














) ) Big Wabe traffic study question
Hi camille,

I have a question about the traffic study for Big Wave--not so much on the content
of the study but about the study's "status."

Basically I'm _trying to determine if this is now, or will be, the "official" study
used_to fulfill the requirements of the EIR. In other words, is this the study we
should be concentrating on or is there another, substitute one, coming soon?

If this is the study that counts as far as the EIR goes then I have a few questions
regrading the process of how this study came to be the "official" study.

1) I know the study was done in 2008 but I'm not clear on when it was submitted to
your department. Is it date stamped as to when you received it?

2) Also, did the Big wave folks request that this study be used as
the "official" one at that time or did they make that request at some Tlater point
(and if so, when)?

3) Finally, when did your department approve that this study would suffice for the
purposes of the EIR.

Thanks for your help!
--Darin

Darin Boville
Montara Fog
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Fwd Comments on Big Wave project facilities plan

>>> "Darin Boville" <darin@darinboville.com> 2/20/2009 11:55 AM >>>
Darin Boville

PO 370120

Montara, California, 94037

February 20, 2009

Camille Leung

Planning Manager

Sam Mateo County Planning Department
Redwood City, cCalifornia

Dear Ms. Leung,

I am writing to offer feedback on the Big wave project facilities plan. I recognize
that the project is early in the approval process but feel that feedback by the
community now, if communicated and responded to by the developer, would increase the
project's chances for eventual success.

The Big wave proposal is one to build a 75,000 sq. foot "wellness Center" which
encompasses forty small residences for developmentally disabled individuals and an
additional twenty such residences for staff. The buildings will also include
recreational and other facilities.

The project is unique in that it proposes to financially support the wellness Center
with rents from a large office complex abutting the wellness Center. This office
complex will encompass 225,000 sq. feet of space in four buildings.

The Big wave project presents an interesting yet highly frustrating combination of
good intentions and as yet unresolved problems. The unresolved problems are at a
high level and speak to the core structure of the project. It is difficult to see
how these issues can

e resolved without a significant rethinking of the project on the part

of the applicant.

Issue #1: The size of the project.

I have had the opportunity to attend all but one of the Big wave informational
meetings over the past few years and have carefully read

the information on their web page (www.bigwaveproject.org).
Unfortunately the meetings failed to communicate the immensity of the

proposed structures. Indeed, the web page says nothing about the size

of the buildings. (Update: In the past few days the Big wWave website has been
updated with a architectural drawing of the office

building.)

You can imagine my surprise then when I read through the recently published
facilities plan and discovered:

? The office park contained 225,000 sq. feet of office space.
ToO
help put this number into context consider the total square footage of
all existing office space on the coast (including Half Moon Bay), also

about 225,000 sq. feet (a number confirmed by applicant Jeff Peck at the February
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) Fwd Comments on Big Wave project facilities plan
11th Midcoast Community Council Meeting). Big Wave--a single project--would
effectively double the total amount of office space on the coastside.

? The office park buildings are over fifty feet high, two hundred feet
long, and eighty feet deep--and there are four such buildings.
They do not have slanted roofs but instead are box-Tike structures and

this have immense b=visual "weight." I believe these structures would

be the second tallest structures on the entire San Mateo Coast.

? The overall project comes in at 300,000 square feet. This would make it
the largest project by square footage ever built on the Sam Mateo County coast. Its
volume is greater than that of one hundred and

twenty regular-sized, two-story houses.

? The project 1is sited with industrial buildings on one side--the largest
of which is about thirty-four feet tall, although most are smaller. On the other
side of the site i s a mobile home park (permanent residences) made up of small,
one-story structures. The Big

wave project, due to its tremendous size and the heavy "visual weight"

of its large, box-like, flat-roof design, will tower over the nearby structures. The
size of the Big wave project is grossly out of character for the neighborhood of the
site.

This site is simply the wrong site for a project of this magnitude.
The buildings are far too large for the site, for the surrounding neighborhood, and
for the coastside.

Issue #2: Parking and Traffic

The Big wave site_is built to maximum density. There is no leftover room for a
picnic area let alone additional parking. As it is the plan

calls for approximately seven hundred parking spaces. It suggest approximately 4000
additional trips per day would be generated by this

facility. unfortunately, very large structure cannot but be accompanied by very
large traffic issues.

? The facilities plan calls for approximately seven hundred parking spaces,
which just meets the needs of the structures as computed by the applicant. However,
the applicant has used highly optimistic assumptions in those computations, assuming
a favorable mix of uses for the structures which result in the end in a greatly
reduced need for parking spaces from the maximum. Re-computing the parking
requirements with more likely assumptions (i.e a higher percentage of

office space, less storage, etc.) leads to a much higher number of required parking
spaces--approximately double the number of parking spaces--1400--would be required
if most of the business park was leased or sold as offices.

Note that due to the site's location there is no additional parking
available and no additional land upon which to build additional parking. Room for
the required parking spaces must be found on the Big
wave property itself. This is a major issue.

? There is no direct access to the Big wave property. Only two routes
present themselves. One is to wind your way through the narrow

Page 2



] Fwd Comments on Big wave project facilities plan.
streets of Princeton Harbor until you reach Airport Road. Another is to come down
through Cypress Avenue in Moss Beach--another narrow road

with a bridge that can barely hold two cars side-by-side.

Cypress Aveune, according to residents at the recent MCC meeting, is a road
that carries approximately 200 cars a day (that sounds about right given the small
number of residences accessed by that road). ] ]

Even if you assume that only half of the newly %engrated Big wave traffic would go
down Cypress that would still result in a tenfold increase in traffic. The harbor
roads see roughly similar levels of traffic as Cypress. They would also see a
ten-fold increase in cars each day.

Morning rush hour, Tunch hour, and evening rush hour would see
traffic levels unheard of outside of the Third world.

The developer dismissed concerns about traffic at the recent MCC
meeting saying that they'd have a traffic engineer look at it. I think
the problem is much more serious, and much more obvious than that and
should be addressed as early in the process as possible.

) ? The property 1is located in a Tsunami and flood zone, and actually abuts a
major earthquake fault. You can't get any closer than that!
Evacuation plans call for evacuees to travel north to Cypress Avenue and then to
access Highway One. I simply cannot imagine how this would
be possible in any reasonable amount of time with so many cars.
Issue #3: The Tocation 1is a poor one for the project's primary purpose.

The heart of the project is to support up to forty developmentally disabled
individuals. This is an honorable goal and one the community

desires as well. However, the location of the project, in_terms of serving the needs
of these residents, is a poor one. In fact, it is difficult to think of worse
choices on the Midcoast or in Half Moon Bay.

? The facilities plan says that the residents will, in ge neral, not drive.
However, the site is located well away from shopping, restaurants, recreational
activities, and away from the population of
the coastside in general. (Limited retail areas do exist in the harbor

but those are Tocated near Highway One at the front of the harbor area--Big Wave is
located way at the back of the harbor area, past all

of the industrial buildings).

? Big wave is located immediately adjacent to what is generally considered
to be the highest crime area on the coastside. There are no

plans for security at the Big wave wellness Center.

? Big wave is Tocated immediately next to and along the incoming flight
path for airplanes landing at the Half Moon Bay airport (both propeller and small
jet aircraft). This will present a constant and uncontrollable source of loud,
disruptive noise that may be highly inappropriate for some members of the
developmentally disabled community.
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) ~ Fwd Comments on Big wWave project facilities plan
Suggestions for improvements

The above commentary may sound terribly negative--and I guess it is.
The project has significant flaws in conception and in planning. But the core idea
is a good one--helping the developmentally disabled to live independently.

with that in mind I would Tike to make the following suggestions aimed

at addressing these problems head on with an eye to ward better serving the
residents of this community.

1) The office park is far too large and will 1likely struggle to find

tenants. Existing office space is no where near capacity. There is little demand for
office space, even before the recent economic downturn, let alone a doubling of
capacity. I suggest that the developer re-site the office portion of the complex 1in
a location where economic demand exists for such a building and where building such
a structure would not be out of character with its Tocal environment.

There is no physical or conceptual reason why the office space has to

be Tocated geographically next to_the wellness Center. Locate the office_site
over-the-hill where it can be built and can make good money--keep the wellness
center on the coastside to serve the residents.

2) Resite the wellness Center near downtown H§1f Moon Bay. While there are no
candidate sites where a_large office complex_might be built there are several
candidate sites available for the smaller wellness Center--and given the recent
economic downturn the land may be becoming more affordable. Siting the wellness
Center near an existing town will offer the residents not only interaction with
mainstream residents but it will also offer them the potential for jobs and
recreational activities, integrated into the community rather

than isolated out by the airport and separated from the community.

3) Although I recognize that the developer already owns the land at the Big wave
site and thus desires to maximize that land's value, I would Tike to point out that
given the overall budget for this project

($72 mi1lion and up) the price of the land 1is nearly inconsequential.

Obtaining a better site would do wonders toward solving the problems presented by
the project. Indeed, all of the problems I cite above can

be fully addressed by properly and intelligently siting the project.

The choice of site (or sites) should depend on the needs of the project--we cannot
simply shoehorn this large-scale project into the Airport Road site simply because
the developer already happens to own

it.

Thank you for your attention and I look forward to the next
opportunity comment upon this project.

Sincerely,
/s/ Darin Boville
Darin Boville

Montara, California

Page 4



Fwd Big wave project 9
>>> "Curt Parker" <curtisparker@sbcglobal.net> 2/19/2009 12:13 PM >>>
Dear Camille Leung,

Surprise is not the best way to endear residents to a new development in their
neighborhood. Subject project was not effectively publicized to the Seal Cove
community of Moss Beach prior to a week ago and many aspects are still unknown. We
have not been advised of the impact this Targe and ambitious undertaking may have on
the overall Moss Beach-Princeton area and its residents. For this reason we
protest approval of the project until such time as it has been presented to the
pubTic in a complete and comprehensive fashion. Two articles in the local newspaper
and the project web site fall short of fulfilling that need.

One concern 1is the effect Big wave will have on local traffic. Right now, Airport
Street is free of congestion. That will surely change, but to what degree?
Further, how will it affect conditions on Route 1, especially when four lane tunnel
traffic becomes a factor in a few short years?

we do not oppose development. This part of the coastside has continuously changed
over the twenty years we have Tived here, often for the better. However, the pace
is accelerating and we are depending on San Mateo County to maintain our
infrastructure consistent with growth or control growth within the 1limits of
existing infrastructure. Again, we urge you to withhold further approval until the
community can be properly informed and assured that such will be the case.

Sincerely,
Curtis F. & Mary L. Parker Pamela Eakins; Kate Haisch; Jason Brenneman
846 San Ramon Ave. 847 San Ramon Ave.

Moss Beach, CA, 94038
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Fwd FwW REGARDING OPPOSITION TO the Big Wave Project at PrincetonHarbor

TO: The Honorable Bd. Of Supervisors, San Mateo County

I am writing to address my concerns over the proposed Big wWave Project at Princeton
Harbor adjacent to the Pillar Ridge Mobile Home Park,

the Mavericks infamous surfing spot and the NASA tracking station. This project has
merits for the people that it is designed for (DD ADULTS) however, for the existing
community it needs to be really scaled back. By the description of the proposed
scale, it sounds 1like it will be as big as the Ritz Carlton and yet the
infrastructure to support it is surely not there.

1.) There are no services such as grocery stores or direct routes from Highway One.
2.) Roads through Princeton are congested, rough, unpaved or dog-Tegged at best.

3.) There has been a well-documented night-time fatality of a female pedestrian who
could not be seen walking along the road one evening after dark. (Airport Blvd. has
NO street Tights and cars speed there.) The residents of the mobile home park often
walk or ride bikes on this treacherous road and vehicles drive quickly making it
difficult to avoid hitting a pedestrian in the dark.

4.) buring the day, Airport Blvd. is already highly trafficked by Trucks carrying
their loads through the harbor’s industrial area.

5.)Airport Blvd. has no sidewalks or bicycle Tanes, but it perhaps has been
suggested that there is going to be an extension of the proposed Coastal Bike Trail
nortg of ;he harbor someday, and Airport is the Tikely route. (Yet more possible
accidents).

6.) Princeton Harbor is a working harbor and besides that, it is also Visitor
Serving for tourists and water enthusiasts alike. why not use the same Tand to build
a nature interpretive center that would be more in keeping with the fragile
environment?

7.) The San Gregorio Fault runs up through the bluff at that Tocation. Shouldn’t the
extra needs of developmentally disabled adults be considered when construction is
proposed in a Natural Hazard ZzZone?

8.) Additionally, the Harbor area is subject to Tsunami warnings. How would a large
center Tike the one proposed (700+ Parking spaces) be evacuated in the event of a
natural emergency such as E/Q or Tsunami, with possibly helpless DD folks needing
extra care as well- all with the inadequate road access?

9.) A group of CERT-trained Moss Beach neighbors formed a group in Seal Cove with an
action plan in the event that first responders - (paid Emergency Response Officers
-Fire, Sheriff’s & Hospitals) were over-whelmed after a disaster. we can’t imagine
how frightened DD adults might be in similar situations.

10.) I do not think the size of this project warrants approval based on the poor
site location and the proposed enormity of scale compared to the surrounding areas.

And this does not even address the lack of infrastructure and resources such as
water or the wetlands that will be impacted at this Tocation. I think a wellness
center 1is an excellent idea; however, I am highly skeptical of the office Park that
will lend financial support to the wellness Project. A Ponzi scheme takes from one..
to benefit others. This seems Tike this will be a RE scheme of similar proportions.
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Fwd FwW REGARDING OPPOSITION TO the Big Wave Project at PrincetonHarbor
-Cid Young
Moss Beach Resident
180 San Lucas Avenue

650-728-9271

Cid Young

cid4houses@earthlink.net
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FAX TRANSMISSION

WITTWER &« PARYN, LLP

167 South [Qiver Strost, Suita 7214
Santd C-rw, Cali'Fomia O=s060
Telepone: (831) 420.00ss

Facarile: (831} 4294057
To: Camille Leung, Date: February 20, 2009
) ‘Planner I
Fax #: (650) 363-4849 Pages: 4, including this cover sheet.

From: CGranada Sanitary District
Subject: Big Wave Project Comment Letter

COMMENTS:
Please see attached comment letter.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE

This facsimile transmission and the documents accompanying it contain confidential information
belonging ta the sender which is legally privileged. The information is intended only for the use
of the addressee, If you have received this facsimile transmission and you are not the addressee,
you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in
reliance on the contents of the information countained in this facsimile transmission is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this facsimile in error, please immediately notify this Office by
telephone at (831) 429-405S to arrange for the retum of the original documents to this Office.

sB°d 6P8Fr £9¢ BS9 031UW NUS 40 ALNNOD 20:60 6bpec-te-g34



GRANADA SANITARY DISTRICT  ,ovooece

OF SAN MATEO COLNTY
Ri Lohanan. Presidenr

Ran Fenceh, Vice~Prasident
Gaef rickson, Mam

Marzhew Clark, Troasurer

February 20, 2008

Ms. Camille Leung, Planner lli
Planning and Building Departiment
County of San Mateo

455 County Center, Second Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

Re: Granada Sanitary Districi Comments on Facilities Plan: Draft #2 for Blg
Wave Property, dated January 1, 2009

Dear Ms. Leung:

Thank you for forwarding the Big Wave project ("Project”) referral package, which
included the Facilities Plan: Draft #2 dated Jan. 1, 2009; Planning Permit Application
Forms for Permits PLN2005-00481 and PLN 2005-00482 (for the office park and the
weliness center, respectively), as well as the tentative maps and other planning
documents for thase proposed facilities.

As previously noted in GSD’s December &, 2008 comments and responses fo the
Notice of Preparation of an EIR for the Project, GSD has primary jurisdiction and pemit
authority over the proposed Project's connection to the public sewer and/or installation
and use of a private wastewater treatment and disposal system.! Therefore, the Project
will require a Sewer Connection Pemnit and/or a Private Wastewater Disposal System
Permit to be issued by GSD. In addition, the proposed Project is located within GSD's
Assessment District 96-1, which requires that parcels within the assessment district be
required to connect to the district sewer system. It will therefore be subject to all fees
and regulationg associated with that assessment digtrict,

In addition to the wastawater treatment issues outlined above, GSD has
jurisdiction over garbage collection, disposal, and recycling services. Mandatory
garbage collection service by the District's Franchisee {Seacoast Disposal) is required
under our franchise agreement and the District Ordinance Code.

: Finally, as a consequence of its role as a decision maker for the Sewer
Connection Permit and/or a Private Wastewater Disposal System Permit, GSD is a
"Responsible Agency” for the purposes of California Environmental Quality Act
("CEQA") review. CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines set forth a comprehensive statutory
scheme encouraging, and in many cases mandating, that lead agencies coordinate with

! See also Letters dated December 8, 2008 to this effect sent to the Applicunt and to you,

504 Avenue Alhambra, 3'¢ Flaor - . D. Box 335 ~ £l Granada, Califarnis 94018
Talaphone: (650) 726-7093 ~ Faegimile: (650} 728-7099 ~ E-mall: gzdzanitary@comenst.net
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other agencies with permitting authority over aspects of the project outside the lead
agency's jurisdiction (i.e. responsible agencies). In order to facilitate and comply with
the CEQA requirements for early coordination between lead and responssb!e agencies,
the District hereby submits the fol!omng comiments:

GSD'S COMMENTS ON FACILITIES PLAN: DRAFT #2

The District would iike to submit the following questions and comments related to
the project's wastewater disposal system, and the garbage collection and disposal

(including recycling):

1.

Several of the questions and comments contained in GSD's December 5
comment letter in response to the Notice of Preparation are not addressed in
the Faclilities Plan. Please ensure that each of these questions and .
comments are addressed in future environmental analysis of the Project.

There is inadequate documentation to support many of the factual assertions
contained in the Facilities Plan. Please provide the background studies and
investigation to support these assemons in future environmental analysis of

the Project.

The proposed wastewater treatment and/or recycling facifities will require a
parmit from GSD. The Project Description should be modified to reflect this
requirement. More generally, the Facilities Plan should include clear

delineation of the various pen'mts required and the respective agencies with

permit authority.

The Facilities Plan does not appear to include the purchase of the additional
Noncontingent Assessments required by the assessment district regulations.

The Facilities Plan no longer consistently references a private wastewater
treatment and disposal system, but rather references a recycling plant subject
to permitting by the RWQCB and the State Health Department. As
understood by the documents provided to date, GSD would consider either
system to also likely require a Private Wastewater Disposal System Permit

from the Disttict.

Section 8.8 of the Draft Facifities Plan states that Allied Waste will provide . "0
waste coliection and recycling for the Project, however, GSD has a franchise -
agreement with Seacoast Digposal which requires that Seacoast Disposal
provide such services. Therefore, the Project should be modified to reflect

this agreement.

Provide a detailed analysis of how the Project's wastewater freatment éysﬁem,
the MBR plant, will interact with the water recycling system, including, but not
limited to, the proposed locations, conveyance, and storage systems of these

504 Avenue Alhambra, 3¢ Floor ~ P. O, Box 835 ~ El Granads, Gallfornie 954018
Telephone: (650) 726-7093 ~ Facsimlle: (650) 726-7099 ~ E-mall: gsdsanitary@comcast.net
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_ facilities, and a detailed analysis of how these systems will be constructed
and maintained to avoid discharges into the environment.

8. ldentify all wastewater infrastructure proposed to be installed in, on, over or
near creeks, environmentally sengitive habitat area or other coastal
resources.

9. Mitigation measures or alternatives to lassen or avoid any environmental
impacts identified in this’ letter or identified in response to questions or
comments raised in this letter should be incorporated into the final Project.

Because GSD has had no preliminary discussions with anyone from the Big

Wave group concerning the Project, we would encourme the applicant to contaet us at
their earliest convenience to discuss these issues.

“Thank you for your consideration of these questions and comments,

Sincerely,

GRANADA SANITARY DISTRICT

C:huck Duffy, Germ:nag‘# 4K7

cc:  Applicant
GSD Board of Directors
GED Genenal Manager

504 Avanue Alhambra, 3 Floor ~ P. 0. Box 335 ~ El Granada, Californla 54018
Telephane: (650) 726-7093 ~ Facsimile: (650) 726-7098 ~ E-mail: gsdsanitary@comeast.nit
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office
2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2605
Sacramento, California 95825-1846

In Reply Refer Ta: FEB 2 7 2009

81420-2009-TA-0452

Ms. Camille Leung

San Mateo County Planmng and Building Department
455 County Center, 2" Floor

Redwood City, California 94063

Subject: Comments on the Big Wave Project near the City of Half Moon Bay, in
San Mateo County, California

Dear Ms. Leung:

This letter contains the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Serv1cc) comments on the Big Wave
Project near the City of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County, California. The Service received
the project information and Facilities Plan: Drafi 2, Big Wave Property on January 21, 2009.
Our comments are provided under the authority of the Endangercd Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 er seq.) (Act).

Tt is our understanding the proposed project consists of the construction of four three-story
buildings and associated parking lots, 70 residential units, a storage building, a swimming pool,
and associated infrastructure which includes parking lots, on-site trails and walkways, a water
treatment facility, and seawater desalinizaiion facility. The proposed project also includes 75
acres of row-crop agricultural areas, a native plant nursery, and livestock farming and dairy
operation. The proposed praject includes wetlands restoration, a groundwater infiltration
systerh, and the extension of the coastal trail to the Pillar Point Bluffs. The proposed project is
located adjacent to and within the Half Moon Bay Airport property on Airport Street.

The Service is concerned about the potential adverse effects of the project on the threatened
California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii) (red-legged frog) and the endangered San
Francisco garter snake (Thamnophis sirtalis tetrataenia) (garter snake). The Service is also
concerned that portions of the proposed project may adversely affect the threatened marbled
murrelet (Branchyramphus marmoratus), threatened pacific Coast population of the western

TAKE PRIDE’E
INAMERICAS
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Ms. Camille Leung _ 3

snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus), threatened Southern sea otter (Enhydra Iutris
nereis), and possibly the endangered Myrtle’s silverspot butterfly (Speyeria zerene myrtleae).

Section 9 of the Act prohibits the take of any federally listed animal species by any person
subject to the jurisdiction of the United States. As defined in the Act, take is defined as “...to
harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or attempt to engage in
any such conduct.” “Harm has been further defined to include habitat destruction when it
injures or kills a listed species by interfering with essential behavioral patterns, such as
breeding, foraging, or resting. Thus, not only are the red-Icgeed frog, garter snake, marbled
murrelet, and Southern sea otter protected from such activities as collecting and hunting, but
also from actions that cause thc1r death or injury through damage or destruction of their habitat.
The term “person” is defined as “...an individual, corporation, partnership, trust, association, or
any other private entity; or any ofﬁcer employee; agent, depariment, or instrumentality of the
Federal government, of any State, municipality, or political subdivision of a State, or any other
entity subject to the jurisdiction of the United States.”

Take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity may be authorized by one of two procedures. If
a Federal agency is involved with the permitting, funding, or carrying out of the project and a
listed species is going to be adversely affected; then initiation of formal consultation between
that agency and the Service pursuant to section 7 of the Act is required. . Such consultation
would result in a biological opinion addressing the anticipated effects of the project to the listed
spccws and may authorize a limited level of incidental take. If a I['ederal agency is not involved
in the project, and federally listed species may be taken as part of the project, then an incidental
take permit pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act should be obtained. The Service may
issue such a permit upon completion of a satisfactory conservation plan for the listed species

that would be taken by the project.

The proposed project area is located adjacent to and within suitable habitat for the red-legged
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. Observations of both red-legged frogs and garter snakes have been
made upstream within Denniston Creek (CDFG 2009). This waterway provides dispersal and
foraging habitat, as well as possible, breeding habitat for both of these listed species. Along
with various unnamed drainages, Denniston Creek provides continuity for dispersal of these
species to the proposed project area. Tn 1999, adult and juvenile red-legged frogs were
documnented just south of the adjacent West Point Road within the drainage that flows through
the proposed project area (CDFG 2009). In addition, red-legged frogs and Pacific tree frogs,
the prey of the garter snake, have been observed in the Denniston Creck watcrshed, Pillar Point
Marsh, and within former stock ponds near the proposed project area.

Research has shown that agriculturally disturbed lands do not preciude the presence of red-
legged frogs. Dispersing frogs in northern Santa Cruz County were recorded traveling distances
from 0.25 miles to more than 2 miles without apparent regard to topography, vegetation type, or
riparian corridors (Bulger et al. 2003). Fellers and Kleeman (2007) and Bulger et al. (2003)
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Ms. Camille Leung

found that California red-legged frog migration corridors can be less “pristing” (e.g., closely
grazed fields, plowed agricultural lands) than breeding or non-breeding habitats. Bulger ef al.
(2003) observed that this listed ranid did not avoid or prefer any landscape feature or vegetation
type. They tracked individuals that crossed agricultural land, including recently tilled fields and
areas with mature crops. 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. ,

The proposed project includes the extension of the existing coastal trail to the Pillar Poing
Bluffs and the addition of desalination and brinc return pipelines from the proposed project area
to the ocean. The Service believes that the proposed extension of the coastal trail would -
increase human presence and recreational activities to the adjacent Pillar Point Harbor Beach,
thereby degrading the quality of a known roosting and foraging site for wintering Western
snowy plovers through increased human presence, unleashed dogs, kites, and other disturbing
activities. Garter snakes and red-legged frogs may be harassed, injured or killed by pedestrian
and bicycle traffic on the trail. Garter snakes are often attracted to trails for basking and are
likely to be crushed or harassed by pedestrian and bicycle traffic on the trail.

The construction and maintenance of the desalination intake and brine return pipelines and
associated infrastructure would also adversely affect garter snakes and red-legged frogs through
entrapment in trenches and injury or death through crushing by equipment. The proposed
desalination intake and brine return may also adversely affect marbled murrelets and Southern
sea otters. Marbled murrelets have been documented utilizing the Piltar Point harbor and
surrounding areas for foraging with sightings ranging from 2 birds to 66 (CDFG 2009).
Southern sea otters range from Half Moon Bay to Point Conception on the central and southern
California coasts, but individuals may wander as far north as Marin County and south into

Mexico.

Myrtle’s silverspot butterfly was described from specimens collected in coastal San Mateo
County. Tt has not recently been observed in this area, however, no surveys have been
conducted for the animal. The larvae feed on the blue violet (Viola adunca). Myrtle'’s
silverspot butterfly is known from sand dune and coastal grassiand habitats.

We recommend that adequate assessments for the six listed species be-completed and prowded
to us and the California Depanment of Fish and Game for review and comment. If appropriate,
authorization for incidental take via sections 7 or 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act should be obtained for
the California red-legged frog, San Francisco gatter snake, Pacific Coast population of the
western snowy plover, marbled murrelet, southern sea otter, and Myrile’s silverspot butterfly
prior to certification of the environmental documents prepared for the California Environmental

Quality Act. .
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Ms. Camille Leung 4

Please note that this letter does not authorize take for California red-legged frog, San Francisco
garter snake, Western snowy plover, marbled murrelet, southern sea otter, and/or Myrtle’s
silverspot butterfly.

- This concludes our comments on the Facilities Plan: Draft 2, Big Wave Property. We are
interested in working with the County of San Mateo and/or the applicant in the resolution of
these issues to listed species and wildlife. If you have any questions regarding our comments,
please contact Ryan Olah or me at the letterhead address, telephone 916/414-6625, or via
electronic mail (Ryan_Olah@fws.gov; Chris_Nagano@fws.gov).

Joy

Christopher D. Nagan
Deputy Assistant Field\Stpervisor
Endangered Species Program

Sincerely,

ce: .

Scott Wilson, Richard Fitzgerald, Dave Johnston, Suzanne DeLeon, California Department of
Fish and Game, Yountville, California '

Ruby Pap, California Coastal Commission, San Francisco, California
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Fwd Opposition to proposed Big Wave project

>>> <mullinsealcove@comcast.net> 2/20/2009 10:09 AM >>>

Ms Leung--I am a Seal Cove resident and I am opposed to the Big wave project for the
following reasons:

The site is located adjacent to an environmentally sensitive area.

It is in a seismic study area.

we in Seal Cove are already impacted by the influx of people coming to Pillar Point
Bluff and Maverick's and_this project would only increase the traffic congestion and
thus cause more potential safety hazzards and access issues.

Airport Blvd does not have sidewalks--school kids wait for the bus and people walk,
bike, push baby strollers down Airport Blvd--Airport Blvd cannot safely handle any
more traffic --it is marginal now !

we do not need monstrous buildings in our small semi-rural neighborhood.

I think the project is a great idea but it needs to located elsewhere.

Sincerely,

Cathy MulTin

66 Precita Ave.

Moss Beach, Ca.

Page 1



Big wave

>>> Carol <oceanatsanlucas@yahoo.com> 2/19/2009 3:52 PM >>>
Dear Ms Leung,

I am just beginning to get the size of this proposed Big wave project. I had thought
that it was a sheltered workshop/home/facility for maybe 20 developmentally
handicapped people, which sounded Tike a good thing.

Now the picture in the Half Moon Bay Review and Pescadero Pebble shows a geemoungous
developmentally challenged complex the size of which I never would have imagined in
my 40 plus years here 1in Seal Cove.

whatever is the thinking/planning here? Imagine getting out on Highway one with all
that probable traffic. And with all the sadly empty buildings and shopfronts on our
Coastside--what clients are they thinking of?

Not to mention that if my memory serves, the bottom of that lovely ridge is the home
of the active Seal Cove earthquake fault. Reminds me of that song about the
Titanic: They'll put them down below where they'l1l be the first to go .

But seriously, do_let me know more about this plan, and ways it can be modified to a
state of reasonableness. I can't begin to download the many pages which have (thank
heavens, and you-all for that) been put up on our computers.

Sincerely,

Carol Guion

Ocean at San Lucas
Moss Beach

Page 1



Big wave Project Princeton
By straining existing infrastructure, the proposed Big wave development at Princeton
is bound to affect adversely everyone already living or working at Princeton and the
Seal Cove neighborhood of Moss Beach, including my wife and me. This is not in
itself a reason to reject it, but it is a reason to consider carefully the limits of
the site. I have three main concerns:

1. The site is many times farther away from CA-1 highway access than any development
of its projected size on the Coastside. Airport Street is wide and straight, but
connecting links at both ends are risible. At the north, Cypress Avenue 1is narrow,
without shoulders, and restricted midway by a bridge not even two lanes wide.
Residents using it already have to dodge and sometimes back up to make room for
SamTrans buses turning into it or crossing the bridge. At the south end Airport
Street 1is reached only through a maze of Tittle roads, almost always crowded with
pedestrians in the area around Princeton's several popular restaurants. To place a
large development on the proposed site without major access improvements would
surely be poor planning.

2. Described as an office park, the project seems to propose uses at least hitherto
uncharacteristic of the Tocation. West of Capistrano Road this has been almost
exclusively 1light industry, the airport, small warehouses, and boatyards. If light
industrial uses are proposed for Big wave, they should be publicly addressed.

3. Finally, I am concerned about visual scale. The site is backed by protected land,
and development, especially the height of buildings, needs to be carefully regulated
to maintain the integrity of the coastal landscape.

Sincerely,

Carl and Mary Peterson
116 Los Banos Avenue
Moss Beach
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Big wave Project

>>> "Ari Etheridge" <ari_urakubo@yahoo.com> 2/6/2009 9:06 AM >>>
Ms. Leung,

I am a resident of unincorporated San Mateo County in the Miramar area and would
Tike to offer comments on the Big Wave development. While I laud the purpose of the
project which would provide residence and employment for developmentally disabled
adults, I do find some aspects of this project concerning both with respect to the
impact on the Tocal community as well the the mission of the project.

The current services available in the area appear to be inadequate for the project
involved. The access to highway one is limited by Cypress Avenue in the north and
through Princeton in the south. Both points of access are small roads which do not
appear to be able to sustain adequately the increased traffic created by the
development as well as the traffic created by construction.

It would seem that the underlying goal of the Big Wave project would be to integrate
developmentally disabled adults into the Targer community. While providing a place
of residence and employment services would help achieve these goals, the placement
of the development would actually serve to further isolate these individuals as
there are few existing community resources in the immediate area and accessing many
services (such as health, food, financial, library, recreation) would require
transportation which is limited, especially on weekends.

I support_the development of a project which aims to achieve the goals of the Big
wave development, but believe there are serious drawbacks to this particular
project.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Ari Etheridge
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Fwd RE Big Wave Project
>>> "Mike or Yvonne" <mbeeds@yahoo.com> 2/20/2009 3:39 PM >>>
Dear Ms Cleung,
I am unable to support this project, because the Community needs to have a_traffic
impact study done. This project will add traffic and congestion to our already
over burdened roads.
Thank you,
Yvonne Bedor

P.0. Box 873
E1l Granada 94018
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