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C.  RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE NOVEMBER 18, 2009 

PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING 

Presentations presented at the meeting are provided in Appendix B (Presentations from the November 18, 
2009 Planning Commission Public Hearing) of this FEIR.  

Response to Comment PC-1 

Ms. Slater-Carter states in the interest of a green and environmental County all future public meetings 
regarding the DEIR should be held in the evening and located on the Coastside. 

Comment is noted. 

Response to Comment PC-2 

Ms. Slater-Carter states that she is a member of the Montara Water and Sanitary District Board but is 
speaking as an individual. 

This statement is introductory.  No response is required by CEQA.∗ 

Response to Comment PC-3 

Ms. Slater-Carter states that the traffic light mitigation is flawed, as the traffic light should be installed 
prior to construction to mitigate impacts from construction traffic. 

This comment expresses an opinion regarding the sufficiency of mitigation measures provided in the DEIR.  
Table II-1 (Summary of Significant Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures) in Section II 
(Summary) of the DEIR identifies all mitigation measures included in the DEIR.  It is assumed that the 
commenter is specifically referring to Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 (Intersection Level of Service and 
Capacity) which requires the applicant to submit a bi-annual report, signed and stamped by a Professional 
Transportation Engineer in the State of California, to the Community Development Director of the Planning 
and Building Department and 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. 

The commenter states that the traffic signal included in this mitigation measure should be installed prior to 
the start of construction, since the proposed project would result in a high amount of construction traffic.  
However, as discussed in Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR, under Impact TRANS-8 
(Construction) on page IV.M-41, impacts related to construction traffic would be less than significant.  
While no mitigation measures are required, mitigation (Mitigation Measure TRANS-8, Construction) is 

                                                      
∗ 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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recommended to further reduce adverse construction traffic impacts.  Additionally, refer to Topical 
Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts. 

This comment is noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-making bodies as part of the 
FEIR for their consideration in reviewing the project. 

Response to Comment PC-4 

Ms. Slater-Carter asks where construction workers will be parking during the building process of the 
proposed Big Wave project. 

Construction workers will park on-site on stabilized areas outside of delineated wetlands areas and buffer 
zones.  Construction parking would be required to be in compliance with Mitigation Measure HYDRO-3 
of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment PC-5 

Ms. Slater-Carter asks where staging for the construction activities will take place. 

All staging during construction is required to occur on-site, as noted under Mitigation Measure TRANS-8 
(Construction) on page IV.M-41 of Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR.  Since all 
construction activities would be staged within the project site’s boundaries, no staging would occur at the 
Half Moon Bay Airport nor on the proposed restored wetlands. 

Response to Comment PC-6 

Ms. Slater-Carlin asks if the on-site farm will be on the airport. 

For a detailed discussion of the project’s proposed farming operations, refer to Section III (Project 
Description) of the DEIR.  It is a project goal to lease land at the airport that is currently not farmed. 

Response to Comment PC-7 

Ms. Slater-Carter states that Moss Beach has three affordable housing sites, and suggests affordability from 
one of those sites be transferred to the proposed Big Wave site. 

This comment is in regard to affordable housing.  The commenter notes that three affordable housing sites 
are located within Moss Beach and expresses an opinion that transferring the affordability of one of the 
three sites to the project site should be considered.  The County, in its Local Coastal Program (LCP), 
designates sites as affordable housing.  Designation of the current site as affordable housing would 
require a LCP amendment.  Such amendment to the LCP is not being pursued at this time by the County 
or the applicant.   

Response to Comment PC-8 

Ms. Slater-Carter states that the views shown do not depict the views from Highway 1 moving from north 
to south. 
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Views of the project site are provided in Section IV.A (Aesthetics) of this DEIR.  Five specific views are 
provided, including: 

• View 1:  Looking south across the project site from Airport Street; 

• View 2:  Looking west across the project site from the intersection of Airport Street and Cornell 
Avenue; 

• View 3:  Looking northeast toward the project site from Mavericks Parking Lot; 

• View 4:  Looking southeast across the project site from North Trail; and 

• View 5:  Looking southwest across the airport toward the project site from Highway 1. 

Provided in Section IV.A of the DEIR are existing views of the project site, in addition to visual simulations 
which illustrate the project site immediately following construction with all landscaping planted in addition 
to the project site fifteen years following construction with full tree growth and mature landscaping. 

This comment claims that the views provided in Section IV.A of the DEIR do not show the views from 
Highway 1 moving from the north to the south, which is a critical flaw.  However, as noted on page IV.A-5 
of the DEIR, View 5 is representative of motorists traveling north and southbound on Highway 1.  The view 
from Highway 1 (Cabrillo Highway) looking southwest is of the Half Moon Bay Airport in the foreground 
and the project site and forested hills in the background.  The land from this vantage point is located within 
the airport’s southern approach zone and is therefore not expected to be obstructed by vegetation or 
development. 

Response to Comment PC-9 

Ms. Slater-Carter states that the DEIR used a set of EPA standards from 1980 with regard to the septic 
system and states that the current standards call for the ground level to be 8-11 feet below the bottom of 
the trench. 

As discussed in Section III of the FEIR, the septic drainfields proposal has been eliminated.  Wastewater 
options are clarified in Section III.A of the FEIR. 

Response to Comment PC-10 

Ms. Slater-Carter states that water is an undetermined source and that the proposed project should not 
remove water from the existing lands. 

Refer to Response to Comments 231-6 and 231-12. 

Response to Comment PC-11 

Ms. Brennan states that she is speaking on behalf of the property owners in Seal Cove. 
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This statement is introductory.  No response is required by CEQA.∗ 

Response to Comment PC-12 

Ms. Brennan states the potential dangers of seiche waves and tsunamis.  The commenter then presents 
and describes several photos from the aftermath of the 1946 tsunami which impacted Princeton and 
defines a seiche.  The commenter questions whether the project is prepared for such an event, but does 
not state a specific concern or question regarding the sufficiency of the analysis or mitigation measures 
contained in the DEIR.   

This comment starts with quoting a portion of the discussion provided under Impact HYDRO-9 (Expose 
People or Structures to Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow) on page IV.H-61 of Section IV.H 
(Hydrology and Water Quality) of the DEIR.  As noted under Impact HYDRO-9, the proposed project could 
expose people to inundation by tsunami and seiche, which represents a potentially significant impact.  
However, with implementation of Mitigation Measure HYDRO-9 (Exposure to Tsunami and Seiche) 
impacts from exposure to tsunami and seiche would be reduced to less than significant levels.  Section III of 
this FEIR discusses HYDRO-9 implementation.  Refer to Section IV.H (Hydrology and Water Quality) of 
the DEIR and Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards. 

Response to Comment PC-13 

Ms. Brennan states that structures should be placed at elevations above those likely to be adversely 
affected during a tsunami or seiche wave. 

Those mitigation measures suggested by the commenter are included in Mitigation Measure HYDRO-9 
(Exposure to Tsunami and Seiche) on page IV.H-61 of Section IV.H (Hydrology and Water Quality) of the 
DEIR, which would reduce Impact HYDRO-9 (Expose People or Structures to Inundation by Seiche, 
Tsunami, or Mudflow) to a less than significant level.   

Response to Comment PC-14 

Ms. Brennan states that the proposed project would place residential and commercial structures within 
the tsunami zone. 

For evacuation procedures, refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards. 

Response to Comment PC-15 

Ms. Brennan states that the San Andreas Fault, just off the San Mateo County Coast, has the potential of 
causing a tsunami without any warning time. 

                                                      
∗ 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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Potential project impacts to emergency access routes are discussed in Impact TRANS-4 of the DEIR.  For 
earthquake evacuation procedures, refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards. 

Response to Comment PC-16 

Ms. Brennan asks why the County only required a 500-foot notification radius. 

The County requires a 300-foot notification radius for this project application.  Regarding project noticing, 
refer to Response to Comment 49-1. 

Response to Comment PC-17 

Ms. Brennan asks why story poles have not been put up. 

Refer to Topical Response 1, Story Poles. 

Response to Comment PC-18 

Ms. Brennan describes the images regarding the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve shown in the slide show 
presented. 

This statement is informational.  No response is required by CEQA.  The local setting with regard to 
biological impact analysis is provided on page IV.D-1 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment PC-19 

Ms. Ketcham states that the DEIR discredits designated affordable housing sites due to their various site-
specific implications and suggests that the proposed project consider using the Pillar Ridge manufactured 
home community as an option for affordable housing for DD adults. 

The suggestion is noted. 

Response to Comment PC-20 

Ms. Ketcham states the Pillar Ridge manufactured home community has an adequate drainage system. 

The comment is noted. 

Response to Comment PC-21 

Mr. Cook asserts that the DEIR fails to address the portion of the watershed drainage west of Airport 
Street and north of the proposed project; he continues to illustrate an alleged incident concerning the 
proposed project’s drainage system and the neighboring Pillar Ridge mobile home community. 

Refer to Response to Comment 185-34. 



County of San Mateo  October 2010 
 
 

 
 

Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park  II.  Response to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page II-16 

Response to Comment PC-22 

Ms. Roberts states that the animals and birds currently inhabiting the Big Wave property also need a 
home and asserts that much of their habitat has been destroyed. 

An analysis of potential biological impacts of the project is provided in Section IV.D (Biological Resources) 
of the DEIR.  The project will provide additional habitat space and trees in the restored wetlands and 
uplands landscaping than what is currently on the site. 

Response to Comment PC-23 

Ms. Roberts gives a timeline of wetland destruction on the Coastside as well as in the State of California 
and discusses the 1994 Army Corps of Engineers mapping of wetlands on the Wellness Center site. 

Regarding the alleged wetlands destruction, refer to Topical Response 13, County Permit History. 

Response to Comment PC-24 

Ms. Roberts narrates a scenario in which she alleges that a former property owner, unrelated to this 
project, did not stay within the boundaries of the private property but also destroyed wetlands on the 
adjacent County park. 

Refer to Response to Comments 193-2 and 193-35.  Also, refer to Topical Response 13, County Permit 
History. 

Response to Comment PC-25 

Ms. Roberts states that the wetlands on the southern parcel should be preserved for their scenic and 
environmental value and fully restored. 

Comment is noted.  The project alternative described by the commenter is considered in the DEIR, under 
Section VI (Alternatives to the Proposed Project), as an alternative rejected as being infeasible. 

Response to Comment PC-26 

Ms. Roberts states that there are several alternative sites that need to be considered. 

The project alternative described by the commenter is considered in the DEIR, under Section VI 
(Alternatives to the Proposed Project), as an alternative rejected as being infeasible.  The suggestion for DD 
residents to live at the Pillar Ridge manufactured home community is noted.   

Response to Comment PC-27 

Mr. Vespremi states that the visual representation is inaccurate. 
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This statement is introductory.  No response is required by CEQA.∗  

Response to Comment PC-28 

Mr. Vespremi narrates the images on slides supporting his accusation that the visual representation is 
inaccurate. 

Refer to Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations, and Responses to Comment Letter 53. 

Response to Comment PC-29 

Mr. Vespremi states that the computer modeling he created using 3D modeling shows a much larger 
building than the image shown in the DEIR. 

Refer to Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations and Response to Comment 53-3. 

Response to Comment PC-30 

Mr. Vespremi reiterates that the visual representation is inaccurate. 

Refer to Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations and Responses to Comment Letter 53. 

Response to Comment PC-31 

Mr. Vespremi states that the possibility of obstructing views of the Bay from Highway 1 is present, 
contrary to what was stated in the DEIR. 

Refer to Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations and Responses to Comment Letter 53. 

Response to Comment PC-32 

Mr. Vespremi states that the notification area needs to be increased to be more than 500 feet.  
Mr. Vespremi also asks the County to increase public comment period until February 2010 and insist that 
the story poles be put up. 

The County requires a 300-foot notification radius for this project application.  Regarding project noticing, 
refer to Response to Comment 49-1. 

Regarding extension of the public comment period, refer to Topical Response 2, Public Review Period for 
the DEIR.  Regarding story poles, refer to Topical Response 1, Story Poles. 

                                                      
∗ 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 PC-33 

Ms. Taylor speaks on behalf of the Chamber of Commerce and states that an economic survey done 
several years ago showed a need for office space on the Coast. 

This statement is introductory.  No response is required by CEQA.∗  

Response to Comment PC-34 

Ms. Taylor states that it is important to put jobs in close proximity to already established housing and 
that the proposed project has a significant net benefit to the community and environment. 

Refer to Section IV.K (Population and Housing) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment PC-35 

Mr. Passen speaks on behalf of the California Department of Rehabilitation and states that the proposed 
project is consistent with the mission statement of the Department of Rehabilitation in regard to finding 
jobs for adults with disabilities. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-36 

Ms. McCaffrey states that with California unemployment rate being at 11% she is in full support of 
projects that would increase employment opportunities. 

Refer to Section IV.K (Population and Housing) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment PC-37 

Mr. Deman states that there are negative aspects associated with every project and that on a net basis the 
pros out weight the cons for the proposed project. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-38 

Ms. Burke states that the Big Wave parcels were deliberately designed for development by the County. 

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. 
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Response to Comment PC-39 

Mr. Moroney states that the sewer and utilities portion of the DEIR is an inadequate analysis and more 
time is needed to overcome the inconsistencies in the analysis and the DEIR should be re-circulated 
accordingly. 

Refer to Responses to Comment Letter 209. 

Response to Comment PC-40 

Mr. Moroney asserts that the sanitary district is the responsible agency for this project because they have 
permitting authority over the sewer connection. 

This comment references prior comment letters that have been submitted on the proposed project and 
asserts that the Granada Sanitary District (GSD) is a responsible agency.  Refer to Response to Comment 
209-1. 

Response to Comment PC-41 

Mr. Moroney asserts that there are a number of inconsistencies and gaps contained in the DEIR. 

Refer to Responses to Comment Letter 209. 

Response to Comment PC-42 

Mr. Off states his support and general appreciation for the proposed project. 

Comment is noted.∗ 

Response to Comment PC-43 

Mr. Casteneo states his support and general appreciation for the proposed project. 

Comment is noted.*  Regarding tsunamis, refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards. 

Response to Comment PC-44 

Ms. Winnen states her support for the proposed 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. 
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Response to Comment PC-45 

Ms. Patridge states her support and general appreciation for the proposed project, especially the 
Wellness Center. 

Comment is noted.∗ 

Response to Comment PC-46 

Mr. Worden states that there is a severe jobs/housing imbalance on the Coast and states his support and 
general appreciation for the proposed project. 

Refer to Section IV.K (Population and Housing) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment PC-47 

Mr. Perkovic states that he is speaking on behalf of the Montara Water and Sanitary District, not as 
individual, asserts that the analysis contained in the DEIR regarding the water supply is inaccurate, and 
states that the applicant, County and consultant have failed to confer with responsible utility agencies. 

Refer to Responses to Comments 101-1 through 101-8. 

Response to Comment PC-48 

Mr. Yoshimine states his support for the proposed project. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-49 

Mr. Johnson states his support and general appreciation for the proposed project offering affordable 
housing. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-50 

Mr. Beuerman states that there is a severe jobs/housing imbalance on the Coast and states his support 
and general appreciation for the proposed 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. 
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Response to Comment PC-51 

Karen Holmes asserts that the project will benefit the Coastside community as a whole. 

Comment is noted.∗ 

Response to Comment PC-52 

Jon Yoshimine states his support for the developer and project. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-53 

Marina Fraser asserts that the Office Park will provide much needed office space on the Coast. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-54 

Ruth Sowle asserts that the Coastside needs affordable housing and work opportunities for DD adults.  

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-55 

Aimee Luthringer states that the project will take 20 years to build and occupy.  The commenter also 
states that the developer might use the permits and entitlements to sell the land to someone else. 

These comments are similar to the comments provided in Comment Letter 72.  Refer to Response to 
Comments 72-1, 72-2, and 72-4.  In regard to phasing, refer to Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing 
for the Office Park.   

Response to Comment PC-56 

Pam Sayles expresses her 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. 



County of San Mateo  October 2010 
 
 

 
 

Big Wave Wellness Center and Office Park  II.  Response to Comments 
Final Environmental Impact Report  Page II-22 

Response to Comment PC-57 

Neil Merrilees states that the scale of the Office Park is too large and does not fit the description of a 
light manufacturing or R&D complex.  He also states that the DEIR does not properly analyze traffic 
impacts. 

Refer to Response to Comments 81-2 and 81-3.  Additionally, please reference Topical Response 12, 
Construction Phasing for the Office Park, and Section II of the FEIR, which includes a description of 
modified Alternative C.  In regard to traffic impacts, refer to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking 
Impacts. 

Response to Comment PC-58 

Mary Larenas states that the Office Park has no guarantee for success, and therefore, the Wellness 
Center should not rely on its support.  The commenter also states that the project will promote isolation. 

While the Wellness Center relies on revenues from the Office Park to provide affordable housing units to 
the lowest income population (e.g., those below the poverty line), revenues from the Office Park are not 
required to sustain the Wellness Center.  Regarding potential isolation of Wellness Center residents, refer to 
Response to Comment 21-1B. 

Response to Comment PC-59 

Iris Rogers states that the project would result in blocking views of Pillar Ridge from the mobile home 
community to the north of the project site and requests story poles to analyze the visual impacts. 

These comments are similar to the comments provided in Comment Letter 172.  Refer to Response to 
Comments 172-1 and 172-2. 

Response to Comment PC-60 

Dorothy Norris gives background information regarding the red-legged frog and states that the wetlands 
buffer zone does not adequately protect the species.  

These comments are similar to the comments provided in Comment Letter 218.  Refer to Response to 
Comments 218-1 through 218-7. 

Response to Comment PC-61 

Dorothy Norris asks the County supervisors to thoroughly examine the DEIR and claims that it provides 
alternatives for humans, but not frogs. 

Refer to Response to Comment PC-60, above.  

Response to Comment PC-62  

David Vespremi provides an introduction and states that a PEIR best suits the project. 
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As provided by CEQA Guidelines Section 15168, a Program EIR is used to evaluate a series of actions that, 
because of their geographical proximity or their being related as logical parts in a chain of contemplated 
actions, can be characterized as one large project with respect to their environmental implications.  
However, the proposed project does not propose a series of separate actions, but a development consisting 
of a number of components that will be developed across both parcels.  While the timing of the construction 
of project components may be simultaneous or phased depending on economic factors, as described in 
Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park, the phased development of construction, 
should it be the case, would not render the singular project into multiple distinct actions.  Therefore, the 
Project EIR prepared for project is the appropriate documentation.  The commenter introduces ensuing 
comments, which are addressed in Response to Comments 63 through 65, below. 

Response to Comment PC-63 

The commenter states the need for a construction development scheme as required by the zoning code. 

Project phasing is described in Topical Response 12, Construction Phasing for the Office Park.  However, 
this does not include an estimate of the vacancy rate for Coastside businesses, as requested by the 
commenter.  An economic study of the project area is outside of the purview of CEQA.  For more 
information, refer to Response to Comment 72-1. 

Response to Comment PC-64 

The commenter states that the Wellness Center does not fit the description of a sanitarium, and therefore, 
does not conform to zoning regulations. 

Refer to Topical Response 11, Sanitarium, in addition to Impact LU-2 of Section IV.I (Land Use and 
Planning) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment PC-65 

The commenter states that the Office Park does not conform to M-1 zoning. 

Refer to Response to Comment PC-64, above. 

Response to Comment PC-66 

William Botieff states his support for the project based on its unique characteristics and privately sponsored 
growth. 

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. 
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Response to Comment PC-67 

Debby Lesser states that the Lanterman Act requires affordable housing for the developmentally disabled.  
She expresses her support for the project. 

Comment is noted.∗ 

Response to Comment PC-68 

Lisa Hutar expresses her support for the project because it is a privately funded project that will provide her 
disabled son with independent housing. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-69 

Barbara Kossy states that the project site is the wrong location for the project and suggests the Oceana 
development or Pacifica.  Ms. Kossy states that a 10-foot wide corridor for wildlife is not enough and that 
the corridor should be at least 400 meters.  The commenter also states that the project should not be 
considered a green development, as reuse of existing building(s) is more green than the construction of new 
buildings. 

Regarding potential project impact to wildlife corridor(s), refer to Impact BIO-4a of the DEIR.  In regard to 
whether the proposal is a green development, as proposed, the project will be LEED Platinum certified.  In 
regard to alternative locations, refer to Section IV (Alternatives to the Proposed Project of the DEIR) in 
addition to Topical Response 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project. 

Response to Comment PC-70 

Connie Fortino states that the project does not isolate the residents. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-71 

Michal Settles states that she supports the project because the community needs innovative and affordable 
housing for the developmentally disabled.  

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. 
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Response to Comment PC-72 

James Larimer states that the project is within the sphere of CCWD and that they are willing to provide 
their services.  He also asserts that the project will bring in much needed tax dollars.  

Comment is noted.∗  Also, refer to Section IV.N.2 (Water) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment PC-73 

Jennifer Gainza expresses her support for the project. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-74 

Terry McKinney states that projects like Big Wave are hard to find and that the local community needs an 
affordable housing development like the proposed project. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-75 

Terry Gosset states that the project is an innovative model for environmental design and that the DEIR 
shows it will have no significant impacts on the environment. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-76 

Barry Benda states that he supports the project because it provides desperately needed affordable housing 
and work opportunities. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-77 

Ellen James states that the project will use 381,030 kilowatt hours per month and 969,607 cubic feet per 
month of natural gas.  The commenter also states that the project seeks to save money, not the environment, 
by using a 600 kilowatt natural gas burning generator to achieve peak load savings. 

Refer to Response to Comment 194-2. 

                                                      
∗ 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 PC-78 

The commenter questions where the water that runs the turbine comes from.  The commenter also questions 
the amount of emissions that would result from burning the natural gas. 

Regarding natural gas emissions, refer to Response to Comment 194-2.  No steam or water would be 
required for the operation of wind turbines, which generates electricity from natural wind power. 

Response to Comment PC-79 

Jamie Barber states that the opposition should not revert to slandering. 

Comment is noted.∗ 

Response to Comment PC-80 

Devon Yoshimine states his support for the project. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-81 

Zack Peck states that the project provides the community with economic, environmental, and social benefits.  

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-82 

Zack Peck finishes his statement. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-83 

Teri Chatfield expresses her support for the project and the need for a local housing community for the 
developmentally disabled. 

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. 
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Response to Comment 84 

Mary Lou Williams expresses the need for DD housing on the Coast. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-85 

Emmy Gainza expresses her desire to live at the Wellness Center. 

Comment is noted.∗ 

Response to Comment PC-86 

Claudia Frank states that the Coast needs affordable housing for the developmentally disabled.  

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-87 

Patrick Winnen expresses his support for the project. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-88 

Carlysle Ann Young states that most coastal residents do not know about the proposed scale of the project 
due to the little notice provided. 

Regarding project noticing, refer to Response to Comment 49-1. 

Response to Comment PC-89 

Carlysle Ann Young states that the DEIR does not adequately analyze traffic impacts to the intersection at 
Cypress Avenue and Cabrillo Highway.  The commenter also states that traffic mitigation (e.g., installation 
of a traffic signal) should be implemented in the pre-construction period to mitigate the impacts of 
construction traffic. 

As described in Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts, Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 has 
been revised in the FEIR to address concerns expressed by the public regarding the congestion of the 
existing road network from project traffic and concerns regarding the timing of the installation of a traffic 
signal at Cypress Avenue and Highway 1.  Mitigation Measure TRANS-1 has been revised to require a 

                                                      
∗ 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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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 PC-90 

Carlysle Ann Young states that the project is unsafe because it lies within an earthquake and tsunami zone 
and adds that cars parking in the 640-space parking lot may be tossed onto Airport Street by tsunami waves 
and block emergency access.   

Regarding potential exposure of people to tsunami hazards and emergency access routes, refer to Impact 
HYDRO-9 and Impact TRANS-4 of the DEIR, respectively.  Regarding details of project earthquake and 
tsunami evacuation, refer to Topical Response 9, Tsunami Hazards.  Regarding geologic hazards, refer to 
Section IV.F (Geology and Soils) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment PC-91 

The commenter does not agree with the project location. 

Comment is noted.∗ 

Response to Comment PC-92 

Len Erickson states that the project’s visual simulations in the DEIR are inaccurate.  He states that 
accurate visual simulations are necessary to assess visual and light impacts. 

Refer to Topical Response 1, Story Poles, and Topical Response 7, Visual Simulations of the Proposed 
Project.  It should be noted that the visual simulations were not prepared by the developer, but by 
Christopher A. Joseph and Associates, the environmental consultant retained by the County for this project.  
Light impacts are addressed in Impact AES-4 of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment PC-93 

John Lynch states that the project site does not have a proven source of water. 

                                                      
∗ 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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These comments are similar to the comments provided in Comment Letter 55.  Refer to Response to 
Comment 55-1. 

Response to Comment PC-94 

Molly Rice states her concern over traffic impacts.  The commenter also questions the viability of filling the 
Office Park. 

In regard to project traffic impacts, refer to Section IV.M (Transportation/Traffic) of the DEIR in addition 
to Topical Response 8, Traffic and Parking Impacts.  The economic viability of the project is outside of 
the purview of CEQA.  For more information, refer to Response to Comment 72-1. 

Response to Comment PC-95 

Kerrie DeMartini expresses her support for the project. 

Comment is noted.∗ 

Response to Comment PC-96 

Robin Rourke expresses his support for the project.  

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-97 

Lee Fernandez states her concern regarding the small number of dwelling units available at the Wellness 
Center for the DD community. 

Comment is noted.*  Also, refer to Section IV.K (Population and Housing) of the DEIR. 

Response to Comment PC-98 

Leonard Woren states that Granada Sanitary District has sewage authority over the project site, not the 
Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD).  He also states that he has struggled to obtain printed copies 
of the DEIR.  He also implies that the wastewater options in the DEIR are confusing and that proposed 
disposal of excess stormwater to the sewer system is not allowed under GSD ordinance code. 

Wastewater options, including project connection to GSD, are clarified in Section III.A of the FEIR.  The 
project does not propose to dispose of stormwater through the sewer system.  Also, refer to Response to 
Comment 209-1 and Section IV.N (Utilities and Service Systems) of the DEIR.  As described in Topical 

                                                      
∗ 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 2, Public Review Period for the DEIR, the DEIR was available at the County’s website for the full 
duration of the public review period. 

Response to Comment PC-99 

Merrill Bobele states that Big Wave is not the only model for DD residential services and work. 

Comment is noted.* 

Response to Comment PC-100 

The commenter states that other governmental and non-governmental organizations that work with the 
developmentally disabled have not vetted the project. 

The review of the proposed project by governmental and non-governmental organizations that work with the 
developmentally disabled is outside of the purview of CEQA.  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. 




