing agencies. On or about
November 10, 2009 the MCC was able to procure the missing Chapter N.
2

Substantive Analysis:
I.

THE DEIR’S DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT IS INADEQUATE.

While extensive detail is not necessary, CEQA mandates that an EIR describe a proposed
project with sufficient detail and accuracy to permit informed decision-making. While
further review for Coastal Act compliance occurs under public scrutiny provided under
the Coastal Development Permit review process, continuing after the end of the DEIR
the DEIR provides for review of issues that fall outside of the Coastal Act. As the DEIR
supplies information critical to a Coastal Development Permit review, we note it failed to
meet the requirements of the Coastal Act section 30006, which states “that the public
has a right to fully participate in decisions affecting coastal planning, conservation and
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development,” and section 30012, which states that an educated and informed citizenry
is ”necessary to protect California's finite natural resources.” Further, recent case law
holds that the County (as lead agency) is not precluded from taking longer than one
year from the date of filing a project application to finalize and certify an EIR project
application that may not have been well enough defined ‘to provide meaningful
information for environmental assessment.’ Schellinger Brothers v. City of Sebastapol
2009 Cal. App. LEXIS 1928 (Cal. App. 1st Dist. Dec. 2, 2009)
How does the existing DEIR meet the requirements of Coastal Act section
30006 and 30012?
Critical to any EIR is its analysis of the potentially significant impacts that the project
under review could have on the environment. Indeed, when such impacts have been
identified, a public agency cannot approve the project as proposed. The procedures
required by CEQA, Public Resources Code § 21000 et seq., are specifically “intended to
assist public agencies in systematically identifying” a project’s significant effects and
mitigation measures to avoid those effects or reduce them to levels of insignificance.
This identification and mitigation of a proposed project’s impacts is thus one of the
central purposes of CEQA.
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How does the existing DEIR meet the requirements CEQA, Public Resources
Code § 21000?

The DEIR fails adequately to discuss the Project’s full range of impacts on traffic safety;
on emergency access for the site and its neighbors in the event of tsunami, earthquake,
or other disaster; on proper sewage disposal; water supply and treatment, on biological
resources; on the natural landscape; and on views from Highway 1, a scenic corridor
230-5
and other vantage points. Further, the DEIR repeatedly and erroneously concludes that
various impacts identified as significant would be rendered insignificant by ill-defined or
undefined mitigation measures whose detailed formulation depends on future studies,
permit waivers and information not provided in the DEIR and whose effectiveness,
because of their vague nature, is impossible to judge. CEQA does not permit such
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reliance on future studies and analyses as a basis for concluding in an EIR that a project
will not have significant environmental impacts. Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202
Cal.App.3d 296, 306-09 (1988)..
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Where is the discussion of the projects full range of impacts on traffic safety
and emergency access?
What are the mitigation measures that would reduce the significant impacts to
“less than significant” based on known information (not on future studies)?

Further, third parties consulted in preparation of the DEIR report that findings of “no
significant impact” or “less than significant impact” grossly mischaracterize their
responses. For example, according to an article published by Montara Fog on December
14, 2009, Paul Cole, Assistant Fire Chief, Coastside Fire Protection District stated that
his response to a survey was mischaracterized in the DEIR by the consultant writing the 230-6
report. See Exhibit “B” (Fire Chief: Big Wave report mischaracterizes impacts upon fire
services, incorporated here by reference).
Are third party responses accurately reflected in the DEIR?

II.

SCENIC RESOURCES

Prior to its recent conversion to agriculture, the project site was a natural, open space
landscape adjacent to the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve and Mavericks (world class bigwave surf break). It is near the trail head to the Peninsula Open Space Trust trail
system and is adjacent to a protected estuary notable as a nesting and migration point
for sea birds. The proposed project is also within the broader context of a visitor
serving, working harbor, and harbor of refuge - one of the last of its kind in California.
Building the proposed Project would result in the wholesale alteration of this landscape
and the natural community it supports, and in the process destroy the site’s scenic
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character. The site is in both state and locally-identified scenic corridors, views to the
Pacific from southbound Highway 1. It also provides a habitat for several endangered or
sensitive species of animal life.
The proposed Project is significantly out of scale with nearby development and is
therefore inconsistent with LCP Policies 8.5, 8.12, 8.18, 8.30, 8.32, 11.4 and 11.15.
How does the DEIR account for LCP policies 8.5, 8.12, 8.18, 8.30, 8.32, 11.4
and 11.15 on community character and design?
The building floor area at 225,000 sq. ft. (5+ acres) is many times larger than any
existing building in not only the harbor area, but all of unincorporated coastal San Mateo
County. The proposed Project is three stories and 50 feet in height. The height of the
230-8
proposed office complex buildings is nearly double that allowed for neighboring
structures. The proposed building will substantially block views to the harbor and ocean
from southbound Highway One. The following sections of this finding detail the existing
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character of the Princeton area, the LCP policies and ordinances directed to maintaining
that character, specific instances where the project is inconsistent with the LCP and the
potential of cumulative impacts.
230-8

How does this project meet the design review requirement that all projects be
in scale with their surroundings?
Existing Princeton Character and Public Views
Princeton is a small coastal community zoned primarily for protected Waterfront (“W”),
Coastside Commercial Recreation (“CCR”), and Light Industrial (“M1”) uses to support
its function as a working harbor and visitor serving center for natural scenic resources
like Mavericks, the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, and the Peninsula Open Space Trust
(POST) trails system. Harbor facilities are utilitarian in appearance reflecting a “working”
commercial fishing character of the small port. Buildings in the harbor area are small,
constructed of wood or cement block, and simply designed. Most of the buildings are
single story (16 feet in height), although there are also two story buildings located near
the harbor entrance. Parking areas for fishermen, recreational boaters and visitors,
consume most of the developed harbor. The subdivided portion of Princeton, northwest
of the harbor, is developed in a variety of marine-related uses on small lots (boat repair
shops, open boat storage, mostly one-story enclosed storage buildings and a sprinkling
of older, mostly one-story grandfathered small homes). Directly behind the harbor and
across Capistrano Road, a small visitor-serving district is developing. The mostly onestory restaurants and Inn are immediately accessible from the sidewalk along Capistrano
Road which curves along the shoreline. The individual buildings reflect disparate
architectural designs, but are similar in scale ranging from ±920 sq/ ft. (Barbara's Fish
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Trap) to 7,000 sq/ ft. (Half Moon Bay Brewery). Heights of the existing buildings are
from ±16 feet (single story)to 28 feet (maximum). Streets and parking lots serving this
area are also small scale. Parking areas, consistent with the adopted design standards,
are small and landscaped to avoid the appearance of large paved areas. The interesting
variety of buildings, the curvilinear, landscaped road treatment and the easy
accessibility to the small businesses encourage and offer the coastal visitor a less
structured experience than that available in larger scale, planned urban waterfront
developments like Jack London Square in Oakland, Huntington Harbor in Orange County,
or Seaport Village in San Diego.
Views from southbound Highway One to the harbor and the sea are currently
continuously available from about one mile north of Capistrano Road. Existing visitor
serving uses are located west of this view corridor and most of the harbor development,
while visible from the highway, is at a lower elevation. Southbound travelers are
afforded a view of the harbor – ship masts, the breakwaters and the sea beyond. This
provides a clear visual link between the public travelling Highway One and the activities
of the harbor and ocean.
LCP policies preclude the proposed development to the extent these compromise public
views. The LCP and incorporated documents contain substantial policy direction on the
issues of appropriate scale for new coastal development and on view protection. Taken
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together, the policies clearly indicate that the small scale of the coastal communities is a
special characteristic worthy of preservation and that the retention of scenic views is
also important. The proposed project is in conflict with the policy direction cited in the
preceding section of this recommendation. The development is inconsistent with LCP
regulations relevant both to the scale of new projects and to those regarding the
preservation of views. These include:
8.12(c)
Locate and design new development and landscaping so that ocean views are not
blocked from public viewing points such as public roads and publicly-owned lands.
8.28. Definition of Scenic Corridors
Define Scenic Corridors as the visual boundaries of the landscape abutting a scenic
highway and which contain outstanding views, flora, and geology, and other
unique natural or man-made attributes and historical and cultural resources
affording pleasure and instruction to the highway traveler.
8.30 Designation of County Scenic Roads and Corridors
a. Expand existing County Scenic Corridors to include the visual limits of the
landscape abutting the scenic road.
b. Designate County Scenic Roads and Corridors as shown on the Scenic Roads
and Corridors Map for the Coastal Zone. These are: Coast Highway north of Half
Moon 8ay city limits (State Route 1), Half Moon 8ay Road (State Route 92), La
Honda Road (State Route 84), Higgins-Purisima Road, Tunitas Creek Road,
Pescadero Road, Stage Road, Cloverdale Road, and Gazos Creek Road (Coast
Highway to Cloverdale Road).
8.32 Regulation of Scenic Corridors in Urban Areas
a. Apply the regulations of the Design Review (DR) Zoning Ordinance.
b. Apply the design criteria of the Community Design Manual.
c. Apply specific design guidelines for Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princetonby-the-Sea, Miramar, San Gregorio, and Pescadero as set forth in Urban Design
Policies of the LCP.
Further, the Community Design Manual and Montara-Moss-Beach-El Granada
Community Plan both call for view preservation.

Community Design Manual
Views should be preserved by limiting structure height. Introduced
vegetation should be located so as to not block views from uphill structures
or views from scenic corridors and vista points.
Public views within and from scenic corridors should be protected and
enhanced, and development should not be allowed to significantly obscure.
detract from or negatively affect the quality of these views. Visual screening
or increased setbacks may be used to mitigate such impacts.
Structures should be located to retain views of prominent scenic features,
i.e., bodies of water, mountains, valleys, etc.
6
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Trees and vegetation may be selectively pruned or removed at the end of
view corridors to enhance scenic vistas.
Montara-Moss-Beach-El Granada Community Plan
Preserve and protect scenic vistas of ocean. beaches and mountains for
residents of the community.
The visual impact analysis of the project did not include erection of story poles to
allow accurate representation of the size and scale of the project in its location
from every relevant vantage point. Lack of story poles is compounded by the
inaccurate renderings of the proposed office buildings. See Exhibits “C” and “D”
(Laslo Vespremi’s renderings of the actual size of the Project and Len Erickson’s
Nov. 18 Planning Commission Comments.)
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How can the visual impact analysis be corrected to allow adequate mitigations 230-10
to make the size and scale mitigations relevant?
How is the size and scale of the project consistent with design review
standards and the Community Plan as it has been incorporated into the LCP?
III.

230-11

LAND USE AND PLANNING

The small coastal community of Princeton contains a variety of land uses. Pillar Point
Harbor provides support facilities for the locally important commercial fishery as well as
for the many recreational boaters. The Harbor District is currently considering plans for
additional development which will include more commercial fishing facilities, dry boat
storage and more visitor-serving uses, i.e., restaurants, shops, and pedestrian
promenades. West of the main harbor, in the old subdivided part of Princeton, is an area
largely devoted to warehouses, boat yards and some marine related commercial uses.
North of the harbor facilities, across and along Capistrano Road, a small visitor-serving
area is slowly developing. Uses include restaurants, a deli and an 11 unit Bed and
Breakfast Inn. As the LCP was being written, there were two objectives in mind relevant
to land use for Princeton. One purpose was to provide adequate on-shore sites for
development supportive of commercial fishing and recreational activities. Land within
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and west of the harbor was, therefore, designated for marine related uses (i.e., boat
yards, chandleries, storage). It was also recognized that Princeton had substantial
potential as an attractive destination for visitors to the coast, thus the second objective
was to strengthen and define a visitor serving area near the harbor.
The proposed project is located adjacent to Pillar Point Harbor. The harbor is public,
operated by the San Mateo Harbor Commission. Facilities include fuel docks, fish buying
and freezing operations, a boat launch ramp, parking and Harbor District offices. Limited
visitor serving uses include restaurants, shops and a fish market. The harbor has 311
berths, of these more than 50% are used by commercial fishermen; the remainder are
leased by recreational boaters. Pillar Point Harbor is the only port between San Francisco
and Moss Landing in Monterey County, which provides extensive support facilities
needed by commercial fishermen. Although there is substantial recreational use of the
harbor, the character of the port is more closely identified with a working, fishing port
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than with those marinas largely inhabited by pleasure craft. As such, the commercial
fishing industry is a significant factor in the Midcoast economy. The Harbor District is
currently developing plans to provide expanded facilities for commercial fishermen and
to improve truck access from fish unloading areas on the end of the pier to Highway
One. Other marine-related facilities are also planned, as are some additional visitorserving uses.
In an effort to comply with Coastal Act mandates to 1) protect commercial fishing and 2)
provide adequate visitor serving uses, the Certified LCP balanced these two potentially
conflicting requirements by the selection of land use designations and by encouraging
uses directly supportive of commercial and recreational boating in the area nearest the
harbor. In order to accommodate the needs of commercial fishermen and other boaters, 230-12
most of the old small lot subdivided portion of Princeton is designated for marine-related
industrial uses. This marine related industrial use is perhaps doubly appropriate in that
much of the land in this zoning district is also in the airport approach zone and thus less
suitable for uses which would concentrate people. Visitor serving uses are also
adequately provided for in the plan. LCP Policy 12.3 encourages development which is
directly supportive of commercial fishing and recreational boating on land zoned for
commercial recreation located within one half mile of the harbor.

How does this project further the Coastal Act mandated goals of protecting
commercial fishing and providing visitor serving facilities?

Waterfront Zoning (“W”)
The Waterfront District that the Wellness Center is sited on was established to provide
priority and support for visitor serving and marine-related employment for this special
location. This includes the marine related trades, working harbor employment, mixed
with local and visitor enjoyment of the harbor and all of the surrounding natural
resources (Mavericks, POST, Whale Migration, etc.).
SECTION 6285.0. PURPOSE. The purposes of the Waterfront District are to:
1. Provide a “working waterfront” area intended primarily for the location of marine
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related trades and services and manufacturing land uses that support commercial fishing
and recreational boating activities.
2. Accommodate a compatible mix of recreational, resource management and
waste management land uses.
3. Protect the functional and economic viability of the “working waterfront” area by
restricting incompatible land uses.
4. Support and strengthen the Coastside economy by providing trade and
employment opportunities.
5. Encourage architectural design and site planning that will, as much as possible,
enhance the appearance of a “working waterfront.”
6. Implement the policies of the San Mateo County General Plan, especially those
concerning protection and development of coastal resources.
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SECTION 6286.0. DEFINITIONS.
1. Aquaculture (6.05.10)
The cultivation and husbandry of aquatic organisms, including but not limited to fish,
shellfish, mollusks, crustaceans, kelp and algae.
2. Aquacultural Processing Facilities (6.05.20)
Facilities for the processing, storing, packaging, and shipping of aquacultural products.
Existing aquacultural processing facilities may be used for agricultural
Recognizing the limited area available for all this, Chapter 18.5 “W” added this need
based zoning. Years of time, effort, research, and work were put into this process, the
results of which are now finally visible. The proposed development seeks a Use Permit
to change the intent of the “W” District claiming Chapter 24.
The proposed Wellness Center on the southern parcel is not a permitted use in the
Waterfront zoning district. The project proponents have applied for a Use Permit under
Section 6500 (D) (3) of the zoning regulations, which allows a Sanitarium in any zoning
district subject to issuance of a Use Permit but only if it is needed and no other suitable
location has been identified.
230-13

Section 6500, When Coastal Use Permit may be issued:
(d) Location of the following uses in any district, within the Urban Areas of the Coastal
Zone, when found to be necessary for the public health, safety, convenience or welfare:
3. Sanitarium
There is no reference to a medical establishment in the DEIR nor is a
medical establishment permitted in W zoning.
There is no permitted use for a Condo Complex as an addition to
a sanitarium
The developer’s economic analysis looks at residential condos, but
there is no reference to a sanitarium.
T he P roject propose s to include residential housing for 20 ca retakers for the developmentally
disa dvantaged adult clients among the projects 70 residential units. T he only permitted residential
use in the Waterfront zoning district is caretaker quarters with limited floorspace, governed by an
overall quota base d on a percentage of total developed parce ls within the zoning district. A rece nt
S an Mateo C ounty lottery assi gned parce ls a ranked priority as new ca retaker quarter alloca tions
become available.

How many c aretaker quarters alloc ations does the Wellnes s C enter parc el c urrently have as
an entitlement?
Does the C ounty antic ipate a s ec ondary market in c aretak er quarters development rights ,
s uc h that the Wellnes s C enter c ould ac quire additional development rights from other
property owners ?
9
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How c an res idential us e for live-in s taff be rec onc iled with the res tric tions of the Waterfront
zo ning dis tric t other than by us e of c aretaker quarters alloc ations ?
T he Midcoas t L C P Update propos es to increas e the perc entage of c aretaker quarters allowed 230-14
in this zo ning dis tric t. T he DE IR fails to analyze the potential impac ts of this inc reas e in
res idential hous ing as part of the projec t.
The Waterfront Zoning District, with its necessary connection between the use and and
ocean and it’s limitations on residential uses, was established to protect the limited local
coastal resources from exactly this type of development. There is no
explanation anywhere in the DEIR for why this type of development needs to be on this
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specific location nor is there a justification provided for granting a use permit in a
sensitive natural habitat area.
What amendments, exclusions and waivers will be needed to allow this use?
Further, section 30255 of the Coastal Act defines priority of coastal-dependent
developments as follows:
Coastal-dependent developments shall have priority over other developments on or near
the shoreline. Except as provided elsewhere in this division, coastal-dependent
developments shall not be sited in a wetland. When appropriate, coastal-related
developments should be accommodated within reasonable proximity to the coastaldependent uses they support.
Section 30101 of the Coastal Act further specifies that "Coastal-dependent development
or use" means any development or use which requires a site on, or adjacent to, the sea
to be able to function at all while section 30101.3 indicates that "coastal-related
development" means any use that is dependent on a coastal-dependent development or
use. (Added by Ch. 1090, Stats. 1979.)
Lastly, section 30601 indicates that the following categories of developments require a
coastal development permit from Commission:
“Prior to certification of the local coastal program and, where applicable, in addition to a
permit from local government pursuant to subdivision (b) or (d) of Section 30600, a
coastal development permit shall be obtained from the commission for any of the
following:
(1) Developments between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or within
300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high tide line of the sea where
there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance.
(2) Developments not included within paragraph (1) located on tidelands, submerged
lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, stream, or within 300
feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff.
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Section 30222.5 Oceanfront lands; aquaculture facilities; priority
(3) All designated and required areas (including the proposed site)
“Oceanfront land that is suitable for coastal dependent aquaculture shall be protected for
that use, and proposals for aquaculture facilities located on those sites shall be given
priority, except over other coastal dependent developments or uses. (Added by Ch.
1486, Stats. 1982.)”
The Wellness Center includes businesses such as catering, dog grooming, sports
facilities, theater, counseling facilities, native plant nursery, vegetable and meat
processing, office space for various BW enterprise businesses, and various events.

230-16

How is the Wellness Center consistent the “W” zoning?
What traffic impacts will these uses have? What parking will be necessary for
guests, residents and staff?
How were the water and sewer needs calculated relative to the proposed
operations of the Wellness Center?

Light Industrial Zoning (M1)
This area is zoned for light industrial and, unlike “W”, is designated for businesses that
do not need to be immediately adjacent to the sea to function.
Although businesses like welding and fabrication shops, boat builders, and similar are
expected and allowed to have adjoining offices, there is no provision under M1 for
“commercial offices” or otherwise, and certainly not an enormous commercial office
complex as indicated in the DEIR. Further, the parking specified for the DEIR is
calculated under “light industrial” use, yet nowhere in the renderings, specifications, or
economic analysis is light industrial use contemplated. Note that the renderings do not
show a single loading dock, roll up door, truck parking area, forklift area, or any other
feature associated with light industrial use.
While it is true that M1 includes a laundry list of specifically permissible uses (including
offices) this is only true when it is read on its own. When read together with the LCP, it
appears that the clustering of office buildings is specifically discouraged, hence the
notion that a complex comprised entirely of offices does not fall under M1 permitted
zoning. This make sense, because single offices, where for example administrative or
research functions are carried out in connection with light industrial work are allowed,
but an office with no light industrial function, is generally not (see the specific exclusion
of doctors and dentists) and certainly nothing in the LCP indicates that isolating these
offices in a common parcel/parcels is appropriate as the LCP seems to encourage offices
to be mixed in with surrounding businesses/industry.
How is the creation of a large office complex consistent with the M1 zoning?
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The LCP additionally encourages that M1 zoning in close proximity to the water is to be
used for aquaculture related uses.

230-17

As can be seen, the LCP, implementing ordinances and incorporated documents contain
substantial policy direction on the issues of appropriate scale for new coastal
development and on view protection. Taken together, the policies clearly indicate that
the small scale of the coastal communities is a special characteristic worthy of
preservation and that the retention of scenic views is also important. The proposed
project is in conflict with the policy direction cited in the preceding section of this
recommendation. The development is inconsistent with LCP regulations relevant both to
the scale of new projects and to those regarding the preservation of views.
Project Scale
The proposed development is massive and vastly out of scale with existing structures in
the area. Although the zoning ordinance allows a much higher structure, the LCP
requires that any development maintain community character by being of comparable
scale, size, and design. In this case, the community has indicated clearly in the LCP
that a continuation of small scale development is desired in Princeton. The proposed
project is designed in a much larger scale than nearby existing structures and no efforts
have been made to modulate the facades of the buildings and provide for varied
rooflines in order to visually reduce mass.
As such, the size and scale of the proposed Office Park is out of character with its
surroundings. Buildings of this size and mass are unprecedented on the Midcoast.
Zoning Regulations Section 6565.7 requires the design of the structure be in harmony
with the shape, size and scale of adjacent building in the community. On one side it
abuts the W/DR light industrial Princeton area, where buildings are all less than 36 ft
tall. On the other side the proposed project abuts a residential community of one-story
manufactured homes. The proposed 3-story 50-ft buildings that loom over Pillar Ridge
would dwarf not only its neighbors, but all other buildings on the Midcoast.
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The structure still has a floor area of ±270.000 (almost six acres) and heights in excess
of 50 feet. The building is thus 10-12 times larger than that of the largest existing
structure in the area. The height is two or three times that of other development in
Princeton and Moss Beach. Grading plans which have not been specified in the DEIR
could elevate finished grade by five feet or higher further exacerbating the height
differential. Put another way, virtually all of the existing buildings in the harbor would fit
within the footprint of this structure if constructed.
What is actual amount of grading?
What will the finished elevation be relative to the current natural grade?
This building will dwarf the existing structures nearby and structurally dominate the
area. It thus cannot be found that the project, as analyzed in this DEIR, is consistent
with the continuation of the small scale character anticipated in the LCP for Princeton.
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(LCP Policy 1.5, 8.5, 8.12, 11.15; Design Review Ordinance Sec. 6268.
6265.16(1)(12)(15); Community Design Manual pg. 18, 26; Montara-Moss Beach-El
Granada Community Plan Goals and Policies).
Alternate locations exit on the more urban San Francisco/San Mateo bayside. It has
many areas where large scale development like this project would be entirely
appropriate. If the special character of Princeton is, however, to be retained, as required
by the LCP, projects of this size must be considered inappropriate.
The self-contained nature of the project and the placement of uses is also at odds with
the human scale character of Princeton. As indicated earlier, existing structures are
readily accessible to people walking along Capistrano Road.
The uses are pedestrian-oriented and no one business can be considered a destination
by itself. As proposed, the project is, therefore, inconsistent with previously cited LCP
Policies that require small scale, pedestrian oriented development. Lastly, the massive
parking lot is inconsistent with the maintenance of the small scale area of Princeton and 230-19
with the specific standards found in the Community Design Manual and the Design
Review Ordinance. Both of these regulatory mechanisms require that parking areas be
integrated into the site and relate to the structures they serve. The Community Design
Manual offers a set of drawings which indicate proper and improper placement of
parking areas. See Exhibit “I.” As proposed, the projects parking arrangement falls into
the latter category and is therefore inconsistent with Certified LCP policies and
regulations relevant to the design of parking areas.
How does the DEIR address the discrepancy of scale between the project and
its surroundings?
How is this project consistent with regard to LCP Policy 1.5, 8.5, 8.12, 11.15;
Design Review Ordinance Sec. 6268. 6265.16(1)(12)(15); Community Design
Manual pg. 18, 26; Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan Goals and
Policies?

Locating and Planning New Development
The small coastal community of Princeton contains a variety of land uses. Pillar Point
Harbor provides support facilities for the locally important commercial fishery as well as
for the many recreational boaters. The Harbor District is currently considering plans for
230-20
additional development which will include more commercial fishing facilities, dry boat
storage and more visitor-serving uses, i.e., restaurants, shops, and pedestrian
promenades. West of the main harbor, in the old subdivided part of Princeton, is an area
largely devoted to warehouses, boat yards and some marine related commercial uses.
North of the harbor facilities, across and along Capistrano Road, a small visitor-serving
area is slowly developing. Uses include restaurants, a deli and an 11-unit Bed and
Breakfast Inn. When the LCP was in preparation, there were two objectives in mind
relevant to land use for Princeton. One purpose was to provide adequate on-shore sites
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for development supportive of commercial fishing and recreational activities. Land within
and west of the harbor was, therefore, designated for marine related uses (i.e., boat
yards, chandleries, storage). It was also recognized that Princeton had substantial
potential as an attractive destination for visitors to the Midcoast, thus the second
230-20
objective was to strengthen and define a visitor serving area near the harbor
How is the project consistent with the land use designation as outlined in the
Certified LCP?

Subdivision, Special Use Permits and Grandfathering
The Planning applications mention a request for subdivision, but there is no justification
provided for this request. Is it for each of the office buildings? There is also no
justification offered as to why the natural condition of the terrain would justify the
issuance of a special use permit. Further, grandfathering this project is inapplicable and
patently unfair as it would place developments completed many years ahead of Big
Wave under more stringent requirements than Big Wave, which, owing to its phased
development, would not be completed for many years to follow. The DEIR is both
230-21
contradictory and exceedingly vague on the time frame from ground breaking to
conclusion of the project. Further, it is patently inappropriate to grandfather a use that
itself is inappropriate as the wetlands which had an unpermitted well drilled and then
were plowed over to create agricultural land, did not create an opportunity to
grandfather in anything but a wetlands-appropriate use.
There are alternate locations more appropriately suited to a development of this size
with this huge variety of dissimilar uses in Pacifica and Half Moon Bay.

IV. Critical Coastal Area – Fitzgerald Marine Reserve
The Big Wave Project site is located within the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve (FMR) Critical
Coastal Area boundary. The James Fitzgerald Marine Reserve watershed
http://www.abag.ca.gov/cca/fitzgerald.html is one of three Critical Coastal Areas
currently being studied. The FMR is designated as an Area of Special Biological
Significance and therefore receives special protection under the California Ocean Plan.
Association of Bay Area Governments, (ABAG) has formed a partnership with the San
Francisco Estuary Institute http://www.sfei.org/ , the California Coastal Commission
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/rps/cca-rps.html and the Bay Conservation and
Development Commission http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/ in a pilot project to evaluate three
critical coastal areas and their respective watersheds, and to provide technical
assistance to local governments, non-governmental organizations and others involved in
controlling land based sources of pollution entering these special areas of the California
coast.
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Since 1983, the Ocean Plan has prohibited the discharge of both point and nonpoint
source waste to ASBS, unless the State Water Board grants an exception. Exceptions
230-22
can be granted if special protections are followed. The special protections require
maintenance of natural water quality and monitoring to demonstrate this. How will point
and nonpoint source waste be monitored?
Protection of Pillar Point Marsh is one of the stated policies of San Mateo
County’s Local Coastal Program
(See Exhibits “E, F, G , H, I, J respectively” and incorporated here by reference).
Exhibit E: Fitzgerald Marine Reserve Historical Ecology
http://www.sfei.org/cca/Docs/phase2HE/Fitzgerald_MarineReserve_CCA_lowres_v3.pdf
Exhibit F: Areas of Special Biological Significance:
http://www.cacoastkeeper.org/document/aquagems-report.pdf
Exhibit G: Big Wave Project Site and Surrounding Park Lands MAP:
http://coastsider.com/images/uploads/2009/bigwave_neighbors.pdf
Exhibit H: Fitzgerald Marine Reserve Watershed MAP:
http://www.sfei.org/cca/Maps/FitzgeraldStudyArea_Final.pdf
Exhibit I: Midcoast Urban Footprint and Protected Open Space
http://www.abag.ca.gov/pdfs/Impervious.pdf
Exhibit J: CCA #29
http://www.coastal.ca.gov/nps/Web/cca_pdf/sfbaypdf/CCA29FitzgeraldMarineReserve.p
df
Will the septic systems for this project increase the e-coli loads already
existing in the harbor?
Will the change to the runoff patterns affect the oxygen levels in the harbor?
Will the runoff from this project affect the permitted abalone projects in the
harbor?
Will there be restrictions on the use of pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers to
prevent contaminants from entering the marsh and harbor?
Will there be monitoring to ensure any restrictions if they are required?
Who will enforce these protections to the harbor and marsh?
How will the following pollutants be prevented from contaminating the Pillar
Point Marsh?
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Fertilizers, herbicides, and insecticides from agricultural lands and
residential areas
Oil, grease, and toxic chemicals from urban runoff and energy production
Sediment from the construction sites
230-23
Salt from irrigation practices
Bacteria and nutrients from pet wastes, and faulty septic-systems

V.

HAZARDS (Earthquake, Tsunami, Sea Level Rise, and Airport)

Tsunami and Sea Level Rise
LCP Hazard Maps indicate that this site is subject to Tsunami inundation. The sea level
rise inundation area is identical to the tsunami inundation area and is based on
elevation.
LCP Hazard Policy 9.3 requires that new development proposed in areas subject to
tsunami inundation comply with Section 6326.2 of the Resource Management Zoning
Ordinance. This section of the Code provides the following criteria regarding
development in tsunami areas.
SECTION 6326.2 TSUNAMI INUNDATION AREA CRITERIA. The following criteria shall
apply within all areas defined as Tsunami Inundation Hazard Areas:
(a) The following uses, structures, and development shall not be permitted: publiclyowned buildings intended for human occupancy other than park and recreational
facilities; schools, hospitals, nursing homes, or other buildings or development used
primarily by children or physically or mentally infirm persons.
(b) Residential structures and resort developments designed for transient or other
residential use may be permitted under the following circumstances:
1. The applicant submits a report prepared by a competent and recognized authority
estimating the probable maximum wave height, wave force, run-up angle, and level of
inundation in connection with the parcel or lot upon which the proposed development is
to be located.
2. No structure covered by this section shall be allowed within that portion of the lot or
parcel where the projected wave height and force is fifty (50) percent or more of the
projected maximum, unless: (a) the highest projected wave height above ground level
at the location of the structure lies less than six (6) feet, (b) no residential floor level is
less than two (2) feet above that wave height, and (c) the structural support is sufficient
to withstand the projected wave force.
3. No structure covered by this section shall be allowed within that portion of the lot or
parcel where the projected wave height and force is less than fifty (50) percent of the
projected maximum unless the requirements of subsection b, 2), (a), and (c) are
16
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satisfied and the residential flood level is at least one (1) foot above the highest
projected level of inundation.
There are a large number of tsunami reports and maps documenting the vulnerability of
this site to tsunamis. One report, prepared by Woodward-Clyde Consultants in March
1989, indicates that a 100-year tsunami will affect lands at elevation 12.3 or lower in
the vicinity of the harbor. A 500-year tsunami will flood lands at 21.5 elevations or
lower. A recent grand jury report (Tsunami Alert and Evacuation on the San Mateo
County Coast, 2007) caused the recent County installation of an audible tsunami
warning system.
As indicated in the geotechnical report prepared by Harding-Lawson Associates, in order
to avoid inundation of the habitable floors of the project, the parcel will be filled to
achieve a finish grade of substantially higher than it is now. This would likely be
accommodated by the placement of fill. The Woodword-Clyde report indicates that the 230-24
upper three to five feet of soil on the site is highly expansive. Soils of this type shrink
when dry and expand when wet causing problems for rigid structural elements and
paving. This soils characteristic will be mitigated by excavation of the expansive soil,
moisture conditioning it and replacing the material in properly compacted lifts.
The geotechnical report and ABAG interactive site indicate that the site has a high
potential for liquefaction during an earthquake. Geotechnical maps prepared by the
County indicate that the nearest fault is the Seal Cove Fault.
What tsunami mitigations are anticipated to protect the project and its water,
wastewater, and stormwater systems from damage or destruction by tsunami
inundation? In particular what protections will be used to protect the harbor
from a wastewater system failure in a tsunami?
As the anticipated life of this project includes the probability of flooding due to
sea level change, what mitigations are proposed to protect the water supply
230-25
from salt water intrusion? What mitigations are proposed to ensure the septic
systems continue to function?
As there geotech report anticipates substantial fill, the DEIR should document
how the changed circumstances from the fill will affect the ground water runoff 230-26
and the health of the marsh and wetlands.
Will the structures need to be raised above the existing ground level to be
protected from the tsunami and sea level change threats? How will this affect
the final scale of the structures in relation to the height of existing structures 230-27
in Princeton and Moss Beach? Any height depiction and analysis should include
the additional height needed for this mitigation.
How will the entire population of Princeton, Pillar Ridge, Seal Cove, the
proposed Big Wave office park and sanitarium evacuate in the event of an
earthquake or tsunami emergency?
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How will the current emergency evacuation route (one exit onto Highway 1 and
no traffic light at Cypress and Highway 1) be adequate in the event of an
230-29
earthquake or tsunami emergency?

Earthquake
San Mateo County coastside evacuation routes will be negatively impacted by the
additional traffic the Big Wave project would bring to the Princeton-By-The-Sea and Seal
Cove areas. The Big Wave project would also add additional traffic to Highway 1
evacuation routes. All traffic in Princeton, Pillar Ridge, Seal Cove, the proposed Big
Wave office park and sanitarium must evacuate on Cypress Ave. and Highway 1 in the
event of a earthquake or tsunami.
Emergency evacuation has not been adequately mitigated in the DEIR. This area is
subject to emergency tsunami evacuation. The evacuation route is up Airport St.,
to Cypress Ave, to Highway 1. The existing roads and intersection with Highway 1
are completely inadequate to handle the number of evacuees from the site. It is also
questionable as to whether Highway 1 could handle the additional number of cars
evacuating the Big Wave site.
The San Gregorio fault is onshore in the vicinity of the Big Wave project. The fault
system goes by various names, Hosgri (south) San Gregorio (center) and Seal Cove
(north), depending on what section is being discussed. The proposed Big Wave project
site is 500 feet from the Seal Cove earthquake fault.
Exhibit I: Map of the Peninsula showing major faults:
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http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2005/1127/chapter8.pdf
The Big Wave project is within one kilometer of the onshore portion of the Seal Cove
fault. The Big Wave project is in a 1997 UBC Zone That is the highest seismic hazard
zone in the UBC.
This San Gregorio fault system has not been studied that extensively, because it is
mostly off shore and relatively sparsely populated. Slip rate is estimated at 5mm per
year with 350 and 680-year historic slips. USGS consensus is 330-year average major
earthquake period with a 1.7M slip. With accumulated stress an earthquake in the larger
San Andreas system could trigger an earthquake on the Seal Cove fault. The San
Gregorio fault is listed in the USGS database of potential source over Magnitude 6.
Exhibit J: USGS Table A-1. Database of Potential Sources for Earthquakes Larger than
Magnitude 6 in Northern California: http://quake.usgs.gov/prepare/ncep/a_andreas.html
The potential hazards of locating multi-story buildings on a site with high potential for
liquefaction, seismic amplification, tsunami inundation and debris flow would put people
working at the proposed Office Park and developmentally and physically disabled people
living at the proposed Sanatorium at significant risk. Evacuation is not an option in an
earthquake. Theoretically a building frame with piles, pad and even potentially rollers or
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isolation could be designed to survive the amplified seismic accelerations, but the
occupants may be thrown about so violently and hit by debris that they may not survive.
Exhibit K: CA.gov Emergency Information
Earthquake and Tsunami Info and Maps: http://myhazards.calema.ca.gov/
(type in the Big Wave Project zip code, 94038 to see the hazard and inundation areas)

Exhibit L: USGS Tsunami Preparedness Videos:
West Coast:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9E7NAmejiVE&feature=player_embedded
Northern California:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-FqXV5M8yos
Exhibit M: Half Moon Bay Tsunami Brochure:
http://www.half-moon-bay.ca.us/Tsunamis_Brochure.pdf
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Exhibit N: Seven Principles for Planning and Designing for Tsunami Hazards:
http://www.oes.ca.gov/Operational/OESHome.nsf/PDF/Tsunamis,%20Designing%20for
%20/$file/DesignForTsunamis.pdf
Exhibit O: Grand Jury Report - Summary of Tsunami Alert and Evacuation On the San
Mateo County Coast: http://www.millenniumark.net/NEWS/06_Earth_Changes/061129.CA.Tsunami.Report.pdf
The large population anticipated to occupy the structures will need to be evacuated in
the event of a major earthquake in the area. The DEIR does not comment on the
likelihood of the severe damage to the pavement on Airport St.
What escape routes will be used in the event Airport St.. is rendered
undriveable?
If the earthquake disables the water supply from the well, what is the
emergency supply?
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How long will this be available?

Half Moon Bay Airport
Half Moon Bay Airport provides a variety of emergency services and response functions
including: Air-Ambulance and Medivac flights; law enforcement and homeland security
patrols; Coast Guard sea rescue operations; and use as a disaster relief staging site for 230-32
the airlifting of emergency supplies in the event that roads are closed during a disaster
or emergency. Half Moon Bay is an active airport, with approximately 80 based aircraft,
over 60,000 annual operations and several aviation related businesses.
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A portion of the project site appears to be within the Approach Protection Zone (APZ) for
Half Moon Bay Airport as designated in the San Mateo County Comprehensive Airport
Land Use Plan (CALUP).
The CALUP recommends against residential uses and business uses within the APZ.
Protecting people and property on the ground from the potential consequences of nearairport aircraft accidents is a fundamental land use compatibility-planning objective.
While the chance of an aircraft injuring someone on the ground is historically quite low,
an aircraft accident is a high consequence event. To protect people and property on the
ground from the risks of near-airport accidents, some form of restrictions on land use
are essential. The two principal methods for reducing the risk of injury and property
damage on the ground are to limit the number of persons in an area and to limit the
area covered by occupied structures. This should be addressed in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report.
State Public Utilities Code Section 2165g prohibits structural hazards near airports. In
accordance with Federal Aviation Regulation, PartTT "Objects Affecting Navigable
Airspace" a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (Form 7460-l) may be required
by the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA). Form 7460-l is available on-line
http://forms.faa.gov/forms/faa7460-1.pdf and should be submitted electronically to the
FAA.
Business and Professions Code Section I l0l0 and Civil Code Sections I102.6, I103.4, and
1353 address buyer notification requirements for lands around airports and are available 230-32
at: http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/calaw.html. Any person who intends to offer subdivided
lands, common interest developments and residential properties for sale or lease within
an airport influence area is required to disclose that fact to the person buying the
property.
The protection of airports from incompatible land use encroachment is vital to
California's economic future, Half Moon Bay Airport is an economic asset that should be
protected through effective airport land use compatibility planning and awareness.
Although the need for compatible and safe land uses near airports is both a local and
State issue, airport staff, airport land use commissions and airport land
Use compatibility plans are key to protecting an airport and the people residing and
working in the vicinity of an airport. Consideration given to the issue of compatible land
uses in the vicinity of an airport should help to relieve future conflicts between airports
and their neighbors.
Further, the DEIR must look at the impact on airports current and future operations and
should not penalize the airport. The County has responsibility to ensure compatible land
uses under both the quit claim deed from the Federal Government and the FAA airport
improvement funds.
Of note, the proposed project is located within several safety zones for runway 30 that
should preclude residential development. Additionally, the approach Protection Zone
overlies a portion of the property and the State recommends limiting development to
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one dwelling per 10-20 acres. This precludes any of the proposed 45 residential units in
this area. Finally, as the majority of the property is within the traffic pattern zone which
allows residential but discourages schools, day care, and nursing homes. Residential
development should not be permitted and the County should identify a more compatible
use for this property.
Exhibit P: C/CAG Airport Land Use Committee (ALUC) Special Meeting CCAG 4-09:
http://www.ccag.ca.gov/pdf/aluc/043009%20ALUC%20minutes.pdf
The school site owned by Cabrillo Unified School District was deemed by the school
board to be unfit to build a new school on because of the hazards from air traffic due to
230-32
its proximity to the airport. This site is only a few hundred feet from the end of the
runway.
Air traffic at the airport has been reduced over the past decades, however, the Airport
Master Plan anticipates increases in the air traffic load. Further, the airport anticipates
significant commercial airport related projects by the airport that may further increase
air and other traffic.
What mitigations are anticipated to ensure the operation of the airport with full
occupation of the sanatorium and commercial office spaces?
Will the aviation easement be sufficient protection for the airport?
Richard Newman, ALUC Chairperson expressed his concern about the placement of the
proposed buildings opposite the approach area to Runway 30 at Half Moon Bay Airport,
in reference to wind impacts. He described a similar existing situation at San Carlos
Airport where wind blows between two buildings that are located opposite of the
approach area to the runway and the increased wind velocity created by the proximity of
the buildings makes for an unsafe condition for a light aircraft at slow speed for landing.
230-33

Will changes to wind patterns caused by the Big Wave buildings and how those
changes will affect airplane takeoff and landing patterns be addressed in the
DEIR?
Will this include changes to noise levels in the surrounding neighborhoods,
particularly Moss Beach, Seal Cove and El Granada?

VI.

TRAFFIC AND PARKING

Under the Summary of Project features is this claim: “Reduced traffic on Hwy 1.” This
statement contradicts DEIR Table 7.1.2, which estimates 3,787 car trips per day, all of 230-34
which would add to traffic on Hwy 1 as well as on narrow access roads in Princeton and
Moss Beach.
In the Bay Area, residents from as far away as the central valley commute into office
parks, and the suggestion that a large office park in a fairly remote location would
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alleviate traffic, is unrealistic. Some coastside residents may work at the new office
park, but even coastal residents would have to use Hwy 1 to get there. The addition of
225,000 sq. ft. of office space to the coast would undoubtedly draw commuters from
230-34
other parts of the Bay Area. A project of this size would have significant effects on
traffic through Devil’s Slide (tunnel) and already congested Hwy 92 as well. Business
parks located near transit hubs (BART) or existing commute routes can arguably reduce
traffic, but large business parks located in remote locations do not.
Further the applicant asks for a parking exception (1 space per 250 sq ft, instead of 1
space per 200 sq ft) based on being located next to public transit. It cites other cities in
San Mateo County, with public transit, which allow a lower number. The other cities in
San Mateo County are all more urban, with a different level of public transportation
compared to the rural Midcoast. Other cities in San Mateo County have other public
transportation options (BART, Caltrain, park & ride), and public parking facilities, which
are not available on the Midcoast. What the office park site also lacks, is overflow. If the
parking on-site is full, there are no other lots nearby. By looking at the site map (Figure
1.3.1) it is clear that there is no ability to expand on-site parking in the future. Barring
any serious mitigation measures for parking, we suggest that the existing (1 space per 230-35
200’) parking requirement is reasonable.
DEIR Table 7.2.2 (page 61) suggests a mix of uses (40% office, 25% research, 15%
storage, 20% manufacturing) which require different parking components. The
proposed buildings, however, are all office buildings, and while they could be used for a
lesser use, they all could also be used as the highest use, which is for General Office. If
built, it would be difficult for the County to enforce this proposed mix of uses. If there is
more demand for General Office space, then the required parking spaces would be
seriously insufficient.
[Indented sections taken from Pillar Ridge Home Owners Letter]
One of the major problems with the Project is its lack of direct access to major
roads, as noted in the letter from Pillar Ridge Homeowners Association. This is a
major deficiency in the DEIR for an adequate assessment of traffic impacts.
Instead, the DEIR glosses over this, “Access to the project site is provided via
Route 1, Capistrano Rd., and Airport St.” ignoring that Capistrano Road doesn’t
come anywhere near Airport Street. The DEIR goes on to state, “Other local
roadways in the project vicinity include: Cypress, Prospect … Broadway … and
Cornell, which are two-lane residential roadways.” These roads are not just
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incidental, but are a necessary part of the torturously indirect route to the project
site – winding through the marine industrial maze of Princeton, or in the case of
Cypress, a narrow rural lane without signal, leading to residential neighborhoods
and coastal visitor destinations. The Project proposes to flood these narrow
secondary marine- and visitor-serving streets with through traffic totally unrelated
to Coastal Act priority uses. Pillar Ridge Homeowners Association Big Wave Project
DEIR comment 11
A key point not mentioned in the DEIR is that two narrow street segments and
potential bottlenecks, Cypress in the north and Prospect in the south, provide the
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only access to all the area between San Vicente and Denniston Creeks, including
Princeton, Coastal Trail and Mavericks beach parking, Pillar Ridge and Seal Cove
residential neighborhoods, and the Big Wave site. Also not discussed in the DEIR
is that Airport/Cypress and Prospect/Capistrano are tsunami evacuation routes.

230-36

How will the Wellness Center residents be evacuated in an emergency?
How will the 800 Big Wave Project employees and cars affect these
emergency routes at critical times?
Prospect/Capistrano is a narrow, often congested bottleneck, a visitor destination,
and the route of the California Coastal Trail where bikes must share the road. If
and when the economy improves, the large new hotel and shopping mall on
Capistrano will add significantly to this congestion. The Capistrano/Hwy 1
intersection has been enlarged, but 2-lane Capistrano is no wider than it ever was. 230-37
Should the narrow winding scenic Capistrano harbor route and a tangle of
marine industrial Princeton streets be the through route to a huge
commercial complex having no relation to coastal use?
The intersection at the west end of Prospect (at Broadway) can be confusing
because the through route to Harvard is offset. Most people use Harvard in their
route through Princeton (which the traffic counts bear out indirectly) but Project
traffic analysis maps erroneously show Harvard does not connect to Airport St..
and none of the traffic projections include it. This lack of local knowledge puts into
doubt the projections of the traffic analysis.
The Cypress/Hwy 1 intersection is covered in the Traffic Analysis, but Cypress
itself is a very narrow rural street with no sidewalks and a steep crown dropping 230-38
off to deep roadside ditches forcing pedestrians and bicyclists to share the narrow
road. Dramatically increasing traffic here will increase danger.
The community of Pillar Ridge has only one road entering Airport St. The tsunami
escape route is to turn left onto Airport St.
How will the many cars with 5 exits from the Big Wave Project affect our
safety and ability to turn left onto Airport St..?
The DEIR should weigh the Project impacts on the adequacy of the narrow
congested road segments as safe emergency routes, for fire, police, ambulance,
and disaster evacuation.
There will be significant construction traffic which should be analyzed, particularly
the route for large trucks. Geotechnical studies may yet determine that
significantly more removal and replacement of soil may be necessary to engineer
the Project building pads and parking lots.
23

230-39

The traffic analysis does not include traffic generated by public use of the 5,326 sf
Community center, pool, fitness center, commercial laundry, various Big Wave
commercial/retail businesses in the Wellness Center, and special events. Proposed
parking exception and charging for parking in Big Wave lots will impacts streets
with more on-street parking.
Impact Trans-1 Intersection LOS Report states project would add approximately
2,123 daily trips to roads in the vicinity. This figure has been reduced from the
3,787 daily trips predicted in the June 2008 Traffic Report, and is based on a new
arbitrary and unenforceable allocation of mixed uses in the Office Park.
Nevertheless, Cypress/Hwy 1 east-bound left turn LOS “F” is still predicted, with
no improvements possible other than signalization. When Hwy 1 is busy, local
drivers know they can give up trying to turn left onto Hwy 1 at Cypress, and turn
230-39
right instead, then get in left turn lane at Marine, circle around on Etheldore, reentering Hwy 1 with a right turn. Because of the narrowness of Cypress St., this
option is not possible if two cars are already waiting and blocking the road.
Dramatically increasing traffic exiting Cypress will leave everybody waiting. As
people wait, looking for an opening, they can get frustrated and take risks. The
local practice of turning left by turning right may have skewed traffic counts during
peak hours.
How much additional degradation will the construction trucks cause to Airport
Street, Cypress Street and the road in Princeton?
Will there be mitigation fees to fund the repair of these critical roadways?
If not, why not? How will these repairs be funded?

Mitigation Measure Trans-1:
Traffic roundabout should be considered as well as signalization at Cypress in the
recirculated DEIR or as part of this one. They are used by Caltrans in many very
busy locations to keep traffic moving. Consider the significant impact on Hwy 1
traffic flow caused by another signal. Consider that safe crossings would be more
useful in the commercial section of Moss Beach instead of this outlying
intersection. Traffic mitigation should be implemented before construction beings.
Proposed signalization could take 10 years even with the shortest construction
230-40
estimate, or be put off indefinitely:
following project occupancy (3 – 15 years or more),
applicant submit bi-annual report regarding need for signal (min 2 yrs),
pay fair share for signal within 5 yrs of date of report
The project mitigations should consider having the project install what ever
mitigations are needed at Cypress and Highway One prior to start of construction.
The County can create a funding agreement that allows the reimbursement of the
cost of the roundabout or stop light at that intersection and other necessary traffic
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mitigations to the project by future development that would need to pay traffic
mitigation fees.

230-40

Impact Trans-2 Hazards
Airport St. should rightly be considered a bicycle thread of the CA Coastal Trail, as
it provides access to coastal trailheads, and a connection from Princeton
waterfront to the north portion of the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve while avoiding
Hwy 1. The Project would significantly increase bike hazards on this route and
offers no mitigation.
Airport St. is a narrow rural road with unimproved shoulders and open roadside
drainage, except for the widened portion with sidewalk in front of Pillar Ridge and
other development to the north of the Project site. Residents of Pillar Ridge walk
and bike along this road to jobs and school. Mothers with children in strollers use
the edge of the pavement. There is no room to safely pass bikes in the road
without pulling into the opposite traffic lane. This situation has only been tolerable
due to the relatively light traffic and lack of obstructions along the shoulder.
To this already potentially hazardous route the Project would add many more cars,
8 driveway/fire road connections and probably lots of on-street parking overflow.
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The proposed walking trail along Airport St. would be an improvement for
pedestrians (in that limited area only) but is marred by the many driveways to be
crossed and the meager road-encroaching creek crossing. Bicyclists will naturally
want to retreat from the increased road hazards to the safety of the walking trail,
making it a 2-way multi-use trail. What will happen at the bottleneck at the creek
crossing and at the many driveways to the Project? Although the Airport St.
designated bike route is touted as a transportation asset, the DEIR states, “No
bicycle lanes are located adjacent to the project …” like that’s a good thing they
don’t have to worry about.
What about the safety impacts on the whole north end of Airport St., Cypress,
and Princeton streets, with all the same increased traffic but no
pedestrian/bike improvements?
During the lengthy construction period, pedestrian and bike safety conditions on
Airport St. would be much worse. The walking trail should be constructed first.
Better yet, would be a multi-use trail on the east side of Airport St., or a widened
road with dedicated bike lanes.
There is no provision for turnouts for the proposed new bus stop to serve the
Project.
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Are all 5 driveways plus 3 fire roads really necessary or advisable for this Project?
Pillar Ridge has only one road out, LaGranada. It’s easy to imagine how difficult it 230-43
might be to turn left onto Airport from LaGranada if lots of cars are leaving the
Office Park and driving north at the same time, as would happen on a daily basis,
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and most importantly, in an emergency situation. Pillar Ridge Homeowners
Association Big Wave Project DEIR comment 13
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Impact Trans-5 Parking
June 2008 Traffic Report (Jan. ’09 Facilities Plan Draft 2):
Alternative 1: 156,000 sf Class A office space: 3,028 daily trips
Alternative 2: 225,000 sf Class A office space: 3,787 daily trips
June 2009 Traffic Report (Oct. ’09 DEIR) uses same traffic counts from Jan ’07 but
calculates daily trips from new chart of arbitrary and unenforceable mix of uses
(office, R&D, mfg, storage):
“Mixed use” office park 225,000 sf: 2,123 daily trips
By applying sq.ft. use allotment (90,000 general office, 56,250 R&D, 33,750
storage, 45,000 light mfg),
225,000 office space becomes 158,513 equivalent office space for purposes of
specifying daily trips and parking requirements.
County Parking Ordinance:
225,000 sf office space requires 1125 parking spaces
158,513 sf equivalent office space requires 737 parking spaces
Parking exception request results in 635 parking spaces
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Any attempt to reduce impacts from proposed parking exception by restricting use
of the lot will put parked cars along the street, contributing to unsafe conditions
for bicyclists and pedestrians on narrow road. SamTrans has repeatedly tried to
discontinue existing limited bus service and will certainly not be increasing it.
School hour buses are overloaded with school children. Section Impact Trans-6
says the project would not generate a need for additional transit service.
The Project has conveniently and dramatically reduced its parking requirement by
calling office buildings mixed use. There has been no change in building design to
accommodate the mixed use. The County acknowledges they don’t have the
resources to monitor the proportion of uses. No further reduction in parking
requirements should be allowed. Consider the situation around the Ritz-Carlton in
HMB which didn’t plan for enough employee parking.
Impact Trans-6 Transit service
Project Objective: “To take advantage of existing public transportation routes to provide
access to and from the project site ...” The DEIR states transit service is minimal, but
the project would not generate a need for additional service. Project assumes 5% transit
230-45
mode share, and adding 15 new AM/PM riders. Project proposes to develop bus stops
but provides no turnout.
The project site is in a remote area with bare bones bus route with small size
shuttle type buses packed with school kids due to no school bus. SamTrans
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recently was on the verge of eliminating the route altogether, not for the first
time. It is unlikely that highly paid employees would want to accommodate their
schedules to the widely spaced and limited hours of available transit. It is unlikely 230-45
that employees would drive crowded Hwy 1 and then park at the harbor to take a
shuttle bus the last mile of their commute just because the Project doesn’t provide
enough parking.

VII.

FINANCIAL FEASABILITY

The DEIR makes assumptions about the economic viability of various project alternatives
without supporting economic data.
The economic data contained in the Plan is dated 2007 and the economy has changed
radically in the last two years. There is a good possibility that the data is optimistic and 230-46
outdated. Many counties require a feasibility study as part of the EIR. We strongly
recommend that peer review and independent analysis be required. Currently there is a
20.5% vacancy rate of unoccupied office space in San Mateo County. The developer is
proposing to double the amount of office space on the coast and in an area that does not
have good highway access and is remote to goods and services. Nearby commercial
space at the Oceana mall is not leased out.

VIII.

Alternate Uses for Sanatorium

The residential units are for low income and ultra-low income – by whom and
how will compliance with this requirement be determined?
How long will this requirement be maintained?
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It is standard for low income housing to have government enforced restrictions that
maintain the availability of the project for at least 20 years.
What other uses can this structure be put to if it is not maintained as a
sanatorium with caretakers quarters?
It appears that these units could easily be converted to a residential stay facility for the 230-48
business park, residential condos, or a visitor serving hotel facility. The DEIR should
analyze these and other alternate uses, their impacts and mitigations.
Further, if a common developer is providing a commitment to following the
development scheme identified in this DEIR, why is subdivision being
requested?
Given that subdivision is being requested, what safegaurds/restrictions, if any,
will be put in place to assure conformance with the uses set forth in this DEIR
when ownership transfers?
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IX.

THE DEIR’S ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS IS INADEQUATE.

CEQA and the State Guidelines interpreting it require agencies to consider in EIRs a
“range of reasonable alternatives" to a proposed project and to "evaluate [their]
comparative merits.” Guidelines § 15126(d); Pub. Res. Code § 21100.
Before wading deeper into details of how to fit a swimming pool, buildings, parking lots, 230-50
basketball court, and storage facilities onto this environmentally sensitive, geologically
hazardous site, San Mateo County’s Planning Department should first apply the policies
of the Midcoast LCP to the proposed use for the project site and determine whether any
configuration of a 225,000 sq/ft commercial complex is suitable for the site. We submit
that that inquiry would usefully direct the Big Wave Project’s future efforts to a suitable
site elsewhere.

The MCC appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project DEIR and looks forward
230-51
to continued involvement in the public process.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
[SIGNED]
Neil Merrilees
Chair, Midcoast Community Council

Attachment:
Exhibit P: C/CAG Airport Land Use Committee (ALUC) Special Meeting CCAG 4-09
CCAG 4-09 Big wave airport.pdf
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Response to Comment Letter 230
Midcoast Community Council, Neil Merrilees
Response to Comment 230-1
This comment serves as an introductory statement and states that the public’s ability to review the DEIR
was impaired due to the unavailability of copies. The commenter states that the MCC received only one
hard copy of the DEIR.
The FEIR addresses the public review process, including the availability of hard copies and electronic
web-versions of the DEIR, in Topical Response 2, Public Review Period for DEIR.
Response to Comment 230-2
The commenter states that the DEIR is misleading, overly conclusory, inadequate due to numerous
errors, omissions, contradictions, unfounded assumptions and inadequate analysis, leaves mitigation
measures to future studies, includes mitigation measures that are incomplete and/or inadequate, and
should be re-circulated.
Each of these concerns is addressed more fully in the following body of this comment letter. Specific
responses are provided to specific comments as they are detailed. With respect to adequacy of mitigation
measures, refer to Topical Response 4, Deferral of Mitigation Measures. With respect to recirculation,
refer to Topical Response 6, Recirculation of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 230-3
The commenter states that the project description is inadequate and that the DEIR does not comply with
the public participation requirements of Coastal Act sections 30006 and 30012. The commenter
references Schellinger Brothers v. City of Sebastopol 2009.
The commenter states that the DEIR does not comply with the public participation requirements of
Coastal Act sections 30006 and 30012, but does not provide facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts,
or expert opinion supported by facts in support of these comments. Pursuant to Section 15064, an effect
shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.
Response to Comment 230-4
The commenter states that a project cannot be approved by a public agency when a project has
significant environmental impacts and requests information regarding how the DEIR meets the
requirements of CEQA.
As discussed on page I-1 of the DEIR, the purpose of the DEIR is to focus the discussion on potential
effects of the proposed project on the environment, and the potential effects of the environment on the
project, that the lead agency has determined are or may be significant. Pursuant to CEQA, feasible
mitigation measures are required, when applicable, that could reduce significant impacts to less than
significant levels. Therefore, the project, as mitigated, would not result in significant environmental
impacts.

Response to Comment 230-5
The commenter states that the DEIR fails to adequately to discuss the Project’s full range of impacts on
traffic safety; on emergency access for the site and its neighbors in the event of tsunami, earthquake, or
other disaster; on proper sewage disposal; water supply and treatment, on biological resources; on the
natural landscape; and on views from Highway 1, and other vantage points.
While the commenter makes the statements summarized above, the commenter does not provide any
evidence, data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion
supported by facts in support of these comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect
is not considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence. For more information regarding
potential traffic impacts, please refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts. Regarding
project impact to emergency access routes, refer to Impact TRANS-4 of the DEIR. Regarding sewage
disposal and water supply, please see Section IV.N of the DEIR and project description clarifications in
Section III.A of the FEIR. Regarding potential impacts to biological resources, refer to Section IV.D of
the DEIR. Regarding impacts to aesthetics, refer to Section IV.A of the DEIR.
The commenter states that the DEIR repeatedly and erroneously concludes that various impacts identified
as significant would be rendered insignificant by ill-defined or undefined mitigation measures whose
detailed formulation depends on future studies.
With respect to deferral, refer to Topical Response 4, Deferral of Mitigation Measures.
Response to Comment 230-6
The commenter states that the Assistant Fire Chief for the Coastside Fire Protection District feels that a
survey completed for the preparation of the DEIR did not represent his agency accurately. The
commenter asks are third party responses accurately reflected in the DEIR.
The article provided by the commenter states that the DEIR includes the concerns expressed by the
Coastside Fire Protection District staff, but reaches a conclusion that the District may not agree with. The
purpose of the DEIR is to conduct an environmental analysis based on established environmental
thresholds of significance. While District staff may believe the impact of the project is significant
according to their own standards, the evaluation of impact significance under CEQA is based on the
thresholds of significance, as provided in Section IV.L.2 of the DEIR. CEQA Guidelines Section 15151
provides that disagreement among experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should
summarize the main points of disagreement among the experts.
Response to Comment 230-7
The commenter states that the site was in a natural condition prior to its recent conversion to agriculture
Page IV.H-13 and the Biological Report and Wetlands Delineation Report in Appendix E state that the
recent conversion from the sites natural state to agriculture occurred in the early 1800’s.
The commenter provides a description of the project site’s environmental setting and asserts that project
development would result in the wholesale alteration of this landscape and the natural community it
supports, and, in the process, destroy the site’s scenic character.

The analyses in Section IV.A (Aesthetics) of the DEIR acknowledge that the visual character of the
surrounding area includes Princeton-by-the-Sea, a small, commercial and recreational harbor community
located between Moss Beach and Half Moon Bay. The DEIR analyses conclude that the potential project
impact to scenic vistas, scenic resources and visual character of the project area would be less than
significant (DEIR Impacts AES-1, AES-2, AES-3, pages IV.A-20 - IV.A-28). With respect to the
reference of Peninsula Open Space Trust trail system, refer to Response 185-22.
The commenter states that the project is significantly out of scale with nearby development.
Refer to Response to Comment 21-1A.
The commenter states that the project is inconsistent with LCP Policies 8.5, 8.12, 8.18, 8.30, 8.32, 11.4
and 11.15.
Refer to Responses to Comments 193-43 through 193-49.
Response to Comment 230-8
The commenter expresses concerns about the proposed project’s size and states that office buildings will
block views to the harbor and ocean from southbound Highway 1.
Refer to Response to Comment 21-1A. Reference Figure IV.A-8 of the DEIR, which provides views of
the project site looking southwest from Highway 1. As discussed in Section IV.A (Aesthetics), the
project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on public views and scenic vista.
The commenter inquires about the project’s consistency with design review requirements.
Design Review standards relevant to the environmental impact analysis are analyzed in Section IV.I
(Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR. While the project is generally consistent with applicable design
review standards, as stated in the DEIR, a recommended mitigation measure has been added to improve
compliance with the design review requirement, as discussed in Section III.B of the FEIR. New
Recommended Mitigation Measure LU-4 requires the applicant to comply with the recommendations of
the County’s Coastside Design Review Officer to implement changes to the Office Park buildings to
improve consistency with applicable policies of the LCP and the Community Design Manual, prior to the
project approval by the Planning Commission.
Response to Comment 230-9
The commenter provides a description of Princeton and states the project is inconsistent with LCP
regulations relevant both to the scale of new projects and to those regarding the preservation of views.
Refer to Response 230-8.
The commenter indicates that the Community Design Manual and Montara-Moss-Beach-El Granada
Community Plan both call for view preservation.
Refer to Response 230-8.

The commenter states that most buildings in Princeton are 16 feet tall and single-story and that the
buildings along Capistrano Road are two stories.
Refer to Response to Comment 21-1A.
The commenter calls for the use of story poles and asserts that the DEIR presents inaccurate renderings.
Refer to Topical Response 1, Story Poles, and Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations.
Response to Comment 230-10
This commenter asks how the visual impact analysis can be corrected to allow adequate mitigations to
make the size and scale mitigations relevant.
Refer to Topical Response 1, Story Poles, and Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations.
Response to Comment 230-11
The commenter asks how the project is consistent with design review standards and the Community Plan
as it has been incorporated into the LCP.
Refer to Response 230-8.
Response to Comment 230-12
The commenter provides descriptions of Pillar Point Harbor, Princeton, the airport, and LCP Policy 12.3
and asks how the project furthers the Coastal Act mandated goals of protecting commercial fishing and
providing visitor serving facilities.
While these goals are applicable to the certification of the Local Coastal Program and to the area in
general, they do not prohibit other uses at the site.
Response to Comment 230-13
The commenter provides general information about Waterfront (“W”) Zoning, asserts that the project is
not a permitted use in this zoning district. The commenter states that the project does not meet the
definition of a sanitarium.
Refer to Section IV.I (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR and Topical Response 11, Sanitarium Use
Permit.
Response to Comment 230-14
The commenter states that the project includes 20 units for caretakers of developmentally disabled
residents and asks how many allocations of caretaker’s units does the Wellness Center parcel have and
does the County anticipate a secondary market in caretaker quarters development rights if the Wellness
Center acquires additional caretaker development rights.

The Waterfront Zoning District defines “caretaker’s quarters” as “an area within a building that is
intended for residential use by a person(s) to look after the property on which the caretaker quarters are
located. Caretaker’s quarters may include kitchen facilities.” The staff of the Wellness Center would not
look after the property but assist the disabled residents. Therefore, on-site dwelling units for Wellness
Center staff are not caretaker’s quarters and do not require an allocation by the County.
Response to Comment 230-15
The commenter asserts that there is no explanation anywhere in the DEIR for why this type of
development needs to be on this specific location.
Please refer to Section VI (Alternatives to the Proposed Project), which discusses Alternatives to the
Proposed Project that meet the project goals as outlined in Section III of the DEIR. Also, refer to Topical
Response 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project.
The commenter asks what amendments, exclusions, and waivers will be needed to allow this use.
As discussed in the DEIR, the project applicant proposes to connect to the CCWD. This proposed
annexation to CCWD would require review and approval by LAFCO and approval of amendments to the
Coastal Development Permits for the El Granada Pipeline replacement project. Any temporary or
permanent extension of water services outside of the service boundary as defined on January 1, 2003
would require amendments to Coastal Development Permits A-1-HMB-99-20 and A-2-SMC-99-63. The
project also requests an off-street parking exception, as discussed in Section IV.M
(Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR and Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts.
Response to Comment 230-16
The commenter asks how the Wellness Center is consistent with “W” zoning.
Refer to Topical Response 11, Sanitarium.
The commenter quotes Section 30600 of the Coastal Act that states if the project is within 300 feet of the
shoreline, between the first public road and the shoreline, located on tidelands, located with 100 feet of
wetlands or 300 feet of the top of a bluff, a Coastal Development Permit is required.
As stated in Section III.B of the FEIR, a portion of the project site may be within the original jurisdiction
of the California Coastal Commission (CCC). The standard of review applied by the CCC to any
development that extends into the CCC’s original jurisdiction is the California Coastal Act. Project
consistency with the policies of the County’s LCP, which is the standard of review for development
within the County’s permit jurisdiction, is evaluated in Table IV.I-1 (County of San Mateo General Plan
Consistency Analysis) of the DEIR. Development within the portion of the site that is within the County’s
permit jurisdiction must also conform to the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act
because the site is seaward of the nearest public through road to the coast. The County has added the
recommended Mitigation Measure LU-2 to require the property owner to work with the Coastal
Commission to identify and delineate the CCC’s jurisdiction over the project site and obtain all necessary
approvals from the Coastal Commission prior to the initiation of any development within areas of CCC
jurisdiction. The project will be required to conform to the applicable policies of the LCP and Coastal

Act through the necessary coastal development permit review and approval procedures. Therefore,
impacts would be less than significant.
The commenter states that Section 30222.5 requires oceanfront land suitable for coastal dependent
aquaculture shall be protected for that use.
The proposed use would not preclude coastal dependent aquaculture in the future. Section 30222.5 states
that “oceanfront land that is suitable for coastal dependent aquaculture shall be protected for that use, and
proposals for aquaculture facilities located on those sites shall be given priority, except over other coastal
dependent developments or uses.” While the site does not appear to be suitable for coastal dependent
aquaculture, as it does not have direct ocean access, there is no proposal for coastal dependent aquaculture
at this site. Therefore, the project is consistent with Section 30222.5 of the Coastal Act.
Response to Comment 230-17
The commenter states that the proposed project is not allowed under M-1 zoning, that traffic calculations
were calculated under “light industrial” use, that the renderings, specifications, and analysis do not
demonstrate “light industrial” use, and that the project is inconsistent with the LCP.
With regard to zoning, page IV.I-4 of Section IV.I (Land Use and Planning) of the DEIR evaluated
project compliance with M-1 zoning regulations and found the project to have no significant impact.
With regard to traffic impacts, project traffic was calculated based on the uses proposed and outlined in
the Project Description (page III-19 of the DEIR): General Office 40%, Research and Development 25%,
Storage 15%, Light Manufacturing 20%. The traffic impacts are evaluated in Section IV.M
(Transportation/Traffic) in the DEIR and impacts for the mitigated project are concluded to be less than
significant.
The commenter asks how can a large office complex be consistent with the M-1 Zoning.
Section 6271.a (162) of the M-1 Zoning District Regulations allows for professional office uses. As
stated above, the project integrates office use with research and development, storage, and light
manufacturing uses, which also permitted uses.
Response to Comment 230-18
The commenter asserts that the proposed development is massive and vastly out of scale with existing
structures in the area.
Refer to Response to Comment 21-1A.
The commenter states that grading plans have not been specified and asks what the finished elevation will
be relative to the existing grade.
Existing elevations are shown on Figures III-2A and 2B of the DEIR. Finished elevations for the Office
Park are provided in Figure III-25. Finished elevations for the Wellness Center are as revised in Section
III.A.d of the FEIR (revised Figure III-26 of the DEIR).

Response to Comment 230-19
The commenter discusses the scale of the project in reference to the LCP, Community Design Manual,
and Community Plan.
Refer to Response to Comments 230-7 through 230-11 and 230-18.
Response to Comment 230-20
The commenter ensues that the project is not consistent with the land use designations outlined by the
LCP.
The land use designations of the LCP are identical to the General Plan Land Use Designations for the
area. The project sites fall under both General Industrial and Open Space land use designations. As the
proposed uses are allowed as either principally permitted or conditionally permitted uses on the project
site by the Zoning Regulations, the project would not require an amendment to the County’s General
Plan, and such variation in uses as allowed by the zoning regulations is contemplated in the designation of
land use.
Response to Comment 230-21
The commenter states that there is no justification for a subdivision, that grandfathering is “inapplicable
and patently unfair,” states that the DEIR is contradictory and vague in describing the phased
development of the project, accuses the applicant of using an unpermitted well and of destroying
wetlands.
Insufficient details and explanation are provided to respond to concerns regarding the proposed
subdivision and potential grandfathering of use and how the concerns might be relevant under CEQA.
Regarding the findings necessary for the granting of a use permit, refer to Topical Response 11,
Sanitarium Use Permit.
Regarding phased construction of the Office Park, refer to Response to
Comment 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park. Regarding the potential destruction of wetlands
and permit status of the existing well, refer to Topical Response 13, County Permit History.
Response to Comment 230-22
The commenter provides general information about the James Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, states that Big
Wave is located in the Critical Coastal Area boundary, and inquires how Big Wave will monitor point
and non-point water.
Regarding the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, refer to Response to Comment 90-1. Additionally, as
described in Section III.B of the FEIR, the project does not propose to discharge into the wetlands.
Response to Comment 230-23
The commenter inquires about the impacts of septic systems, runoff, use of pesticides, herbicides, and
fertilizers; monitoring of restrictions; enforcement of protections; and prevention of contamination.

As described in Section II of the FEIR, the project does not propose a septic system, but proposes on-site
water recycling meeting Title 22 with complete disinfection. Project runoff has been minimized. Instead
of flowing to rain gardens located within the restored wetland areas, rainwater from surfaces and roof
gutters will be directed to underground storage systems below the parking lot.
All farming and landscaping will be organic without pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers.
Regarding project monitoring and the enforcement of project mitigations and other requirements, please
reference Section IV (Mitigation Monitoring Program) of the FEIR. Also, the County’s approval of this
project or project alternative would require that the project remain as approved. The approval will require
regular review and monitoring of the project by the County, at the owner’s expense, to ensure that the
project is operated in a manner that is consistent with the County’s approval.
Response to Comment 230-24
The commenter provides information about LCP Policy 9.3 and County Zoning Ordinance 6326.2 and
asks what mitigations are anticipated to protect the project, its water supplies, and stormwater systems
from damage by tsunami.
Please refer to Mitigation Measure HYDRO-9 of the DEIR and Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards.
The commenter asks specifically what protections will be used to protect the harbor from a wastewater
system failure in the event of a tsunami.
As described in Section III of the FEIR, the proposed water recycling systems will be buried with
submersible systems at elevation 20 feet or above (6.5 feet above the highest recorded tsunami in 200
years) that function without damage when submerged. The system is designed to minimize and eliminate
flow to the GSD system and the SAM pump stations that have the potential of flooding and discharging
untreated sewage in the event of a tsunami.
Response to Comment 230-25
The commenter asks what mitigations are proposed to protect the water supply from sea level rise.
As clarified in Section III of the FEIR and shown on Figure III-25 of the DEIR, the well and water
systems are located above the elevation of project sea level rise by 5 to 10 feet. Also, refer to Topical
Response 9, Tsunami Hazards.
The commenter asks what mitigations are proposed to ensure the septic systems continue to function.
The septic system proposal has been eliminated. For the safe operation of the water recycling system
refer to Response to Comment 230-24.
Response to Comment 230-26
The commenter asks if the substantial amount of fill proposed will impact groundwater runoff and,
generally, the marsh and wetlands.

As described in Section III.A of the FEIR, the proposed amount of fill for the project has decreased.
Please refer to Section IV.H (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR, for an analysis of project
impacts to groundwater and existing drainage patterns.
Response to Comment 230-27
The commenter asks about the need to raise the proposed buildings above the existing grade to protect
against tsunami hazards and sea level changes.
Refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards.
Response to Comment 230-28
The commenter inquires about emergency evacuations.
Refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards.
Response to Comment 230-29
The commenter asks how the current emergency evacuation route will be adequate in the event of an
earthquake or tsunami emergency.
The analyses in the DEIR assess the project’s impact on emergency access and evacuation in Section
IV.G (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) on page IV.G-26 and in Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic)
on pages IV.M-37 and IV.M-38. No significant impacts related to emergency access and evacuation
routes were identified.
Regarding project evacuation, refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards.
Response to Comment 230-30
The commenter states that emergency evacuation has not been adequately mitigated in the DEIR, that the
existing evacuation route is completely inadequate to handle the number of evacuees from the site, and
that it is questionable as to whether Highway 1 could handle the additional number of cars evacuating
the Big Wave site.
Refer to Response to Comment 230-29.
The commenter provides information regarding seismic hazards
Comments are noted. Refer to Section IV.F (Geology and Soils) of the DEIR.
The commenter states that the large population will need to be evacuated in the case of a major
earthquake.
Regarding project evacuation during an earthquake, refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards.

Response to Comment 230-31
The commenter states what routes will be used in the event Airport St. is rendered un-drivable.
Refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards, and Response to Comment 230-29.
The commenter inquires about emergency water supplies should an earthquake disable the well and how
long will it last.
As described in Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards, the project backup system includes 2 days of
water to provide water supply until after the tsunami event has subsided.
Response to Comment 230-32
The commenter states that the proposed use is incompatible with airport uses, due to the property’s
proximity to the airport and that the DEIR must analyze the project’s impacts on the airport. The
commenter states that the project site appears to be within the approach protection zone. The commenter
states that the DEIR must evaluate the impacts of the Airport. The commenter states that a school located
in the airport protection zone could not be built. The commenter asks what mitigations are required for
airport compliance. The commenter asks if the easement adequate.
Refer to Topical Response 14, Location of Project Near Half Moon Bay Airport.
Response to Comment 230-33
The commenter states that the ALUC Chairperson has expressed his concern about the placement of
buildings opposite the approach of Runway 30 in reference to wind impacts and asks will this affect
airplane takeoff and landing patters impacting noise levels in the surrounding neighborhoods.
Please refer to Impact HAZ-3 on page IV.G-25 of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 230-34
The commenter states that DEIR Table 7.1.2 contradicts the results of the DEIR traffic analysis and states
that 3787 cars will would add traffic on Highways 1 and 92.
The DEIR does not include a “Table 7.1.2”, nor are 3,787 car trips per day estimated by the DEIR. Table
IV.M-6 shows that the project generates 2,123 trips. As explained in Section III.B of the FEIR, project
traffic has been further reduced with the elimination of the community center aspect of the Wellness
Center. As stated on page IV.M-46 of the DEIR, the project reduces traffic on Highway 1. The DEIR
reached this conclusion based on a September 2009 Hexagon Traffic Report, included in Appendix J of
the DEIR. As stated on page IV.M-43, the mitigated project has less than a significant impact on local
intersections.
Response to Comment 230-35
The commenter states that the applicant’s request for a parking exception to allow 1 space per 250
square feet of office space would result in parking impacts.

Refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts.
The commenter states that the parking requirements states that the project parking is based on a mixed
use business and that if the buildings are all professional offices, more parking will be required.
Refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts.
Response to Comment 230-36
The commenter quotes a memo form the Pillar Ridge Home Owners Association that states local traffic is
a problem and should be evaluated in the DEIR. The commenter asks how residents will be evacuated
during an emergency.
The response to the quoted Pillar Ridge Home Owners Association comment may be found in Response
to Comment 185-43. Also, refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts.
Response to Comment 230-37
The commenter states that the Prospect/Capistrano streets are narrow and create a congested bottleneck
and there is no Coastal Trail.
Comment is noted. Existing street conditions were studied in the June 2009 Hexagon report, included in
the FEIR as an addition to Appendix J.
Response to Comment 230-38
The commenter states that the intersection at Prospect and Broadway can be confusing and states other
opinions on the intersections in Princeton.
Comment is noted. Existing street conditions and operational deficiencies were studied in the June 2009
Hexagon report, included in the FEIR as an addition to Appendix J. The report forms the basis of the
conclusions reached by Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 230-39
The commenter states that the DEIR should evaluate the narrow congested roads for fire and safe
emergency routes.
Refer to Response to Comment 230-38.
The commenter states that the construction traffic should be analyzed.
Construction traffic was analyzed on page IV.M-41 and Mitigation Measure TRANS-9 of the DEIR and
concludes that the project, including construction and operational traffic, as mitigated, would have a less
than significant traffic impact.
The commenter states that considerable damage to the roads will occur due to construction trucks and
asks if there will be mitigation fees for road damage.

As with every project in the unincorporated San Mateo County, the applicant will be required to pay
roadway mitigation fees, based on project square footage, at the building permit application stage, that
will be maintained in a County account to provide for roadway maintenance.
Response to Comment 230-40
The commenter suggests a roundabout versus a light at Cypress.
Refer to Response to Comment 185-48.
The commenter recommends that the traffic mitigations be installed prior to the start of construction.
Refer to revised Mitigation Measure TRANS-1, as described in Section III.B o f the FEIR. Mitigation
Measure TRANS-1 has been revised to require a new traffic report to be submitted upon occupancy of
every 60,000 sq. ft. of office space, until full project occupancy, and to require traffic reports to be
submitted bi-annually after full project occupancy. Also, the revised mitigation measure addresses traffic
conditions at the Highway 1 and Cypress Avenue intersection, along with the following additional
intersections to evaluate if they maintain a LOS level “C” or better: Airport Street and Stanford/Cornell
(Study Intersection 3 of DEIR), Broadway and Prospect Way (Study Intersection 2), Prospect Way and
Capistrano (Study Intersection 1), and State Route 1 and Capistrano (Study Intersection 8). The revised
mitigation measure shortens the timeframe for the implementation of the recommendations of the traffic
report, including signal installation, from 5 years to 1 year of the date of the report.
Response to Comment 230-41
The commenter states that the unimproved shoulders of Airport Street create a traffic hazard that the
proposed project would exacerbate.
As the commenter states, the proposed Class 1 trail along Airport Street will improve safety to pedestrians
and bicyclists along this route. The road span over the drainage will remain the same, except for the
installation of safety measures (e.g., K-rail), as required by the County Department of Public Works.
The commenter states that the pedestrian trail along Airport Street should be installed in the first phase of
construction.
As stated in the applicant’s phasing construction description in Appendix H of the FEIR, the pedestrian
trail along Airport Street will be installed in the first phase of construction.
Response to Comment 230-42
The commenter states that there are no bus turnouts.
As described on page IV.M-40 of the DEIR, the project would not generate any need for additional transit
service.
Response to Comment 230-43
The commenter asks if five driveways and three fire access roads are necessary.

Proposed on-site traffic circulation plan, including driveways, was studied in the June 2009 Hexagon
report, included in the FEIR as an addition to Appendix J. The report forms the basis of the analysis in
Impact TRANS-2 (Hazards) and Impact TRANS-3 (Site Access and On-site Circulation), which do not
identify any significant impacts resulting from project implementation.
Response to Comment 230-44
Commenter states that the parking exception would put parked cars along Airport Street that would cause
dangers for pedestrians and bicyclists, that SamTrans will not increase service to the area, that current
busses are currently overloaded, and that the building design does not reflect the proposed usage.
Regarding impacts of the requested parking exception, refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking
Impacts. As described on page IV.M-40 of the DEIR, the project would not generate any need for
additional transit service.
Response to Comment 230-45
Commenter again expresses concerns regarding public transit.
As described on page IV.M-40 of the DEIR, the project would not generate any need for additional transit
service.
Response to Comment 230-46
The commenter asserts that the economic data provided analyzed by the DEIR is too old to be considered
relevant.
Regarding an economic analysis of the project, refer to Response to Comment 72-1.
Response to Comment 230-47
The commenter inquires about the assurance that affordable housing will be provided at this site for at
least twenty years.
The County’s approval of this project or project alternative (regardless of ownership) would require that
the project remain as approved, including maintenance of affordable housing. The approval will require
regular review and monitoring of the project by the County, at the owner’s expense, to ensure that the
project is operated in a manner that is consistent with the County’s approval.
Response to Comment 230-48
The commenter asserts that the Wellness Center may be converted to another use and requests that the
DEIR analyze other potential uses.
Refer to Response to Comment 230-47.

Response to Comment 230-49
This commenter asks what safeguards/restrictions, if any, will be put in place to assure conformance with
the uses set forth in this DEIR when ownership transfers. Since this comment does not state a specific
concern or question regarding the adequacy of the analysis contained in the DEIR, a response is not
required pursuant to CEQA
Refer to Response to Comment 230-47.
Response to Comment 230-50
The commenter asserts the DEIR’s alternatives analysis is inadequate and that an alternate site should be
investigated.
Refer to Topical Response 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project.
Response Comment 230-51
The commenter closes with concluding paragraph.
The commenter provides closing statements. No response is required by CEQA.*

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.
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Response to Comment Letter 231
Montara Water & Sanitary District (MWSD)
Response to Comment 231-1
Commenter provides an introductory statement regarding the Montara Water & Sanitary District’s
(hereinafter “MWSD”) response to the DEIR.
This statement is introductory. No response is required by CEQA.*
Response to Comment 231-2
The commenter claims that the DEIR failed to use certified LCP maps and policies to determine correct
utility service providers. The commenter asks the following questions: Why were these certified LCP
maps and tables not consulted and what justification is there to exclude MWSD as a responsible agency?
The review and conclusions of the DEIR are consistent with the LCP as stated on page IV.I-37 of the
DEIR. The certified LCP maps show the area served by Citizens Utilities and do not show the MWSD
boundaries. Any condemnation action by MWSD with respect to Citizens Utilities Company of
California (CUCC) related solely to its real and personal property (C.C. P. § 1235.170). The
condemnation action itself did not give MWSD territorial jurisdiction over the Big Wave property, even if
the Big Wave property fell within CCUC’s service area before the condemnation action (Condemnation
pursuant to C.C.P. §§ 1230.010, et seq.).
Further, the jurisdictional service area boundaries of special districts, such as MWSD, are determined by
the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) (Government Code § 56000, et seq.). The
Legislature has determined that LAFCo is the “sole and exclusive authority” to authorize annexation of
real property into the service area of a special district like MWSD. The real property of the applicant is
not presently located within the service area of either MWSD or Coastside County Water District
(CCWD). Rather, it is within the sphere of influence of CCWD. Subsequent to the condemnation of the
CCUC infrastructure by MWSD, LAFCo has identified that the project site is in the sphere of influence of
the Coastside County Water District (CCWD). The DEIR is consistent with this determination.
Therefore, MWSD is not a “responsible agency” as defined by CEQA. Notwithstanding the foregoing,
MWSD has been made aware of the project and has commented extensively on it.
Response to Comment 231-3
The commenter states that the applicant, County and Consultant failed to confer with MWSD and other
responsible agencies.
Consultation with MWSD regarding this project is not required as MWSD is not a “responsible agency”
as defined by CEQA. The County and LAFCo have provided MWSD with communication regarding the
project.
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

The commenter states that the DEIR fails to show any effort made by preparers of the DEIR to contact
responsible persons at GSD or Sewer Authority Mid-Coast (SAM).
This comment is incorrect. Several reports prepared for GSD and SAM were referenced in the
preparation of the DEIR (see, for example, footnotes of Section IV.N(1) of the DEIR). Page VII-4 of the
DEIR states that GSD was contacted because that agency is contemplated to provide sewage and solid
waste services for the project site. SAM is not the agency responsible for this service as described on
page IV.N-2, and was not contacted. As described on page IV.N-2 of the DEIR, SAM is the sewer
authority that provides transmission and treatment for the City of Half Moon Bay, GSD and MWSD. The
applicant contacted the following individuals at GSD: the District Engineer, the District Manager, Office
Manager and their legal consultant.
The commenter, MWSD, asks what the peak flow of the project is?
According to the DEIR, the estimated wastewater flows from the project are approximately 26,000
gallons per day.1 The applicant proposes to treat all 26,000 gpd through an on-site membrane bioreactor
(MBP) wastewater treatment facility designed to meet the requirements of Title 22 of the California Code
of Regulations. The applicant plans to recycle up to 16,000 gpd through toilet flushing and surface and
solar panel washdown uses and use the remaining 10,000 gpd for on-site landscape watering.2 Therefore,
under normal conditions, no wastewater will be directed to the GSD system. However, the applicant
proposes to connect to the GSD sewer system for 8 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs), where 8 EDUs is
equivalent to 1,768 gallons per day, for the discharge of unused Title 22-treated water, as needed.3 The
applicant also proposes an emergency connection to provide for a back-up wastewater management
system in the instance that the on-site wastewater treatment systems fails or is over capacity.
The commenter asks when the decision will be made to connect to GSD.
As stated in Section III of the FEIR, the decision has been made to connect the project to GSD.
The commenter states the DEIR notes there are existing septic systems in the area and asks where they
are, when they were constructed, what are the impacts on the ground water resources in the project
vicinity, and when they were last inspected and notes that MWSD has requested these records from the
County.
The drainfields have been eliminated from this project and, therefore, questions regarding existing septic
systems are not relevant to the current proposal, as there are no potential impacts associated with such
drainfields.
The commenter notes that GSD is the sewer service provider and that the City of Half Moon Bay provides
no sewage or solid waste collection and the DEIR should be corrected.

1

Project water demand calculation is provided in Table IV.N-2 on Page IV.N-33 of the DEIR.
The applicant estimates reuse of 10,000 gpd through irrigation for non-drought years. The applicant estimates
reuse of 5,000 gpd through irrigation for drought years, where estimated wastewater generation will drop from
26,000 gpd to 21,000 gpd.
3
EDUs are used to calculate the connection fee charged by the Granada Sanitary District. Taxes for eight (8)
EDUs have been assessed by GSD to the property. One (1) EDU is equivalent to 221 gallons per day.
2

The DEIR is consistent with the comment as stated on pages IV.N-2 and IV.N-39.
The commenter asks why they were not consulted as a responsible agency.
Refer to Response to Comment 231-2.
Response to Comment 231-4
The commenter asks why the LCP map showing water service providers was not provided in the DEIR.
Regarding utility service providers as shown on LCP maps, refer to Response to Comment 231-2. The
service areas of applicable water service providers are described on pages IV.N-22, 23, and 32 of the
DEIR.
Response to Comment 231-5
The commenter states that the project is in its (the MWSD) district because MWSD acquired all of the
assets of CUCC in 2003.
See Response to Comment 231-1. As discussed, MWSD acquired CCUC’s assets including real estate
holdings and infrastructure. However, district boundaries are set by the County LAFCo. Subsequent to
the purchase of the CCUC infrastructure by MWSD, LAFCo identified the project as within the sphere of
influence of the Coastside County Water District (CCWD). The DEIR is consistent with this
determination.
Response to Comment 231-6
The commenter states that the project would exceed the Coastal Commission extraction limit for the
aquifer.
It appears from the context of the comment that the commenter refers to a limit set by the California
Coastal Commission on the CCUC’s CDP under Permit A-3-SMC-86-155A. Please refer to Response to
Comment 193-41.
The commenter asks where the six agricultural wells from the Kleinfelder Report are located.
The wells used in the Midcoast Ground Water Study Phase II by Kleinfelder are shown on Plate 6 of that
report, along with the rest of the local wells.
The commenter asks if the County agricultural wells have received Coastal Commission Permits.
The commenter is inquiring about wells that are not part of the proposed project and this comment
is outside of the scope of this CEQA document and no response is required.*

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

The commenter asks if San Mateo County has collected pumping data from other agricultural wells to
document the annual extraction.
Refer to the Kleinfelder ground water study for extraction estimates. The commenter is inquiring about
wells that are not part of the proposed project; thus this comment is outside of the scope of what is
required to be reviewed by this CEQA document and no response is required.*
The commenter asks if the well on the subject property is included in the 6 wells.
The well on the subject property is shown on Plate 6 of the Kleinfelder report.
The commenter asks how the 96 AFY per year of agricultural well production in the Kleinfelder report
was determined.
Refer to the Kleinfelder report for methodology regarding groundwater estimates. The commenter
requests information regarding a report prepared by the County of San Mateo. These questions should be
directed to the County outside of this CEQA document and process. No response is required.*
The commenter asks where the 86 domestic wells are located in the County.
Refer to Plate 6 in the Kleinfelder report. The commenter is inquiring about wells that are not part of the
proposed project; thus this comment is outside of the scope of what is required to be reviewed by this
CEQA document and no response is required.*
The commenter asks what the other wells listed in the Kleinfelder Report are used for.
Please refer to the Kleinfelder report. The commenter is inquiring about wells that are not part of the
proposed project; thus this comment is outside of the scope of what is required to be reviewed by this
CEQA document and no response is required.*
The commenter asks how the withdrawal rate for the other wells was calculated.
Refer to the Kleinfelder report for methodology regarding groundwater estimates. The commenter
requests information regarding a report prepared by the County of San Mateo. These questions should be
directed to the County outside of the context of the processing of this CEQA document. No response is
required.*
The commenter asks if the County has pumping data for the wells.
Refer to the Kleinfelder report and the County of San Mateo Environmental Health Division for available
data. These questions should be directed to the County outside of this CEQA document and process. No
response is required.*

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

The commenter asks how will an additional extraction rate of 10 to 30 AFY per year by the project be
justified with an extraction limit of 481 AFY set by the Coastal Commission.
It appears from the context of the comment that the commenter refers to a limit set by the California
Coastal Commission on the Citizens Utility Company’s CDP under Permit A-3-SMC-86-155A. Please
refer to Response to Comment 193-41.
The commenter asks what the age is of the water for the various wells studied in the Kleinfelder report.
Please refer to the Kleinfelder report for age estimates. Age is calculated by the position of the extraction
well relative to the aquifer flow, the volume of the aquifer multiplied by the porosity divided by the
annual yield. The age of the water at the site well is about 50 years as estimated in Appendix K of the
DEIR by the well testing professional.
The commenter asks how infiltrating water in the upper soils recharge the aquifer hundreds of feet below.
The water levels are 5 to 10 feet below the ground surface at the project site as shown in Appendix F of
the DEIR. The soils below the top 12 to 18 inches are relatively permeable in the Marine Deposits as
shown in Appendix F of the DEIR and in Plate 4 of the Kleinfelder report. The upper ground water is
connected throughout the Cenozoic Marine Deposits.
The commenter asks what certainty is there that infiltrated wastewater will flow toward the Pillar Point
Marsh and not to the existing agricultural well on the project site.
Data provided in Table 6 of the Kleinfelder report indicates that the groundwater flows toward the Marsh
and the harbor, and not toward the well on the site. The County has no basis for reaching a conclusion
different from that shown in Table 6 of the Kleinfelder report with respect to this matter.
The commenter asks how the project can be approved adding new extraction from the sub-basin, in light
of extraction limits that the commenter believes have been set by the Coastal Commission.
It appears from the context of the comment that the commenter refers to a limit set by the California
Coastal Commission on the Citizens Utility Company’s CDP under Permit A-3-SMC-86-155A. Please
refer to Response to Comment 193-41.
The commenter states that the water use model stated in the DEIR is too simple and asks how many times
the water can be recycled in the toilets.
The statement regarding the alleged over-simplification of the water use model is conclusory and does not
require a response. Page IV.N-14 of the DEIR states that the total building use is 26,000 gpd; the inbuilding recycle is 16,000 gpd and the water into and out of the system is 10,000 gpd. This means that
the water to the toilets will be recycled an average of 1.6 times before it leaves the building.
The commenter asks what the actual water demand for the full project is after development.
Page IV.N-34 of the DEIR states that potable water demand will be 10,000 gpd. More information is
provided in Topical Response 15, Project Potable and Recycled Water Demand.

The commenter states concern about over extraction and groundwater contamination.
As described in Response to Comment 213-11, infiltration levels exceed extraction. The groundwater
withdrawals for the project will be less than existing withdrawals for agricultural production, reducing the
amount of net groundwater withdrawals. Also, projected ground water pumpage volumes are expected to
fall well below the threshold of significance for either normal or drought-year conditions. Regarding
groundwater contamination, the basis of this statement is unclear. It should be noted that drainfields have
been eliminated from the project.
Response to Comment 231-7
The commenter questions why the DEIR did not evaluate the MWSD master plan for determining the
water connections.
The project is within the CCWD sphere of influence. Therefore, the MWSD Master Plan was not
required to be evaluated. Refer to Response to Comment 231-2.
Response to Comment 231-8
The commenter states that omission of MWSD from the Water Service Section of the DEIR is prejudicial.
Regarding not including MWSD as a responsible agency, refer to Response to Comment 231-2.
Regarding the District boundaries, refer to Response to Comment 231-5.
Response to Comment 231-9
The commenter asks why fire flow requirements were not included in the DEIR and states that MWSD is
ready to provide water for the project’s fire protection.
Requirements for fire flow are discussed throughout Section IV.N.2 of the DEIR, and the County,
therefore, disagrees with this comment. While the comment regarding MWSD’s readiness to provide
water for fire flow is noted, refer to Response to Comment 231-2.
Response to Comment 231-10
The commenter states that MWSD is the water service agency to provide recycled water to the project.
Page IV.N-11 of the DEIR states that the project proposes to provide its own recycled water and does not
require a public supplier. The project is not within the MWSD service area boundaries.
The commenter states that LCP Policy 1.19 requires all infill development to be served by public utilities.
LCP Policies 1.3 (Definition of Urban Areas), 1.4 (Designation of Urban Areas) and 1.16 (Definition and
Establishment of Urban/Rural Boundary) are policies that apply to the process of land use designation.
The project sites have already been designated as “urban” by LCP Policy 1.4, as they are within the
urban/rural boundary. Therefore, these policies do not apply to this project, which does not propose any
change in land use designation.

Applicable portions of LCP Policy 1.18 direct the County to (1) direct new development to existing urban
areas by requiring infill of existing residential subdivisions and commercial areas, and (2) to allow some
future growth to develop at relatively high densities for affordable housing in areas where public facilities
and services are or will be adequate and where coastal resources will not be endangered. Policy 1.19
defines “infill” as the development of vacant land in urban areas and rural service centers which is:
(1) subdivided and zoned for development at densities greater than one dwelling unit per 5 acres, and/or
(2) served by sewer and water utilities. While these policies are intended to direct development to urban
areas, they do not prohibit development that does not meet this definition of infill, nor do they require that
development within urban areas be served by public utilities.
The commenter asks why there was no discussion with SAM and MWSD utilities about supplying recycled
water.
Page IV.N-11 of the DEIR states that the project proposes to provide its own recycled water and does not
require a public supplier. Regarding consultation with SAM and MWSD, refer to Response to Comment
231-3.
The commenter states that the DEIR states that a public agency must supply wastewater and water
recycling.
Page IV.N-14 of the DEIR states that the system must be a “community system” if more than one owner
is supplied. Under law, community systems may be private and do not have to be public agencies. The
project proposes to form a privately held mutual water company, as allowed by law.
The commenter asks what planning has been conducted in consultation with SAM and its member
agencies regarding recycled water.
Page IV.N-11 of the DEIR states that the project proposes to provide its own recycled water and does not
require a public supplier. Regarding consultation with SAM and MWSD, refer to Response to Comment
231-3.
The commenter asks what opportunities for cooperative development of wastewater treatment and water
recycling have been considered.
Cooperative development of wastewater and water recycling to serve other users is outside of the scope of
what is required to be evaluated by this CEQA document. No response is required.*
Response to Comment 231-11
The commenter states that LCP amendments needed for small community water systems are not analyzed
or acknowledged.

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

The community wastewater treatment and recycling system will require a Coastal Development Permit,
which may be reviewed with the project under the same application. The formation of a community
wastewater treatment and recycling system does not require an LCP text or map amendment, as the LCP
does not prohibit the formation of private utility systems within established utility service boundaries.
Approval by LAFCo is discussed on page IV.N-31 of the DEIR.
The commenter asked whether the wastewater system will be a privately owned system or deeded over to
a responsible agency.
As stated on page IV.N-14 of the DEIR, the wastewater system for the project is planned to serve the
Wellness Center and Office Park properties, which will be under separate ownership. As a consequence
of serving multiple dischargers under separate ownership, the wastewater system will be classified a
“community system”. However, due to the elimination of on-site discharge and disposal of sewage, the
system is no longer considered a “discrete sewerage system” as defined by the RWQCB. All wastewater
will be treated to Title 22 requirements and recycled on-site. Any excess treated wastewater or
wastewater not meeting Title 22 requirements will be disposed of through the proposed GSD connection.
Therefore, this regulation no longer applies to the project.
Response to Comment 231-12
The commenter asserts that the project violates Section 30254 of the Public Resources Code regarding
wastewater capacity. The commenter asks how the project complies with the requirements of the Coastal
Act limiting infrastructure to that needed to serve buildout, specifically Public Resources Code Section
30254.
Section 30254 of the Public Resources Code refers to the capacity of planned public works facilities. The
project is proposing connection to GSD at a level that does not require a system expansion. All of the
proposed water recycling systems are privately owned as discussed in Section III of the FEIR.
The commenter asks how the project reconciles the increased regional wastewater treatment capacity
created by its on-site recycling systems.
As stated previously, the project provides on-site recycling to service on-site uses only. The treatment
and recycling system minimizes the amount of wastewater flow to the regional systems. No expansion of
the regional systems is required.
The commenter states that the project should analyze the financial impact on GSD customers if the
project does not contribute its fair share to the costs of the existing treatment capacity.
As discussed in Section III of the FEIR, the project has been revised to perform wastewater
treatment/recycling and connect to GSD, as GSD has and continues to assess the project site for 8 EDU
connections. In communication with Delia Comito at the Granada Sanitary District on August 30, 2010,
she states that GSD assesses the project parcels over a 25-year period to finance a bond that pays for
construction of additional sewer system capacity. GSD assesses the owner of the project parcels, along
with other owners of vacant parcels in the district, as they would most likely benefit from the additional
sewer capacity. Ms. Comito states that additional sewage transport and treatment capacity exists for
conforming development on these parcels. Also, refer to Response to Comment 205-60. The project sites

have been assessed to pay for infrastructure improvements to provide for additional capacity for the
development of the parcels. As discussed in Section III of the FEIR, no expansion of the sewer line at
Stanford Avenue and the Princeton Pump Station is necessary, as described in Mitigation Measure UTIL2b, because the project incorporates flow equalization and water recycling such that the maximum
amount of project sewage flow to the GSD sewer system could be accommodated by the existing 8-inch
sewer line. Therefore, it is anticipated that no additional mitigation is necessary to further expand
capacity. However, as stated above, GSD will have additional time to review and comment on the project
design and level of service and require applicable fees during the final design phase when the project is
submitted to GSD for connections and final permits.
The commenter asks if the County and the Coastal Commission can approve the development of a project
that exceeds the capacity needed to serve the buildout of the land use plans.
The project, as stated on pages IV.N-20 and IV.N-34 of the DEIR, does not have a significant cumulative
impact on public water and sewage infrastructure capacity. As stated previously, the project provides onsite recycling to service on-site uses only. The treatment and recycling system minimizes the amount of
wastewater flow to the regional systems. No expansion of the regional systems is required and the
County does not agree that the project exceeds the capacity needed to serve the build out of the land use
plans.
Response to Comment 231-13
The commenter questions why the documents in the 1991 studies on extraction were not included in the
analyses of the DEIR.
The DEIR relies on the results of the 2009 Kleinfelder groundwater study to access the impacts of
groundwater extraction on coastal resources, which the County considers more reliable at this time than
1991 studies.
The commenter asks why the long-term impacts of wastewater treatment and infiltration into the Marsh
were not analyzed.
Pages IV.N-14 through IV.N-19 of the DEIR analyzes the impacts and concludes the impacts are less than
significant on page IV.N-20. The water recycling plant as described on page IV.N-14 provides EPA and
State Health Department requirements of unrestricted use according to Title 22. As discussed in Section
III of the FEIR, drainfields have been eliminated from the proposal. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-4
requires the applicant to submit a drainage report and plans to the County that identify the drainage
pathways and the extent of any off-site drainage that flows on-site. The mitigation measure minimizes
impacts to drainage patterns by requiring the preparation of a drainage report and plan to the County. In
doing so, the mitigation measure applies performance standards (required drainage plan compliance with
County Drainage Policy and NPDES requirements, as stated in Response to Comment 185-32), thereby
mitigating any potential significant effect of the project. The drainage plan is provided in the DEIR in
Figures III-9 and III-16 of the DEIR. The adequacy of the proposed drainage system to meet these
requirements will be verified in the permit process.
The commenter asks what mitigations will be used to prevent groundwater contamination during heavy
rains, flooding and sea level rise.

See Mitigation Measures HYDRO-3 through HYDRO-9 of the DEIR. Also, refer to Topical Response 9,
Tsunami Hazards, for measures proposed by the applicant to protect water and wastewater facilities in the
event of flooding.
Response to Comment 231-14
The commenter states that no investigation of wet weather groundwater conditions have been completed
to insure that the proposed drainfield system will comply with the 2-foot separation requirement.
As discussed in Section III of the FEIR, drainfields have been eliminated from the proposal.
The commenter is concerned that the flow of groundwater is not mapped.
The flow of the groundwater is mapped in the Kleinfelder report as discussed on page IV.N-21 of the
DEIR. The groundwater flows past the site at a rate of 500 acre-feet per year and into Princeton Harbor.
The potential for ground water contamination with the intermittent infiltration of Title 22 treated water
(with carbon, nitrogen, phosphorous removed and all water disinfected) into a shallow groundwater
aquifer that is flowing away from the MWSD well field at a rate of less than 10 gpm over an area of 20
acres is less than significant as determined on page IV.N-37 of the DEIR.
The commenter asks if the recycling plants will be designed to treat toxic waste for the R&D development
and light manufacturing.
Potential project impacts associated with use, disposal, and accidental release of hazardous materials at
the project sites are analyzed in Section IV.G of the DEIR. It should be noted that future businesses
locating at the Office Park would be required by the County Environmental Health Division to complete
and submit a Business Plan within 30 days of handling or storing a hazardous material equal to or greater
than the minimum reportable quantities. If a Business Plan is required, Environmental Health Division
staff will inspect the business at least once every two years to determine if the Business Plan is complete
and accurate. Monitoring by Environmental Health Division will ensure that project-generated hazardous
waste is stored, treated, transported and disposed of in a legal and environmentally safe manner so as to
prevent human health hazard and/or ecological disruption.
The commenter asks what the R&D and manufacturing chemicals are intended to be.
Potential hazardous materials associated with project operation are discussed in Section IV.G of the
DEIR.
The commenter asks what enforceable limitations will be placed on the industrial chemicals.
See previous responses above.
The commenter asks what waivers to existing policies and requirements would be required and from
which agencies, and will the waivers impact the schedule and ground water quality and other concerns.
The project mitigations require project compliance with all local, state and federal laws and requirements.
The project does not require that any permit or legal conditions be waived.

Response to Comment 231-15
The commenter asks why the Farallon Vista Residential Project, the Moss Beach Highlands Project and
the Airport Master Plan were not included in the Cumulative projects analyses.
As stated on page III-15 of the DEIR, only projects that are proposed (i.e., with pending applications),
recently approved, under construction, or reasonably foreseeable that could produce a cumulative impact
on the local environment when considered in conjunction with a proposed project, are required to be
evaluated in an EIR.
While the County approved the Farallon Vista project after the DEIR publish date of 1985, all County
approvals have expired. No new applications for development at the site have been submitted to the
County. Preliminary plans for development at the Farallon Vista are not required to be analyzed in the
cumulative impact analysis for this project as no such project is reasonably foreseable.
While the County approved the Moss Beach Highlands project after the DEIR publish date of 1999, all
County approvals have expired. No new applications for development at the site have been submitted to
the County. Preliminary plans for development at the Moss Beach Highlands are not required to be
analyzed in the cumulative impact analysis for this project.
While the County approved the Half Moon Bay Airport Master Plan, no industrial or commercial
improvements are being implemented at this time.
Commenter is concerned about traffic impacts because its crews must have ready access to all parts of
the District.
As stated in Section IV.M of the DEIR, the project, as proposed and mitigated, would result in less than
significant traffic impacts. With the traffic reports required by Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 and the
implementation of required recommendations (i.e., signal installation), the project would result in less
than significant impacts to intersection level of service and capacity. With the traffic control plan
required by Mitigation Measure TRANS-8, construction-related traffic impacts are also considered less
than significant. For more information, Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) and Topical Response 8,
Traffic Impacts.
Also, as discussed in Section III (Corrections and Additions to the Draft EIR) of the FEIR, the applicant
has made the following modifications to the project in order to further reduce traffic impacts to the area:
y

The Community Center aspect has been removed, thereby restricting pool, fitness center, and
locker facilities for use by Wellness Center residents, guests, and staff and Office Park
employees only. These facilities were originally proposed to be made available to the
Coastside public.

y

The public storage use at the Wellness Center site has been reduced from 20,000 sq. ft. to
10,000 sq. ft.

y

Prior to occupancy of any Office Park building, the applicant proposes to implement Traffic
Demand Management (TDM) measures, including an off-site parking agreement and shuttle
services to the Office Park (to accommodate a minimum of 50 cars and their drivers), for the

purpose of reducing project traffic on Cypress Avenue, Prospect Way, Broadway to Cornell
Avenue, Harvard Avenue, and Yale Avenue.
Response to Comment 231-16
The commenter includes for comment a letter from its District Counsel, as well as a letter report making
technical comments from the District’s Water Engineer, as well as a letter report analyzing the
sufficiency of the hydrological portions of the DEIR from the District’s groundwater consultant.
The attached letters are responded to herein.
Response to Comment 231-17
The commenter asks whether the water use estimates in the DEIR are for peak day or annual average.
As reflected in Section IV.N of the DEIR, the estimates are for peak day and are listed in gallons per day
(gpd).
The commenter asks what the peak day water demand is.
Page IV.N-34 of the DEIR states that the peak domestic water demand is 10,000 gpd.
The commenter asks how the discharge of wastewater will occur during periods of high groundwater.
Wastewater will be discharged into the GSD system and recycled on-site. Discharges into the GSD
system are equivalent to 8 single-family homes. Discharge into the GSD system is not required during
peak wet weather flows and will not impact overflows. See Section III of the FEIR.
The commenter asks how the discharge of partly treated wastewater during periods of operational failure
will impact the SAM system.
As described in Section III of the FEIR, the water recycling systems have complete redundancy in
treatment trains plus 24 hours of influent storage and 24 hours of effluent storage. The systems provide
flow equalization. As stated on page IV.N-20, the project will have a less than significant impact on the
operation of SAM.
The commenter asks if the calculations anticipate that all the water from R&D, food processing and light
industrial will be recycled.
The calculations on page IV.N-14 of the DEIR show that all project wastewater will be recycled.
Response to Comment 231-18
The commenter states that the document is inadequate and should be recirculated.
Please refer to Topical Response 6, Recirculation of the DEIR.
Attachment 1: Letter from David E. Schricker, dated August 18, 2003

Response to Comment 231-19
The commenter voices its opposition to the proposed annexation by the Coastside County Water District
(CCWD) of the project parcels. Commenter states that the Big Wave parcels are within the sphere of
influence of MWSD.
The DEIR on page IV.N-22 indicates that CCWD will be the public agency providing municipal water
and, as noted in Response to Comment 231-2, the project is within CCWD’s sphere of influence. Refer to
Response to Comment 231-2.
Attachment 2: Letter from David E. Schricker, dated December 4, 2009
Response to Comment 231-20
The commenter states that DEIR is deficient because it fails to identify MWSD as an alternate source of
providing water and does not list MWSD as a responsible agency in the CEQA process.
Refer to Response to Comment 231-2. As stated in the DEIR and clarified in the FEIR, CCWD is an
alternate source of water to the proposed well use.
The commenter states that the DEIR does not address the long-term affects of drawing on underground
water resources.
Refer to Response to Comment 213-11.
Attachment 3: Mark Woyshner, Balance Hydrologics, Inc., dated December 24, 2009
Response to Comment 231-21
The commenter states that MWSD operates three wells from the same aquifer from which the project
plans to draw water, but production of those wells may be limited due to water quality issues. It also
states that the Pillar Point Mobile Home Park supplies its own water from production wells and receives
water from MWSD when its water storage runs low.
This statement is informational. No response is required by CEQA.*
The commenter claims that groundwater contours illustrated by the 1974 Lowney-Kaldveer Associates as
well as the 1987 Luhdorff and Scalmanini Study are “landmark documents for the Airport Aquifer that
describe groundwater contours and illustrate how groundwater levels change during droughts.”
Phase II of the Kleinfelder report included the analyses of the above two reports. In reviewing the
varying data, it was concluded in the Kleinfelder report that the Airport Subarea is in long-term
equilibrium.
Regarding water quality, refer to Section Impact UTIL-9 and Impact UTIL-10 of the DEIR.

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

The commenter refers to p. IV.H-42 of the DEIR, which estimates total potable water demand at 10,000
gpd during normal rainfall and 5,000 gpd during droughts; the commenter states that the DEIR lack
information on the proposed water supply well, such as sustainable yield, depth of perforation and total
depth of well. Commenter further questions whether well can meet projected Maximum Daily Demand
for the project.
The well is described on page IV.N-23 of the DEIR. The DEIR states on page IV.N-33 that the potable
water demand is 10,000 gallons per day (11-acre feet per year). The pump test data provided in Appendix
H of the DEIR states that the well can deliver up to 45,000 gallons per day on page IV.N-36 with a
drawdown of 18 feet. Page IV.H-23 references groundwater reports that indicate excess groundwater
leaving the basin near the project and Pillar Ridge generally averages 430-acre feet per year. Page IV.N37 of the DEIR concludes that the impacts to the water supply created by the proposed project would be
less than significant after mitigation. Similarly, the DEIR concludes on p. IV.H-62 that the project
impacts to hydrology and water quality will be less than significant, after mitigation.
As stated in the Technical Memorandum #1 (TM #1), dated May 15, 2009, prepared by Schaaf &
Wheeler (included in Appendix H of the DEIR), the groundwater withdrawals for the project will be less
than existing withdrawals for agricultural production, reducing the amount of net groundwater
withdrawals. Also, projected groundwater pumpage volumes are expected to fall well below the
threshold of significance for either normal or drought-year conditions. Therefore, impacts to the local and
regional aquifers would be less than significant. In summary, TM #1 states that hydrologic impacts to the
Pillar Point Marsh based on conditions in the entire marsh watershed appear to be minor.
The commenter states that only 1.2 AFY are required to grow green beans on the coast, whereas the
project demands equivalent to 11 AFY; thus commenter states that a more robust water analyses is
warranted.
Published literature shows beans require two mega liters per hectare. For 20 acres, this equals 13-acre
feet per year (AFY). Page IV.N-24 identifies the agricultural use as using 12-acre feet per year. Impact
UTIL-8 states that the existing well capacity would also be sufficient to meet the project water demand.
This represents a less than significant impact. Please reference analysis in Section IV.H (Hydrology and
Water Quality), which concludes that the project would not significantly deplete ground water supplies or
substantially interfere with round water recharge. The County does not agree that a “more robust water
analysis” is needed, as the current analysis appropriately addresses the matter.
The commenter states that they understand that groundwater recharge of tertiary treated project water
lowers the overall net impact of the well pumping, but states that this recharge may not mitigate
drawdown impacts to upgradient wells.
As stated in TM #1, the groundwater withdrawals for the project will be less than existing withdrawals for
agricultural production, reducing the amount of net groundwater withdrawals. Also, projected
groundwater pumpage volumes are expected to fall well below the threshold of significance for either
normal or drought-year conditions. Therefore, impacts to the local and regional aquifers would be less
than significant.
The commenter states that the unique local groundwater conditions near the fault zone are not discussed
and this may produce more challenges for wastewater infiltration.

The water levels of the aquifer are indicated in the Appendix F (Geology and Soils Data) of the DEIR.
As discussed in Section III of the FEIR and page IV.H-43 of the DEIR, the primary infiltration source
will be stormwater. Wastewater will be discharged into the GSD and be used for water recycling.
Attachment 4: Chris Kern, California Coastal Commission, dated April 10, 2009
Response to Comment 231-22
The commenter has attached the April 10, 2006 letter from the California Coastal Commission, which is
a response to correspondence from project attorney David Byers prior to the Commissions’ review of the
project. The letter indicates that Coastal Permit for annexation to CCWD requires modification of the El
Grenada Pipeline permits and Phase I conditions that would allow for the expansion of the District.
As described on page IV.N-32 of the DEIR and Section III of the FEIR, the project may annex to CCWD
for domestic water service and/or fire flow as part of the Coastal Permit process. Please refer to
Comment Letter 213, the Coastal Commission’s comment letter for the current proposal.
Response to Comment 231-23
The commenter attaches the December 22, 2009 letter from SRT that states the options for water and
disposal are not listed as alternatives and are not adequately defined.
Section IV.N pages 1-49 of the DEIR and Section III of the FEIR describe the options for the water and
wastewater systems that apply to the project and project alternatives. The FEIR clarifies water systems
options as: (1) domestic hook-ups, or (2) use of well water/treatment systems. As stated in Section III.A
of the FEIR, water supply for fire protection will rely on one or a combination of sources as approved by
the Coastside County Fire District. The FEIR clarifies wastewater systems options as: (1) use of an onsite wastewater treatment plant with disposal through a combination of municipal hook-up and on-site
recycled water usage, and/or (2) municipal hook-ups.
The commenter states that “fully automated” water and wastewater treatment facilities will be installed
for the project and operated by the disabled residents. Commenter states that the applicant, by stating
that such systems would be “fully automated,” implies that compliance with agency regulations is
“simple.”
As stated on page IV.N-14 of the DEIR, operation of the wastewater treatment system would require a
State-Certified Wastewater Treatment Plant Operator, Grade 4. It is also proposed that residents of the
proposed project would provide labor and staff support for treatment plant operations, with the plan to
eventually become certified operators. Similarly, as stated on page IV.N-28 of the DEIR, through their
local program, the County is responsible for enforcing the requirements of the California Safe Drinking
Water Act, which cover such things as water quality standards, monitoring and reporting, operator
qualifications, system design and maintenance, and system management.
Response to Comment 231-24
The commenter asks how potable water and wastewater services will be provided to the project.
Refer to Response to Comment 231-23.

Response to Comment 231-25
The commenter asks how the project proposes to operate and provide reporting for the proposed complex
water and wastewater treatment and disposal facilities and underground storage structures.
Refer to Response to Comment 231-23.
Response to Comment 231-26
Commenter states that they do not believe that their above questions were adequately addressed in the
DEIR.
Please refer to Response to Comments 231-24 and 231-25.
Response to Comment 231-27
The commenter states that the water recycling plant will require a Grade IV operator and will require
that a public agency be legally responsible for the wastewater facilities.
The applicant will provide its own certified operator. Due to the elimination of on-site discharge and
disposal of sewage, the community wastewater and recycling system is no longer considered a “discrete
sewerage system” as defined by the RWQCB. All wastewater will be treated to Title 22 requirements and
recycled on-site. Any excess treated wastewater or wastewater not meeting Title 22 requirements will be
disposed of through the proposed GSD connection. Therefore, regulation applicable to “discrete
sewerage systems” no longer applies to the project.
The commenter states that the Regional Board, GSD and the Health Department were not contacted and
compliance has not been coordinated with these agencies.
Coordination with permitting agencies by the applicant to comply with the applicable requirements of
these agencies is not required prior to distribution or certification of an EIR. Coordination may take place
after a DEIR has been certified.*
Response to Comment 231-28
The commenter states that the project fails to provide the needed improvements to the GSD collection
system.
Mitigation UTIL-2 requires that the project revise its design to limit the flow to the available capacity of
the 8” GSD sewer line. Section III of the FEIR states that the flow will be limited by equalization and the
connected flow will not exceed 1,600 gallons per day and a maximum flow rate of 30 gpm. The flow will
be metered to verify this amount.

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.

Response to Comment 231-29
The commenter states that the water lines need a 10-foot separation from the sewer lines and this may
cause a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure UTIL-4 of the DEIR requires compliance with this requirement.
Response to Comment 231-30
The commenter quotes the DEIR as saying some aspects seem to conflict with regulatory requirements
but can be mitigated to less than significant if compliance is required and states that there is not rational
or reasoning behind this statement.
Mitigation Measure UTIL-4 requires that all systems comply with all State, Local and Federal
Requirements.
Response to Comment 231-31
The commenter states that the project fails to identify and discuss impacts of proposed annexation to
CCWD.
Page IV.N-32 of the DEIR and Section III of the FEIR clarify that the project may annex to CCWD for
domestic water service and/or fire protection. Page IV.N-34 states that the pool will provide additional
fire flow if the CCWD system cannot provide adequate storage of pressure (this addresses impacts to the
system). Page IV.N-37 of the DEIR and Section III of the FEIR concludes that the project impacts to
CCWD will be less than significant.
Response to Comment 231-32
The commenter states that the impacts of the 10-gpm RO systems will likely have significant impacts from
the use of brine and chemicals.
As stated in the FEIR, the project includes treatment to improve well water quality that includes
microfiltration and UV disinfection. The RO treatment discussed in the DEIR is no longer part of the
treatment process. As stated on page IV.N-37 of the DEIR, based on the June 2009 testing of the existing
well water, the water quality is suitable for domestic-community water supply, without the need for RO
treatment. The observed high levels of color, iron and manganese could be addressed with conventional
water treatment methods. Therefore, water treatment needs present a less than significant impact and no
mitigation measures are needed.

Comment Letter No. 232

232-1

232-2
232-3
232-4
232-5

232-6

232-7

232-8

232-9

232-10

Response to Comment Letter 232
Mauro Di Nucci

This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 233

233-1

233-2

233-3
233-4
233-5

233-6

233-7

233-8

233-9

233-10

Response to Comment Letter 233
Patrick Armstrong

This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 234

234-1

234-2

234-3
234-4
234-5

234-6

234-7

234-8

234-9

234-10

Response to Comment Letter 234
Renee St Louis

This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 235

235-1

235-2

235-3
235-4
235-5

235-6

235-7

235-8

235-9

235-10

Response to Comment Letter 235
Rich Miller

This letter is virtually identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 236

236-1

236-2
236-3
236-4
236-5

236-6

236-7

236-8

236-9

236-10

Response to Comment Letter 236
Richard Erickson

This letter is identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 237

237-1

237-2

237-3
237-4
237-5

237-6

237-7

237-8

237-9

237-10

Response to Comment Letter 237
Richard T Souhesen

This letter is identical to Comment Letter 103. Please refer to Response to Comment Letter 103.

Comment Letter No. 238

"sabrina brennan" <sabrina@dfm.com> 12/24/2009 1:30 PM
Dear Ms. Leung,
The Big Wave project D Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) is not deed well enough to
provide meaningful inform for environmental assessment.
Area 29 supports the December 23, 2009 DEIR comment l er
  by the  ee for
Green Foothills. We also support the December 22, 2009 DEIR comment l
r
  by
Jay Davis, Ph.D., Senior    San Francisco Estuary    and Nicole David,
Environmental    San Francisco Estuary    
The public and decision makers have not been provided adequate ion regarding the
project’s   impacts and whether those impacts can be   or reduced to a level of
  
The DEIR is fundamentally inadequate, inconsistent and unstable. The County should recirculate
the DEIR for comments if and when the numerous   ies have been addressed.
Thank you,
Sabrina Brennan
AREA29: Crical Coastal Area 29
www.thepelicaneye.com <   aneye.com>

238-1

Response to Comment Letter 238
Sabrina Brennan

Response to Comment 238-1
The commenter states her support for Comment Letters 193 and 176.
inadequate. She states that it should be amended and re-circulated.

She believes the DEIR is

Refer to Response to Comment Letters 193 and 176. Regarding re-circulation of the DEIR, refer to
Topical Response 6, Recirculation of the DEIR.

Comment Letter No. 239

239-1

239-2
239-3

239-4

239-5

239-6

Response to Comment Letter 239
Samuel & Germaine Weinberg
Response to Comment 239-1
The commenter introduces himself and states that adequate studies should not be deferred until after the
DEIR public comment period.
This statement is introductory. See responses to specific comments below. *
Response to Comment 239-2
The commenter states that the visual impacts of the project cannot be assessed without story poles.
Refer to Topical Response 1, Story Poles.
Response to Comment 239-3
The commenter states that the DEIR assessment of traffic impacts is inadequate.
Commenter states that the DEIR assessment of traffic impacts but does not provide any evidence, data or
references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in
support of this assertion. Refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts.
Response to Comment 239-4
The commenter states that water supply and sewage disposal are not guaranteed for the project and the
DEIR has not assured the protection of groundwater and local marshes.
Sources of water are identified in the DEIR and FEIR; refer to Response to Comments 193-6 through
193-10. Wastewater treatment and disposal systems have been determined. As described in Section III of
the FEIR, the project proposes connection to GSD and on-site water recycling. A GSD connection for
eight (8) EDUs is described in Section III.A of the FEIR and on-site water recycling for building use and
site irrigation is discussed in Figure III-27, pages III-54 and 55 and IV.N-11 through 14 of the DEIR. For
information regarding the potential impact of well use to Pillar Point Marsh, please refer to Response to
Comment 185-31.

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 239-5
The commenter states that the project proposes an open-ended phased development of over 15 years that
will be a nightmare for the neighborhood.
For construction phasing, refer to Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park.
Response to Comment 239-6
The commenter provides a conclusion.
The commenter provides closing statements. No response is required by CEQA. *

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Comment Letter No. 240





December 24, 2009

Camille Leung
Project Planner
County of San Mateo
FAX: (650) 363-4849

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Report for Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park
Via electronic mail
Dear Ms. Leung,
I am writing to you on behalf of the Surfrider Foundation San Mateo County Chapter and the
Surfrider Foundation membership (“Surfrider”) in regards to the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“DEIR”) for the Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park (“project”). Surfrider
Foundation is a non-profit environmental organization dedicated to the protection and enjoyment 240-1
of the world’s oceans, waves and beaches through conservation, activism, research and
education.
Surfrider respectfully submits the following comments on the DEIR:
I.

Significant Impacts Described in the DEIR Which Are Not Appropriately
Characterized, Not Fully Mitigated, or Apply an Inappropriate Threshold of
Significance

Impact HAZ-2 and Mitigation Measure HAZ-2
The proposed mitigation for potential solvents in groundwater from hydraulically up-gradient
properties and probable presence of pesticides is to determine whether hazardous substances
have migrated onto the project site. This is not appropriate mitigation, as it merely proposes to
identify potentially significant impacts as opposed to actually addressing the problems and
240-2
mitigating the impacts as required by CEQA. At present, the DEIR does not adequately identify
impacts resulting from potential past contamination from pesticides, citing these impacts as
“unknown” (page IV. G-24). Without knowing what the impacts are, it is not possible to mitigate
them appropriately. These problems need to be identified as part of the environmental analysis (-not deferred to a later time) and, if hazardous substances have migrated onto the project site
and/or if pesticides are present in the soils or have contaminated the well and/or groundwater,
then appropriate mitigation that minimizes the impact of the presence of these hazardous
substances must be proposed and implemented. Such mitigation may or may not be feasible. The
DEIR’s conclusion that any potential impacts will be mitigated violates CEQA because it relies
on post-approval studies and analysis.
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Additionally, regardless of whether or not environmental concerns qualify as a “recognized
environmental condition”, the DEIR should include analysis of environmental concerns it
identifies (concerns listed on page IV. G-7) since it is reasonable to assume that presence of such
pollutants could significantly impact the project area’s soils, surface water and groundwater in a
way that could “create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment (perCEQA Guidelines ). A first measure would be identifying the potential presence
of such substances through testing soil, surface water, and groundwater samples.

240-2

Section 15.12 in the General Plan, as described in the DEIR, requires detailed analysis of hazard
risk and design of appropriate mitigation.
Impact HAZ-4 and Mitigation Measure HAZ-4
The EIR does not contemplate evacuation that may be needed due to tsunami and, therefore,
does not propose adequate mitigation.

240-3

Impact HYDRO-1
To the extent that the impact in Impact Hydro-4 is not adequately understood or fully
mitigated (due to the absence of storm water and infiltration system modeling required to
understand the full extent of the impact), Impact Hydro-1 cannot be said to be fully defined
and may be potentially significant and would require mitigation.

240-4

Impact HYDRO-2
The DEIR incorrectly characterizes the impact to groundwater recharge by anticipating that
groundwater recharge with project implementation will be similar to existing recharge since
impervious areas will be drained to pervious areas. This assumption, however, does not appear
to meaningfully consider the ability of the remaining pervious areas to absorb the additional
water. Therefore, this impact may be potentially significant and requires mitigation.

240-5

Impact HYDRO-3 and Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3
The DEIR states that the storm drainage system is likely to handle flows from only smaller
events such as 2-year and 10-year storms. Assuming for the sake of argument that this seemingly
unjustified estimation is correct, that means that the project is not designed to accommodate
roughly 9% of storm events. This is a significant impact that is not mitigated. Of greater concern
is that no modeling of storm drainage or infiltration systems has been provided and that expected
effects on the storm drain system cannot be fully assessed at this time (DEIR pp. IV.H-51-IV.H240-6
52). Other proposed mitigation measures such as pervious pavement Without appropriately
demonstrating the feasibility of these systems and knowing the extent of impacts that could result
from altering the drainage patterns, it is not possible to develop adequate mitigation of these
unknown impacts. Therefore, Impact HYDRO-3 remains unmitigated and significant.
Beyond the issues raised above, Proposed Mitigation Measure HYRDO-3 is otherwise
inadequate. The NPDES Permit for all MS4s require that each project treat 100% of the amount
1$7,21$/2)),&(ವ32%2;ವ6$1&/(0(17(&$
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of runoff identified in ProvisionC.3.d for the project’s drainage area with LID treatment
measures onsite or with LID treatment measures at a joint stormwater treatment facility.
(C.3.c.i.(2)(b)) The proposed mitigation measure only proposes to treat 80-85% of postconstruction runoff and therefore is inconsistent with standards adopted and enforced by the
Regional Water Quality Control Board.

240-6

Impact HYDRO-4 and Mitigation Measure HYDRO-4
In the absence of a drainage report, it is impossible to speculate whether or not a drainage plan
will mitigate impacts of drainage (specifically increased flooding) to a “less than significant”
level. To satisfy CEQA, the drainage report must be completed and considered in the DEIR to
appropriately characterize potential impacts resulting from alteration of drainage patterns.
The DEIR cites that the percent of project area projected to be covered in impervious surfaces is
13-22% and that these impervious surfaces will not result in significant impacts to runoff.
However, the DEIR uses an incorrect threshold of significance. The provisions in the County’s
NPDES permit require that projects adding or replacing one acre or more of impervious surface
within non-exempt watersheds
shall not cause an increase in the erosion potential of the receiving
stream over the pre-project (existing) condition. Increases in runoff
flow and volume shall be managed so that post-project runoff shall
not exceed estimated pre-project rates and durations, where such
increased flow and/or volume is likely to cause increased potential
for erosion of creek beds and banks, silt pollutant generation, or
other adverse impacts on beneficial uses due to increased erosive
force.
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(Municipal Regional Stormwater Permit Order No. R2-2009-0074 (NPDES No.
CAS612008)(“NPDES Permit”) at 35 (Section C.3.g.ii). The project will create more than one
acre of impervious surface and is not within an exempt watershed area. As a result,
any increase
in runoff flow or volume caused by the project constitutes a significant impact that must be
appropriately mitigated to a less-than-significant level. To mitigate the impact to a less-thansignificant level, the proposed mitigation (i.e. use of permeable materials) must be shown to
effectively reduce runoff rates to existing levels, and be able to do so given the rates of
permeability in the area[s] where the mitigation is implemented.
Impact HYDRO-5 and Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5
Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 asserts that BMPs to promote infiltration of stormwater shall be
emphasized. Although implementation of such BMPs is consistent with guidance for NPDES
Phase II compliance, it cannot be assumed that implementation of these BMPs will successfully
240-8
reduce post-construction peak flows to existing levels. In order to know which BMPs will
successfully achieve this goal, and if the goal is even feasible, storm drainage and infiltration
system models need to be created to be considered in the context of the hydrologic study prior to
preparation of a SWPPP.
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Further, current observations of the project area suggest that the project site at-present does not
facilitate rapid percolation of surface waters. The DEIR cites that DdA soils (Dennison Clay
Loam, nearly level, imperfectly drained) cover 75.9 percent of the southern parcel and the
permeability of these soils is 0.6-2.0 inches per hour (page IV.H-7). Anecdotally, during the
rainy season, portions of the project site can be found to have standing water. Given that the
proposed project will increase impermeable surfaces and increase stormwater and runoff volume
and flows, existing problems with flooding and surf
ace water percolation will be further
exacerbated. Therefore, to fully mitigate the project’s impacts to stormwater flows and the
project’s contribution of additional stormwater pollutants (which are impacts that need to be
considered in tandem), it may not be adequate to merely reduce stormwater flows to existing
levels.
Using this same line of reasoning, implementing BMPs to control pollution levels to “predevelopment” levels (as proposed for mitigation) may not be adequate to prevent the proposed
project from resulting in significant pollution impacts to surface waters. To fully mitigate the
project’s impacts on surface waters, it is necessary to first correctly identify the thresholds of
significance. In the case of surface water pollution, TMDLs and/or and/or Maximum Chemical
Levels (MCLs) receiving water limits identified in the San Francisco Regional Quality Control
Board Basin Plan are the appropriate threshold of significance—not “pre-development” levels.
Given that part of the site is currently used for agriculture, for which fertilizer and pesticides are
used, it is reasonably foreseeable that there may be chemicals present in the soil, and that these
chemicals may already be present in volumes that would violate Maximum Chemical Levels
(MCLs) and/or receiving water limits set by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control
Board Basin Plan. Also, given that the Pacific Ocean at Pillar Point Beach is on the Section
303(d) list for coliform bacteria impairment, the project needs to demonstrate that its existence
will not further contribute to this impairment. To adequately identify impacts, baseline data
evaluating the presence of these pollutants must be collected to determine what volumes are
present in the soil. To fully and sufficiently mitigate impacts, the project must demonstrate that
stormwater will not cause these TMDLs or MCLs to be exceeded.
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“Enhancing water quality” should not be presumed to equate to NPDES Phase II compliance, nor
can the proposed BMPs be presumed to enhance water quality; therefore, the proposed
mitigation is impermissibly vague. BMPs need to be specific and tailored to the hydrologic
conditions and informed by analysis of pollutants reasonably suspected to be present on site.
Depending on which “option” is employed for discharge of wastewater effluent, the discharge
could have potentially significant impacts to surface waters, especially to the extent that the
effluent is discharged onsite at a rate that is more rapid than can be percolated into groundwater
aquifers. This impact was not identified or mitigated.
Impact HYDRO-6 and Mitigation Measure HYDRO-6
The range of impacts togroundwater qualityresulting from construction and post-construction
activities analyzed in the DEIR is impermissibly vague and narrow. The DEIR must consider all
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reasonably foreseeable impacts to hydrology, determine the significance of the impacts, and
provide appropriate mitigation for significant and potentially significant impacts. The impacts
defined should be specific. Reasonably foreseeable significant impacts to groundwater not
currently considered by the DEIR—but that need to be considered, evaluated, and mitigated—
include impacts from groundwater pumping to serve the development, discharge of wastewater
effluent, and the presence and extent of chemical pollutants present in soils onsite. For example,
depending on the current state of the groundwater basin from which the project proponents
propose to pump, and the volume that is proposed to be pumped, the project may have significant
impacts to groundwater quality and may cause seawater intrusion. Depending on which option is
employed for discharge of wastewater effluent, the discharge could have significant impacts to
groundwater if it does not meet Title 22 standards and have the approval of the California
Department of Public Health.
Furthermore, for the above-mentioned impacts, proper mitigation has not been proposed and
cannot be proposed in the absence of a hydrologic study that includes consider these impacts.
Without such a study, the mitigation proposed is based on assumptions and cannot be deemed
effective nor feasible. For example, without knowing the extent to which chemical pollutants are
present in soils onsite, it is impossible to know the degree to which stormwater BMPs designed
to retain and infiltrate captured stormwater will effectively filter pollutants and prevent them
from entering the groundwater.

240-9

As part of mitigation, as required by an LCP policy in Section 2.33, if the project proposes to
draw water from the Half Moon Bay Terrace, the owner of the system must agree to participate
in and assist in funding the County’s hydrologic study of Pillar Point Marsh and to accept the
restrictions from that study.
There is no estimate of how much groundwater may be needed to supplement irrigation water
(DEIR p. IV. H-43). Without this information, it is not possible to determine the impacts of the
project on groundwater.
Impact HYDRO-9 and Mitigation Measure HYDRO-9
The entire project site is identified in the ABAG Tsunami evacuation area map. The DEIR does
not describe what assumptions underlie this map and tsunami zone designation, and in which
cases the identified areas may be subject to tsunami hazard (i.e. certain elevations, proximity to
the coast, barriers between the area and the coast, etc.). Doubtlessly, this map does not account
for sea level rise, which it must in order to provide an accurate picture of tsunami hazards to the
proposed development over time.
To sufficiently mitigate adverse impacts from tsunami per the measures proposed in the DEIR,
the project would need to be raised to an elevation greater than the elevations that would be
affected by tsunami (--above the 42 foot contour line +
accounting for sea level rise) and/or
incorporate specific design elements that would withstand such hazards. Given that the highest
elevation on the project sites is 27.7 feet above sea level (and still lies within the tsunami zone),
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and the lowest elevation proposed to be developed on the project sites is 11.29 feet above sea
level, the implication is that the project area proposed to be developed will need to be elevated
up to 16 feet above existing elevation PLUS whatever additional elevation is required to
eliminate the threat of impact from tsunami. If these discrete calculations are not analyzed in the
DEIR, it will not be possible to understand the true visual impacts that would result from
designing to mitigate risk of impact from tsunamis.
Impact UTIL-2 and Mitigation Measure UTIL-2
Given that it is unknown what volume of wastewater effluent will be able to be feasibly treated
using onsite systems, proposed mitigation UTIL-2(a) may result in additional significant impacts
to the environment not considered in this DEIR, such as impacts to surface or groundwater
quality resulting from effluent disposal at a rate greater than can be naturally absorbed by soils.
Failure to consider and mitigate such impacts would be inconsistent with CEQA.
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Impact UTIL-4 and Mitigation Measure UTIL-4
It is inadequate to state that the project will mitigate its questionable ability to comply with State
Health Department and RWQCB standards for recycled water and drain field systems by
complying with State Health Department and RWQCB standards for recycled water and drain
field systems. Clearly, the project’s ability to comply with these standards is in question due to
the current lack of information about the volume of effluent that will be created, the volume of
240-12
wastewater effluent available for reuse and the volume that is able to be reused by the project,
and other important design, operation, and siting considerations. Failing to describe how the
project will meet these standards and assuming that the project will be able to comply with these
standards is not sufficient to mitigate the impact under CEQA. Title 22 standards for recycled
water are challenging to meet and vary depending on the level of treatment and intended use of
the recycled water. If the level of treatment is not commensurate with the intended use,
significant impacts to the environment would occur.
Impact UTIL-5 and Mitigation Measure UTIL-5
The description of the impact identified here, ironically, points out the inadequacy of analysis of
wastewater flow estimates as an impact. The root impact, which is the impact of wastewater
flows, requires additional analysis (as pointed out) before the impact can be fully understood and
appropriately mitigated. As it stands, the mitigation proposed is inadequate; the project plans
need to be revised for full consideration in the DEIR.
Wastewater flows and disposal rates could certainly have significant impacts on the
environment, not the least of which would arise from failing to identify disposal methods with
the capacity to adequately and appropriately dispose of 100% of wastewater created by the
project. As it stands, the DEIR does not fully describe a discreet method of wastewater effluent
disposal, and the DEIR does not present substantive evidence that the wastewater alternatives
described can treat and dispose of all wastewater created by the project.
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Impact UTIL-6 and Mitigation Measure UTIL-6
The proposed mitigation measure must include a requirement that the mitigation prevent sewage
overflows and spills. Lift stations can also be risky, especially due to station failure due to loss of
power. Failure to mitigate the sewage pipeline’s risk of causing overflow would result in an
240-14
unmitigated significant impact.
Alternative collection systems (i.e. pressurized) should also be considered to the extent that they
would convey sewage from the project to the treatment plant and avoid sewage overflows or
spills.
II.
Impacts not identified or mitigated in the DEIR
Project’s ability to withstand flooding: Both parcels lie within the 100-year flood zone mapped
by FEMA (source: http://gis.abag.ca.gov/website/floodplain/viewer.htm
). Although subsequent
documents have been filed which adjust the boundaries of the flood plain and identify the project
area as being outside of the flood plain, these documents likely do not consider future sea level
rise and how this would alter the flood plain boundaries over time. If the effective Base Flood
240-15
Elevation for this area is 8.5 feet, sea level rise of 1.5 feet could presumably place parts of the
project site in the 100-year flood plain within the economic life expectancy of the project.
As such, flooding would cause significant impacts to the project infrastructure, as well as project
components and mitigation measures that discharge or manage stormwater or wastewater. At
minimum, the project must meet FEMA’s requirements for construction within the 100-year
floodplain. As proposed, this project does not meet these minimum requirements.
Sea Level Rise
The DEIR is wholly inadequate to the extent that it does not consider the effects of sea level rise
on hydrology, hazards, or transportation & traffic. In November of 2008, Governor
Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-13-08, directing, among other things, that “all
agencies planning construction projects in areas vulnerable to future sea level rise shall […]
consider sea level rise and […] reduce expected risks and increase resiliency.” This directive
only appears to cover construction projects planned by state agencies. However, the governor’s
intent was clear: the “safety, maintenance, and operational efforts on existing infrastructure
projects are critical to the public safety and economy of the state.”
As a practical matter, the effects of sea level rise could drastically impact the project’s siting,
size, the effectiveness of mitigation measures, and overall project feasibility. These impacts
could be both direct (inundation) and indirect (expansion of flood hazard areas). Recent research
by Dr. Dan Cayan of Scripps Institution of Oceanography projects a sea-level rise of 1.0 m to 1.4
m for the California coast in the next 100 years.
It is important to note that sea level rise will result in more than just inundation; sea level rise
also impacts erosion rates. Since flooding h
azard areas are a function of elevation and proximity
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to flood water sources, sea level rise will significantly change current delineation of flooding
hazard areas.
In the absence of analysis which considers future sea level rise, arguably there are potentially
significant impacts in the categories of hydrology/water quality, biological resources, and
hazards that have not been identified or appropriately mitigated. Specifically, the projects
assumptions of ground and surface water hydrology, delineation of wetlands,
ooding,
fl
and
tsunami need to be evaluated within the context of sea level rise.
Sludge Disposal:
The DEIR is inconsistent in its description of how sludge will be handled and disposed of. In
some instances, the DEIR states that sludge will be disposed of onsite; in other instances, the
sludge will be handled by El Granada Sanitary District; in other areas, the sludge will be hauled
to Ox Mountain Landfill; and some parts of the DEIR propose using some combination of all
three alternatives. A discreet alternative or set of alternatives should be identified and
consistently analyzed throughout the document.
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Although the project proponent proposes to dispose sludge (generated by the WWTP) at Ox
Mountain Landfill, it is unclear whether or not the landfill is allowed to accept sludge or whether
it will agree to accept the sludge. Alternatively, if the project proponent composts the sludge
onsite, it is unclear whether or not the sludge would actually be able to be recycled agriculturally.
Presumably there are regulations about how sludge can be lawfully composted and disposed of,
and other regulations applying to the use of sludge for agricultural purposes. There is no
discussion of what these laws might be or how the project plans to comply with such regulations.
As such, the impact is not adequately described or mitigated.
Sizing of Water Supply and Wastewater Utilities
Although the project does state how much water will be needed to supply the project and does
state a range of wastewater volumes that the project will create, the DEIR does not specify the
actual volume of water that will produced for water supply or the capacity of the wastewater
240-18
components proposed as part of the project. If the water supply produced is greater than what is
needed to serve the project, or if the wastewater treatment plant has a capacity that is larger than
what is needed to serve the proposed project, growth-inducing impacts could exist which were
not examined by the DEIR. Such impacts are required to be identified and mitigated pursuant to
CEQA (CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(d)).
Marine Species
The DEIR dismisses without any analysis the project’s potential impacts on special status
species—including but not limited to the black abalone, white abalone, and Guadalupe fur seal
240-19
(DEIR at IV.D-19)—even though these resources are clearly protected by the San Mateo County
Local Coastal Program (Policies 7.1 and 7.4, at p. IV.D-12 in the DEIR). Despite the
presumption that the project site does not “support habitat used by these species,” the project can
impact these species by contributing increased runoff and pollutants to marine waters.
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III.
F undamental Flaws in the DEIR
Identification of Project Life Expectancy
The DEIR does not identify the life expectancy of the proposed project and, therefore, the
impacts analysis is fundamentally inadequate pursuant to CEQA Guidelines § 15126 which
requires all phases of a project to be considered when evaluating its impact on the environment.
Although operational impacts are considered, they are not considered in the context of a
changing environment. Without identifying a discrete project life expectancy or a planning
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horizon on which to examine impacts and mitigate them, the DEIR lacks a key factor for
determining the range of reasonably foreseeable changes to the environment that the project may
encounter during its operation. Reasonably foreseeable changes in the environment that are
known to change over time include, but are not necessarily limited to: sea level rise, location of
flood hazard areas (due to sea level rise), location of tsunami hazard areas (due to sea level rise),
salt water intrusion of groundwater (due to sea level rise), and inundation of marsh areas (and
any resulting changes of marsh ecology) due to sea level rise.
Inclusion of Facilities Plan
The 2009 Facilities Plan that is repeatedly referenced and relied upon for various analysis and
project descriptions throughout the DEIR should be incorporated into the document as an
appendix. In the absence of incorporating this document or providing specific data from this
document where referenced, the reader is does not have access to necessary information.
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Wastewater Treatment
The project includes construction of an onsite wastewater treatment plant, yet critical details
associated with the design and operation of this plant have not been planned. For example, the
DEIR admits that the final design parameters and sizing have not yet been completed (p. IV.N13). (see above section for related impacts not identified or mitigated)
The San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan requires that, amongst
other things, “a public entity with the financial and legal capability to assure that the
[wastewater] system provides protection to the quality of the waters of the state for the life of the
development” assume the responsibility for the design, construction, operation, maintenance and
monitoring of a sewerage system serving new development
Policy
(
on Discrete Sewerage
240-22
Facilities, pp. 128-129). It is not demonstrated in the DEIR that a public entity that meets these
criteria is willing and/or able to assume the responsibilities enumerated. This must be
demonstrated to determine that the wastewater treatment alternative proposed is actually feasible.
Additionally, the policy on Alternative On-Site Systems in the San Francisco Regional Water
Quality Control Board’s Basin Plan cites that, “While alternative methods [of onsite wastewater
treatment] can afford improved practices, the use of alternative systems is not without
limitations. The site and soil conditions that preclude conventional practices remain and must be
appropriately addressed, since all onsite systems ultimately rely on soil absorption of all or most
of the wastewater generated”(pp. 129-130). Since the DEIR does not adequately describe the
wastewater treatment component, nor does it identify a discreet wastewater treatment project
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(--instead, the DEIR names several potential alternatives for this component), it is not clear that
the onsite wastewater treatment component proposed will be feasible or appropriate given the
soils present, the depth to groundwater, and the proximity to sensitive habitats.
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Groundwater Recharge Project
Nowhere in the DEIR is there a study or other explicit documentation that demonstrates that the
project will be able to feasibly percolate 20,000 gallons of water per day into the groundwater
aquifer. In this respect, the DEIR is impermissibly vague, as a sufficient degree of analysis is not
provided to allow decision makers to intelligently take account of environmental consequences
resulting from the groundwater recharge project. To rectify this deficiency, there needs to be an
analysis which considers the interrelationships of soil types, permeability rates, rate of water
application (in cases of irrigation) and a range of rates of stormwater flows and velocities. More
specifically, the DEIR needs to demonstrate how/if the soils onsite are able to percolate irrigation
and stormwater at whatever rates and velocities they are expected to reasonably occur, in
whatever weather conditions are reasonably expected to occur.

240-23

Recycled Water for Toilet Flushing
The DEIR seems to assume that some amount of wastewater created by toilet flushing would be
treated by the proposed wastewater plant, advanced treated, and then this same amount would be
recycled back into the system for toilet flushing. However, through the treatment process, it
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seems likely that less water would be produced for reuse than the volume of wastewater that sent
to the treatment plant. If so, this means that the demand for potable water to supplement recycled
water used for toilet flushing is greater than zero and should be accounted for in overall potable
water demand.
Water Supply
The DEIR provides multiple descriptions of combinations of water supply components to serve
the project. The DEIR needs to identify and consider the environmental impacts of a discreet
water supply alternative (or multiple discreet alternatives), or it iw
ll otherwise be incomplete and
insufficient.
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IV.
Other Issues
Surface Water Quality at Pillar Point Marsh
On page IV.H-22, the DEIR states that there is limited water quality available for Pillar Point
Marsh, but acknowledges the recent Resource Conservation District study investigating the
240-26
sources of fecal contamination. The extent of contamination is not explicitly mentioned, although
1
intensive sampling of the site has been conducted as part of the study
, but this information is
necessary to determine the appropriate threshold of significance for the project’s impact on the
marsh caused by increased runoff volumes, increases of pollutants in the runoff, and any
1

2009.

Gartside, Ellen. Personal communication via electronic mail. December 17,
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proposed wastewater discharges. This data could show that any increases in pollutant loading to
the marsh would result in a significant impact to the environment.
Environmental Setting for Surface Waters
p. IV. G-19, paragraph two, line seven: “The WWTP would be sized to provide a maximum
monthly treatment capacity of 0.25 million gpd.”
This sentence is confusing. Will the capacity of the plant be 0.25 million gpd (250,000 gpd),
or will the plant capacity be 0.25 million gallons per month? Consider removing the word
“monthly” and adjusting the numerals accordingly to reflect the correct capacity of the plant in
the units “gallons per day”.
Sincerely,
/S/
Sarah Damron
Central California Regional Manager
Surfrider Foundation
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Response to Comment Letter 240
Surfrider Foundation

Response to Comment 240-1
Surfrider is devoted to protecting the world’s oceans, waves and beaches through activism, research and
education.
This statement is introductory. See responses to specific comments below. *
Response to Comment 240-2
The commenter states that the Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 of the DEIR proposes to identify pesticides and
ground water pollutants rather than mitigate their impacts as required by CEQA.
The analysis contained in Impact HAZ-2 is based on the Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for the
Big Wave Site (Phase I ESA), prepared by Treadwell & Rollo, March 26, 2007 (refer to Appendix G of
the DEIR). The Phase I ESA was performed in general conformance with guidelines of the American
Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) E 1527-05, Standard Practice for Environmental Site
Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process, November 2005. As stated on page IV. G22 of the DEIR, the Phase I ESA found no evidence to suggest a material threat of hazardous substances
release onto the project site.
Also, as stated on pages IV. G-22 and 23, the section includes an analysis of quarterly groundwater
samples from the Corona, Culebra, and Retiro Wells located on these properties, which revealed historic
detections of PCE and TCE (chlorinated solvents) in groundwater that steadily decreased from 1994 to
2003. Based on the lack of detections in the Retiro Well and significant decreases in PCE and TCE
concentrations in groundwater from the Corona and Culebra Wells, the San Mateo County Health
Department indicated that the migration of chlorinated solvents onto the project site is unlikely.
Therefore, this does not qualify as a recognized environmental condition, and the impact associated with
these properties would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required.
Based on the aforementioned research and analysis contained in Impact HAZ-2, impacts related to the
release of hazardous materials is less than significant. As stated within section Impact HAZ-2 of the
DEIR, the environmental site condition identified by the Phase I study generally does not represent a
threat to human health or the environment and generally would not be the subject of an enforcement
action. Therefore, this does not qualify as a recognized environmental condition, the impact is less than
significant, and no mitigation measures are required. The Phase II ESA is only a recommendation and
compliance is not required in order to mitigate any potential significant effect of the project within the
meaning of CEQA.
*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Response to Comment 240-3
The commenter states that the DEIR does not address tsunami evacuation.
Please refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards.
Response to Comment 240-4
The commenter states Impact HYDRO-4 is not fully evaluated or fully mitigated because the applicant
has not prepared a drainage report. Impact HYDRO-1 cannot be fully defined and may be potentially
significant and may warrant mitigation.
The Grading, Drainage and Utility Plans are provided in Figures III-25 and III-26 of the DEIR. The
drainage proposal is clarified in Section III of the FEIR. All subsurface wastewater disposal has been
eliminated from the project, including the three drainfields. Both properties would include drainage
systems that collect water from rooftops and terminate in detention areas in pervious paved areas to allow
for infiltration. Mitigation Measure HYDRO-4 minimizes impacts to drainage patterns by requiring the
preparation of a drainage report and plan to the County. In doing so, the mitigation measure applies
performance standards (required drainage plan compliance with County Drainage Policy and NPDES
requirements), thereby mitigating any potential significant effect of the project.
Response to Comment 240-5
The commenter states that the DEIR incorrectly characterizes the impact of HYDRO-2 by anticipating
that groundwater recharge with the project will be similar to existing recharge since impervious areas
will be drained to pervious areas.
Page IV.H-51 of the DEIR states that all walkways and parking lots will be permeable concrete. Section
III.B of the FEIR clarifies that impacts discussed in the DEIR related to wastewater disposal in leachfields
and surface runoff drainage to wetlands via rain gardens, including potential groundwater and surface
water contamination, have been further reduced. Instead of flowing to rain gardens located within the
restored wetland areas, rainwater from surfaces and roof gutters will be directed to underground storage
systems below the parking lot. Roof runoff will be directed through a piped storage system below the
parking lots that are sized for a 10-year storm. Likewise, all surface water in the parking lot would be
absorbed into the permeable pavers and directed into the same system. See Section III.B of the FEIR for
additional information.
Response to Comment 240-6
The commenter states that the storm drainage system is designed to handle only 2 and 10 year storms
which accounts for about 9% of all storm events. Thus, the impacts of runoff are significant.
This statement is incorrect. In being designed to handle the 10-year storm, the system would not result in
runoff more than once every 10 years. The current conditions allow run off to occur for every storm.

The commenter states a great concern that no modeling of the storm drainage system has occurred.
Storm drain modeling was prepared by Schaaf and Wheeler in Technical Appendix H of the DEIR and
includes the Hydrologic Analysis for the Big Wave Project. Additional calculations are provided in
Section III.B of this FEIR, as an addition to Appendix H of the DEIR.
The commenter states that proposed mitigations such as pervious pavement have not demonstrated their
feasibility. Therefore, Impact HYDRO-3 remains unmitigated and significant.
As described in the DEIR and clarified in Section III.B of the FEIR, the project stormwater treatment and
infiltration system design is based on criteria from San Mateo County and NPDES.
The commenter states that the NPDES Provision C.3 requirements call for 100% of runoff to be treated
by the project and therefore Mitigation HYDRO-3 is inadequate.
The Hydro Modification Plan (HMP) as described in Provision C.3 requires that the additional runoff by
the project be managed to avoid increases in stream channel flow and degradation of water quality. As
described in Section III.B of the FEIR, the project complies with Provision C.3 and would not result in
surface runoff below a 10-year interval. No additional mitigation is necessary.
Response to Comment 240-7
The commenter states that there is no drainage report and it is impossible to speculate whether or not the
drainage plan will mitigate impacts of drainage and flooding to a less than significant level. The
commenter asserts a drainage report must be issued to satisfy CEQA.
Refer to Response to Comment 240-4.
The commenter states that the 15% -22% impervious surfaces will cause significant impacts to runoff.
Page IV. H-42 states that newly created impervious area would cover a moderate (13 to 22%) part of the
entire project site. As clarified in Section III. B of the FEIR, all roof runoff is designed to be infiltrated,
thereby generating no runoff more than once every 10 years. Drainage is no longer directed to rain
gardens located within the restored wetland areas.
The commenter quotes the language in the County Storm Water Permits regarding “increases in runoff”
and the effect this can have on erosion potential. The commenter states that the project is not an exempt
watershed and that an increase in runoff must be appropriately mitigated.
As clarified in Section III. B of the FEIR, all roof runoff is designed to be infiltrated, thereby generating
no runoff more than once every 10 years. Refer to Response to Comment 240-4 to 240-6 for more
information.
Response to Comment 240-8

The commenter states that BMPs required by Mitigation Measure HYDRO -5 promote infiltration of
stormwater. The commenter states that modeling in the context of a hydrological study prior to the
preparation of a SWPPP is required.
Page 8 of the hydrological analysis (TM#1) performed by Schaaf and Wheeler in Appendix H of the
DEIR identifies that a Rational Method model was used for the calculation of hydraulic flows. For the
purpose of this EIR, the analysis contained in TM#1 and Section IV.H of the DEIR is adequate to
determine that the normal use of BMPs is feasible to reduce project impact to surface water runoff quality
to a less than significant level.
The commenter notes that the surface soils have a permeability of .6 to 2.0 inches per hour and has
standing water during the rainy season. The commenter also states that the project will increase
impermeable surface pollutants; therefore, it may not be adequate to merely reduce stormwater flows to
existing levels.
Appendix F of the DEIR includes the boring logs for 23 borings. The boring logs show an impermeable
clay layer of 12 to 18 inches above permeable soils. As stated in Section III.B of the DEIR, the project
will comply with Mitigation Measure GEO-7 by removing the top 12 to 18 inches of clay and replacing
this layer with permeable soils and gravel. The applicant proposes under-drains beneath the parking lots
to divert roof runoff into the permeable soils and to divert parking lot infiltration away from the buildings.
As stated in Response to Comment 240-6, the project reduces the total runoff levels from the existing
levels. It should also be noted that the infiltration system is an aerobic system that will treat organic
materials in storm water prior to that water entering the ground water table.
The commenter states that the BMP will not reduce the potential for pollutants reaching the surface
waters.
As stated in Response to Comment 240-6, there is no surface water runoff for all storms below a 10-year
interval. Storms that exceed this level usually occur after the surfaces have been cleaned and flushed. As
stated in Impact HYDRO-5, project impact to surface water runoff quality would be reduced to a less than
significant level with mitigation.
The commenter states that TMDLs and Maximum Chemical Levels (MCLs for the receiving water limits)
identified by the RWQCB are the appropriate threshold of significance and are not pre-development
levels. The presence of pesticides in the agricultural soils may cause a violation of these limits.
As discussed in Impact HYDRO-5, Mitigation Measure HYDRO-5 would mitigate potential impacts to
surface water runoff quality from pollutants other than sediment which might typically degrade
surface-water quality during project construction, such as petroleum products (gasoline, diesel, kerosene,
oil, and grease), hydrocarbons from asphalt paving, paints, and solvents, detergents, nutrients (fertilizers),
pesticides (insecticides, fungicides, herbicides, rodenticides), and litter, to a less than significant level.
As mentioned in Response to Comment 240-8 and the attached 90% Design Report for the Wetlands
Restoration, the project provides a reduction in surface runoff and improves biochemical characteristics of
the soil for improved pollutant removal through particle retention and detention.

Response to Comment 240-9
The commenter states that project impacts to groundwater are impermissibly vague and should include
the volume of water pumped, the water quality, and the amount of wastewater discharged.
According to the DEIR, the estimated wastewater flows from the project are approximately 26,000
gallons per day.1 The applicant proposes to treat all 26,000 gpd through an on-site membrane bioreactor
(MBP) wastewater treatment facility designed to meet the requirements of Title 22 of the California Code
of Regulations. As described in Section III. B of the FEIR and in Topical Response 15, Project Potable
and Recycled Water Demand, the applicant plans to recycle up to 16,000 gpd through toilet flushing and
surface and solar panel washdown uses and use the remaining 10,000 gpd for on-site landscape watering.
Therefore, under normal conditions, no wastewater will be directed to the GSD system. However, the
applicant proposes to connect to the GSD sewer system for 8 equivalent dwelling units (EDUs), where 8
EDUs is equivalent to 1,768 gallons per day, for the discharge of unused Title 22-treated water, as
needed.2 The applicant also proposes an emergency connection to provide for a back-up wastewater
management system in the instance that the on-site wastewater treatment systems fails or is over capacity.
The well is described on page IV.N-23 of the DEIR. The DEIR states on page IV.N-33 that the potable
water demand is 10,000 gallons per day (11-acre feet per year). As stated in the Technical Memorandum
#1 (TM #1), dated May 15, 2009, prepared by Schaaf & Wheeler (included in Appendix H of the DEIR),
the groundwater withdrawals for the project will be less than existing withdrawals for agricultural
production, reducing the amount of net groundwater withdrawals. Also, projected groundwater pumpage
volumes are expected to fall well below the threshold of significance for either normal or drought-year
conditions. Therefore, impacts to the local and regional aquifers would be less than significant. In
summary, TM #1 states that hydrologic impacts to the Pillar Point Marsh based on conditions in the entire
marsh watershed appear to be minor. Also, refer to Topical Response 15, Project Potable and Recycled
Water Demand.
The commenter states that in the absence of a hydrological report, proper mitigation cannot be proposed.
TM #1, prepared by Schaaf & Wheeler is included in Appendix H of the DEIR.
The commenter states that LCP Section 2.33 requires the project to participate in the groundwater study
that impacts the Pillar Point Marsh and accept the restrictions of the study.
The County is completing the ground study. The project will accept any restrictions. The ground water
study shows that approximately 500 acre feet/year of ground water pass under and through the marsh.
The commenter states that there is no estimate on how much groundwater will be needed to supplement
irrigation water, and without this information it is impossible to calculate the impacts to groundwater.

1

Project water demand calculation is provided in Table IV.N-2 on Page IV.N-33 of the DEIR.
EDUs are used to calculate the connection fee charged by the Granada Sanitary District. Taxes for
eight (8) EDUs have been assessed by GSD to the property. One (1) EDU is equivalent to 221 gallons
per day.
2

Refer to Response to Comment 240-9.
Response to Comment 240-10
The commenter states that the DEIR does not include the assumptions underlying the ABAG tsunami
evacuation map associated with Mitigation HYDRO--9. The commenter asserts that it should account for
sea level rise and states that the evacuation/inundation level should be at elevation 47 feet instead of 42
to include the impacts of sea level rise.
Page IV.H-19 provides a detailed description of tsunami conditions. Regarding project design
considerations for tsunami and sea level rise, refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards and
Responses to Comment Letter 162.
Response to Comment 240-11
The commenter states that without knowing the volume of wastewater to be treated, the impacts of
treating the wastewater cannot be determined including the impacts to surface and groundwater.
Refer to Response to Comment 240-9.
Response to Comment 240-12
The commenter questions the project’s ability to comply with the Health Department and RWQCB
Standards for recycled water and drain field systems.
As described on page IV.N-12, the proposed MBR plant proposed for the project would be constructed by
Enviroquip, using processes and equipment recognized by CDPH as compliant with Title 22 requirements
for tertiary recycled water. The drainfields have been eliminated from the proposal and any excess
treated wastewater or water not meeting Title 22 will be discharged into the GSD sewer system.
Response to Comment 240-13
The commenter again states that the wastewater flow estimates are inadequate.
Refer to Response to Comment 240-9.
Response to Comment 240-14
The commenter states that Impact UTIL-6 must require mitigation to prevent sewage overflows and spills.
The applicant indicates that the sewer line can be bored under the creek without pumping. Sewer line
improvements would be subject to Granada Sanitary District review and approval during the permitting
process.
Response to Comment 240-15

The commenter states that the project is within the 100 -year flood zone.
As shown on Figure IV.H-6, both sites lie outside the 100-year flood zone based on the LOMA line. As
described in Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards, project first floor elevations are based on a Base
Flood Elevation (BFE) of 8.5 feet NGVD (refer to pages IV.H-17 and 18 and Figure IV.H-6 of the
DEIR), a maximum recorded wave run-up elevation of 14.35 feet NGVD in 273 years, and a highest
projected sea level rise over the next century of 5 feet from the current mean high tide. (Currently, mean
high tide is at 3.49 feet NGVD.) Project elevations are over 5 feet above the highest of these levels
(tsunami at 14.35 feet NGVD).
Response to Comment 240-16
The commenter states that the project does not consider the impacts of sea level rise. The commenter
states that sea level rise could drastically impact the project siting etc. The commenter states that at a
minimum the project must meet the FEMA requirements for construction within the 100 year flood plain.
The commenter states that sea level rise will increase erosion and change the current delineation of
flooding hazards. Again the commenter states that in the absence of considering sea level rise, there
could be significant impacts that include flooding, delineation of wetlands, and tsunami destruction.
Refer to Response to Comment 240-15.
Response to Comment 240-17
The commenter questions whether or not Ox Mountain will accept sewage sludge produced by the water
recycling system. The commenter also questions whether the sludge will be able to be recycled
agriculturally.
The proposed recycling system produces 10 pounds of sludge per day. The project has a goal of recycling
over 90% of its waste. The proposed system for sludge handling is worm composting with paper and
food waste. Composting will be subject to the permit requirements of the Regional Board. If composting
is not approved, sludge will be hauled to Ox Mountain or disposed of by Sea Coast Disposal, as described
in Section IV.N.3 of the DEIR.
Response to Comment 240-18
The commenter again states the amount of wastewater produced is unknown and states that the DEIR
does not state the amount of water produced or the capacity of the wastewater system. According to the
commenter, If the systems are oversized they will have growth inducing impacts.
Please refer to Response to Comment 240-9.
Response to Comment 240-19
The commenter states that the project fails to analyze potential impacts from project runoff to the black
and white abalone and Guadalupe fur seal.

As clarified in Section III. B of the FEIR, all roof runoff is designed to be infiltrated, thereby generating
no runoff more than once every 10 years. Refer to Response to Comment 240-4 to 240-6 for more
information.
Response to Comment 240-20
The commenter states that the project does not identify a project life expectancy and how the project may
be impacted by environmental change including salt water intrusion into the aquifer and sea level rise.
As described in Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazard, the project is designed for the 200 year Tsunami
event and the 100 year maximum sea level rise. The project is currently supplied by a well but intends to
connect to a municipal source when available.
Response to Comment 240-21
The commenter requests for the 2009 Facilities Plan to be included into the EIR as an appendix.
The DEIR and FEIR contain the current project description. The applicant’s Facilities Plan has been
available since project application at the County Planning and Building Department.
Response to Comment 240-22
The commenter states that the details of the water recycling plant are inadequate. The commenter states
that the project must comply with the policies of the RWQCB.
Details adequate for impact evaluation are provided in the DEIR on page III-54, IV.N-15 and in Impact
UTIL-4 of the DEIR. Additional design details are provided in Section III.B of the FEIR, as an addition
to Appendix K of the DEIR. The system is required to comply with applicable local, state and Federal
laws, as required by Mitigation Measure UTIL-4. As clarified in Section III of the FEIR, recycled water
will be used on-site for building uses (e.g., toilet flushing, solar panel and surface washing) and for
irrigation, with the excess recycled water discharged into the municipal sewage system.
The commenter states concern about the soil type, depth of ground water and proximity of sensitive
habitats.
As stated on page IV.N-14 of the DEIR, the wastewater system for the project is planned to serve the
Wellness Center and Office Park properties, which will be under separate ownership. As a consequence
of serving multiple dischargers under separate ownership, the wastewater system will be classified a
“community system”. However, due to the elimination of on-site discharge and disposal of sewage, the
system is no longer considered a “discrete sewerage system” as defined by the RWQCB. All wastewater
will be treated to Title 22 requirements and recycled on-site. Any excess treated wastewater or
wastewater not meeting Title 22 requirements will be disposed of through the proposed GSD connection.
Therefore, this regulation no longer applies to the project.
Response to Comment 240-23

The commenter states that nowhere in the DEIR is it stated that the project will be able to infiltrate
20,000 gallons of water per day into the aquifer.
As described in Section III, the project is not designed to infiltrate treated wastewater but only rain water
from building rooftops and parking lots. As described in the DEIR and clarified in Section III.B of the
FEIR, the project stormwater treatment and infiltration system design is based on criteria from San Mateo
County and NPDES. Storage system below the parking lots will be sized for a 10-year storm. See
Section III.B of the FEIR for additional information.
Response to Comment 240-24
The commenter states that the amount of recycled water created by toilet flushing will be less than the
amount sent to the treatment plant. The commenter asserts that this raises the demand for potable water
to greater than zero and it should be accounted for in the overall potable water demand.
Refer to Topical Response 15, Project Potable and Recycled Water Demand.
Response to Comment 240-25
The commenter states that the DEIR provides multiple combinations of water supply alternatives and the
EIR must be more specific.
As described by the DEIR and clarified in Section III.A of the FEIR, the project will use an on-site well
and water treatment system to provide water for domestic purposes, and a wastewater treatment and
recycling system to provide water for toilet flushing and other non-potable purposes. Water for fire
protection and emergency domestic backup will be obtained by securing a municipal connection to the
Coastside County Water District (CCWD) or on-site water storage, or a combination of both.
Response to Comment 240-26
The commenter states that more information on the surface water quality at the Pillar Point Marsh is
required to assess the project impacts on the water quality of Pillar Point Marsh.
Existing surface water quality at Pillar Point Marsh is provided on page IV.H-22 of the DEIR. This
section states that water quality is degraded due to sediment from surrounding area, urban runoff and
chemicals from agricultural practices in the area. Fecal contamination is identified as a continual
problem. As revised, the project does not propose to discharge stormwater or untreated wastewater into
the marsh. The project also proposes to convert existing conventional farming to organic farming.
Response to Comment 240-27
The commenter is concerned that the DEIR states on page IV.6-19 that the monthly treatment capacity is
0.25 million gallons per month and should be corrected to 0.25 million gallons per day.
As stated in Section III.B of the FEIR, as an addition to Appendix K of the DEIR, treatment capacity is
0.25 Maximum Monthly Flow (MGD).

Comment Letter No. 241

"Terrence Goss <texterry@pacbell.net> 12/24/2009 1:17 PM
Camille Leung, Planner
San Mateo Planning Department
Subject: Big Wave DEIR
Dear Camille,
I support the needs of the developmentally disabled, I have read the DEIR, and I noted
that all areas in the DEIR had less than significant impact.
The Big Wave project is a long needed and very welcome addition to our community.
As you well know, our coastal community has long suffered from obstructionists to any
improvement in our coastal infrastructure. Constructive improvements to our coastal
community are critical to our future, especially in these trying times.
Please support the Big Wave project for the sake of our coastal community.
Terry Gossett
Moss Beach, California

241-1

Response to Comment Letter 241
Terry Gossett

Response to Comment 241-1
The commenter expresses their support for the project.
Comment is noted. *

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Comment Letter No. 242

1001 Ocean Blvd.
Moss Beach, CA 94038
December 24, 2009
San Mateo County Planning Dept.
Attn: Camille Leung, Planner
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94036
RE: Big Wave Project DEIR
Dear Planning Department:
We live in the Seal Cove area and are neighbors of the proposed Big Wave Project. We
appreciate the massive environmental impact report that was done, but like many of our
neighbors we are concerned about several aspects of the report and the proposed project.
We know that many people have submitted detailed technical questions, as well as
pointing out inconsistencies and inaccuracies in the analyses that have been performed so
far. It is very important to see the answers to these critiques before any final
recommendations or decisions are made.
We are fully supportive of meeting the needs of the mentally disabled on the Coastside,
both personally because we have a grown son with mental disabilities, and because of the
general well-being of our entire community. We would appreciate the opportunity to
have a public meeting where everyone could really focus discussion on the zoning, size,
traffic, environmental, and other related issues. Unfortunately, it seems to us that the
DEIR meetings that have been held to date have focused far too much on the need for
services for the mentally disabled, which has already been widely-recognized.

242-1

242-2

We have a number of concerns about the project, but want to emphasize five that are
most important to us:
•

•
•

•

Uncertainty about whether the wellness center will ever be built. We
recommend that the county insist upon a written guarantee that the wellness
center will be built and maintained permanently, if the commercial buildings are
built. We are concerned that the building time could take 15 years with the
wellness center uncertain until the very end of that period.
The overall scale of the project, including the size and height of the buildings.
To the extent that the county has authority to limit these, we recommend doing
so to maintain better consistency with the other development in the area.
Traffic impacts and mitigation measures. Airport Avenue is a rural road with no
sidewalks. It will need significant upgrades to safely handle the greatly
increased traffic this would bring. In addition, the intersection of Cypress Road
and Route 1 should have a stop light added early on.
Water supply and wastewater treatment. The coast has very limited water
resources already, and is currently conducting a groundwater study. This project

242-3

242-4

242-5

242-6

•

should not be allowed to tap into the aquifer for its water supply without an
affirmative determination by the county and the appropriate water authorities
that there are sufficient resources to support the project without significant
impacts on other users in the area.
Earthquake and tsunami safety. There should be protection and response
features of the development that exceed normal levels because of the special
needs population that is planned to be housed at the wellness facility, located in
an area that is highly vulnerable to both earthquake and tsunami hazards.

Thank you for the staff time and effort this involves and we look forward to further
discussions.
Sincerely,

TJ Glauthier and Brigid O’Farrell

242-6

242-7

Response to Comment Letter 242
TJ Glauthier & Brigid O’Farrell
Response to Comment 242-1
The commenter provides an introduction.
This statement is introductory. See responses to specific comments below. *
Response to Comment 242-2
The commenter provides another introductory statement.
This statement is introductory. See responses to specific comments below. *
Response to Comment 242-3
The commenter expresses uncertainty about whether the Wellness Center will be built.
The Wellness Center is proposed to be constructed immediately after project entitlements are granted.
For construction phasing, refer to Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park.
Response to Comment 242-4
The commenter requests height limitations for the project.
As stated in Section III.B of the FEIR, the proposed project would be designed and constructed in
conformance with all applicable development regulations of the Community Design Manual and would
be subject to Design Review by the County’s Coastside Design Review Officer. Therefore, impacts
would be less than significant and no mitigation measures are required. However, the following
recommended mitigation measure has been added to improve compliance with the design review
requirement:
New Recommended Mitigation Measure LU-4
The applicant shall comply with the recommendations of the County’s Coastside Design Review Officer
to implement changes to the Office Park buildings that improve consistency with applicable policies of
the LCP and the Community Design Manual, prior to the project approval by the Planning Commission.
Design overlays for the Office Park, as reviewed and approved by the Coastside Design Review Officer,
are provided in Figure E of the FEIR.
Response to Comment 242-5

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

The commenter requests traffic upgrades for Airport Road and the corner of Cypress and Highway 1.
Refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts. The applicant proposes a 10-foot wide Class 1
sidewalk along Airport Road. Existing road conditions were studied in the traffic report prepared for this
project; no improvements other than those required by Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 were required to
mitigate project construction and operational traffic impacts.
Response to Comment 242-6
The commenter states that the project needs an affirmative determination by the County and appropriate
water authorities proving that there is a sufficient water supply.
In regard to water, refer to Response to Comment 193-11. In regard to sewage, refer to Response to
Comment 193-12.
Response to Comment 242-7
The commenter states that additional mitigation measures concerning earthquake and tsunami activity
should be required considering the disposition of the residents.
Refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards and Topical Response 10, Final Geotechnical Report.

Comment Letter No. 243

243-1

Response to Comment Letter 243
State Clearinghouse

Response to Comment 243-1

The commenter states that the project has complied with the State Clearinghouse requirements.
This letter from the State Clearinghouse has been included for reference purposes. No response is
required. *

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of Commenters.
The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of decision-making bodies in
reviewing the project.

Comment Letter No. 244

244-1

244-2

244-3

244-4

244-4

244-5
244-6

244-7

Response to Comment Letter 244
Department of Transportation

Response to Comment 244-1
The commenter provides a brief introduction and notes that her comments are in addition to previous
comments that still apply.
This statement is introductory. See responses to specific comments below. *
Response to Comment 244-2
The commenter requests that the Traffic Impact Study (TIS) be augmented to include traffic volumes
during the summer season, and update the January counts during the high season.
Please refer to revised Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 of Section III.B of the FEIR, which requires a new
traffic report to be submitted upon occupancy of every 60,000 sq. ft. of office space, until full project
occupancy, and to require traffic reports to be submitted bi-annually after full project occupancy. Also,
the revised mitigation measure addresses traffic conditions at the Highway 1 and Cypress Avenue
intersection, along with the following additional intersections to evaluate if they maintain a LOS level
“C” or better: Airport Street and Stanford/Cornell (Study Intersection 3 of DEIR), Broadway and
Prospect Way (Study Intersection 2), Prospect Way and Capistrano (Study Intersection 1), and State
Route 1 and Capistrano (Study Intersection 8). The revised mitigation measure shortens the timeframe
for the implementation of the recommendations of the traffic report, including signal installation, from 5
years to 1 year of the date of the report.
Response to Comment 244-3
The commenter requests a more detailed map that would provide a better visual orientation of the
project, and should include SR 1, SR 92, Interstate 280, other major roadways, the HMB Airport, and
other landmarks.
Comment is noted. Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) presents a narrative discussion including
roadways and landmarks listed by the commenter.
Response to Comment 244-4
The commenter notes that the Traffic Impact Study shows conflicting traffic numbers in Table IV.M-5,
Table IV.M-8, and Table IV.M-11 for Intersections 1, 3, 4, and 5.

*

The comment does not identify a significant environmental issue for which CEQA requires a response by the Lead
Agency. Refer to Topical Response 3, Standards for Responses to Comments and Focus of Review of
Commenters. The comment is noted for the record and is included in the FEIR for the consideration of
decision-making bodies in reviewing the project.

Based on a phone conversation between County Planning staff and Gary Black, President of Hexagon
Transportation Consultants, Inc., on October 13, 2010, due to the use of weighted averages, average delay
can actually decrease with the addition of Background Traffic to Existing Traffic or with the addition of
Project Traffic to Background Traffic if traffic is added to a movement with low delay (i.e., off peak
direction). No correction to Table IV.M-5, Table IV.M-8, and Table IV.M-11 is needed.
Response to Comment 244-5
The commenter requests the names of the responsible funding partners and timeline for all traffic
mitigation measures.
As stated in revised Mitigation Measure TRANS-1, the timeframe for the implementation of the
recommendations of the traffic report, including signal installation, is shortened from 5 years to 1 year of
the date of the report. The mitigation measure states that the applicant shall coordinate with Caltrans to
pay a fair share for the installation of a signal as necessary to ensure that the signal will be installed within
1 year of the date of that report. In the time it takes to meet the signal warrant, the County may require
other pending developments that would contribute traffic to the affected intersection to become “fair
share” funding partners.
Response to Comment 244-6
The commenter requests traffic and queuing analysis for the SR 1/Capistrano intersection with proposed
signalization. Who will fund the signalization?
Refer to Response to Comment 244-5. Prior to the installation of a traffic signal, a queuing analysis will
be completed. The project is phased over 20 years and subsequent traffic analyses may not require a
signal at Cypress Avenue or Capistrano Road.
Response to Comment 244-7
The commenter advises that all work that encroaches onto the state ROW requires an encroachment
permit that is issued by the DOT, and provides steps to do so. Traffic mitigation measures should be
incorporated into the construction plans during this process.
Comment is noted.

Comment Letter No. 245

245-1

Response to Comment Letter 245
Wittwer & Parking, LLP., Jonathan Wittwer

This comment provides a correction to the December 22, 2009 letter from the Granada Sanitary District.
Comment is noted. Refer to Response to Comment Letter 209.

