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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION. 

1. SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

Staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with respect to the 
grounds on which the appeal has been filed, and that the Commission hold a de novo hearing, 
because the appellant has raised a substantial issue with the local government's action and its 
consistency with the certified LCP. 

The City of Half Moon Bay approved a coastal development permit for the replacement of 2,200-
lineal feet of an existing 10-inch welded steel water line with a 16-inch ductile iron water line, as 
repair of a leaking section of the Coastside County Water District's water transmission line. The 
appellant contends that the project is not consistent with the City's certified LCP, and as discussed 
in greater detail below has six main areas of concern relating to inconsistencies with provisions of 
the LUP regarding: (a) water supply capacity and expansion of public works facilities; (b) phasing 
of public works expansions; (c) precedence ofLUP policies; (d) LUP policy standards and 
compliance; (e) planning and financing expansions of public works; and (f) services and 
infrastructure for development. 

• 

• 

The Commission staff analysis indicates that the project, as approved by the City, raises a • 
substantial issue with respect to appellant contentions regarding two of the above contentions, 
specifically, (a) water supply capacity and expansion of public works facilities, and (b) phasing of 
public works expansions. 

The motion to adopt the Staff Recommendation of Substantial Issue is found on page 4 • 

. STAFF NOTES: 

1. Appeal Process. 

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCP), the Coastal Act provides for limited appeals 
to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development permits 
(Coastal Act Section 30603). 

Coastal Act Section 30603 provides, in applicable part, that action taken by a local government on 
a coastal development permit application may be appealed to the Coastal Commission for certain 
kinds of developments including developments located within certain geographic appeal areas, 
such as those located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or within three 
hundred feet of the mean high tide line or inland extent of any beach or top of the seaward face of 
a coastal bluff, those located in a sensitive coastal resource area or those located within 100 feet of • 
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any wetland, estuary, or stream. Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be 
appealed if they are not designated the "principal permitted use" under the certified LCP. Finally, 
developments that constitute a major public works or a major energy facilities may be appealed, 
whether approved or denied by the city or county. 

Although only the most southerly 350 feet of the project is located between the sea and the first 
public road paralleling the sea, the portion of the project now before the Commission as well as 
the entire 2,220-foot-long project is appealable to the Commission as a major public works project 
because it is a public transmission facility for water with a cost greater than $100,000. The 
portion of the water pipeline that is the subject of the appeal would cost more than $300,000. 

Section 30603 limits the grounds for an appeal to an allegation that the development does not 
conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program or the public access and 
public recreation policies set forth in the Coastal Act. 

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the 
Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. If the 
Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, 
proponents and opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal 
raises a substantial issue. It takes a majority of the Commissioners present to find that no 
substantial issue is raised. Unless it is determined that there is no substantial issue, the 
Commission would continue with a full public hearing on the merits of the project. If the 
Commission were to conduct a de novo hearing on the appeal the applicable test under 
Coastal Act Section 30604 would be whether the development is in conformity with the 
certified Local Coastal Program and with the public access and public recreation policies 
of the Coastal Act. 

The only persons eligible to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue question are 
the applicant, persons who made their views known before the local government (or their 
representatives) and the local government. Testimony from other persons regarding the 
substantial issue question must be submitted in writing. 

2. Filing of Appeal. 

The appellants filed an appeal to the Commission in a timely manner on March 25, 1999, within 
ten working days of receipt by the Commission of a complete notice of final local action on March 
15, 1999. Pursuant to Section 30261 ofthe Coastal Act, an appeal hearing must be set within 49 
days from the date an appeal of a locally issued coastal development permit is filed. In accordance 
with the California Code of Regulations, on March 26, 1999 staff requested all relevant documents 
and materials regarding the subject permit from the City, to enable staff to analyze the appeal and 
prepare a recommendation as to whether a substantial issue exists. Consistent with Section 13112 
of the California Code of Regulations, since the Commission did not timely receive all requested 
documents and materials, at the April 16, 1999 meeting the Commission opened and continued the 
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hearing. Subsequently, all of the remaining file materials were transmitted to the Commission. 
Prior to the May Commission meeting, the applicant submitted a letter indicating the applicant has 
no objection to the Commission holding the continued hearing on the substantial issue portion of 
the appeal at the June, 1999 Commission meeting. 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE. 

Pursuant to Section 30603(b) of the Coastal Act as discussed below, the staff recommends that the 
Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the 
appeal has been filed. The proper MOTION is: 

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-1-HMB-99-20 raises NO 
substantial issue as to conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program with respect to 
the grounds on which the appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603 of the Coastal 
Act. 

Staff recommends a NO vote on the motion. A majority of the Commissioners present is 
required to pass the motion. Approval of the motion would mean that the County permit is 
effective. If the motion fails, the Commission would conduct a hearing on the merits of the 
project. 

II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS. 

The Commission hereby finds and declares: 

A. APPELLANT'S CONTENTIONS. 

The Commission received an appeal by Carol Cupp of the City of HalfMoon Bay decision to 
approve the Coastside County Water District (CCWD) water transmission line project 
with conditions. The project as approved consists of the replacement of2,200 lineal feet of an 
existing 10-inch welded steel water line with a 16-inch ductile iron water line to be constructed 
on the east side of the Frontage Road from the south side of Sewer Plant Road to approximately 
200 feet north of Wave Avenue. 

The appellant's contentions are summarized below, and the full text of the contentions is also 
included as Exhibit 10. The appellant contends that the development as approved by the County 
is inconsistent with the certified LCP. The contentions involve inconsistencies with LUP Land 
Use, Development, and Public Works policies contained in LUP Chapters 1, 9, and 10, and 
inconsistencies with several Coastal Act policies cited in the City's LCP. 

• 

"" • 

• 
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1. Asserted Inconsistencies with LUP Chapters 1 (Introduction), 9 (Development), and 10 
(Public Works) Policies. 

The appellants assert that the City's approval provided "no basis for LCP compliance because no 
information was presented by CCWD as to how the pipeline expansion (either separately or as 
part of the Phase 2 system expansion) meets the following LCP requirements:" 

• The precedence that LCP policies take over other elements of the City's General Plan (Local 
LCP Policy 1-3); 

(discussed in Section II.D.l.c. of this report) 

• The meeting of all LCP policies is required for CDP approval (Local LCP Policies 1-4 
and 9-3); 

(discussed in Section II.D.l.d. of this report) 

• Lack of adequate water, school, sewer and highway infrastructure to fully service a proposed 
project is grounds for CDP denial (Local LCP Policies 9-2, 9-4); 

(discussed in Section II.D.l.f. of this report) 

• • The limiting of infrastructure capacity to the "probable capacity" of other infrastructure 

• 

elements like highways, which are already gridlocked by users of the unexpanded pipeline 
(Local LCP Policy 10-3); 

(discussed in Section II.D.l.b. of this report) 

• Determination by the City (not CCWD) of the need and timing of additional infrastructure, the 
ability of infrastructure systems to expand, and the funding sources for such expansion (Local 
LCP Policy 1 0-7); 

(discussed in Section II.D.l.e. of this report) 

• The limiting of water supply increases to those which meet but not exceed the requirements of 
buildout (Local LCP Policy 1 0-9). 

(discussed in Section II.D.l.a. of this report) 

2. Inconsistencies with Coastal Act Policies. 

The appellant also asserts that the City of Half Moon Bay approval did not provide any 
information that would demonstrate project consistency with several Coastal Act policies cited in 
the City's certified LUP. Specifically, the appellant alleges that the project approval does not 
demonstrate how the project meets LCP "requirements" regarding: 

• permanent protection of natural and scenic resources; protection of the ecological balance of 
the Coastal Zone and prevention of its deterioration and destruction (Coastal Act Policy 
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30001); 

• protection, maintenance and enhancement of Coastal Zone environmental quality; assurance 
of orderly and balanced use and conservation of Coastal Zone resources; assurance of priority 
for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development over other development (Coastal Act 
Policy 30001.5); 

• ability to withstand a Coastal Commission review that focuses on LCP conformance, the 
avoidance of unnecessary long-term cost to the public, and the avoidance of the diminished 
quality of life resulting from the misuse of coastal resources (Coastal Act Policy 30004); 

• the resolution of any conflicts encountered in implementing the LCP by applying the most 
protective policy (Coastal Act Policy 30007.5); 

• the liberal construing of the Coastal Act (including its policies as adopted in the LCP) to 
accomplish its objectives (Coastal Act Policy 30009). 

(discussed in Section II.D.2. ofthis report) 

B. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION 

On January 28, 1999, the City of HalfMoon Bay Planning Commission approved with conditions 
Coastal Development Permit PDP-44-98 for the replacement of 2,200 lineal feet of an existing 10-
inch welded steel water line with a 16-inch ductile iron water line to be constructed on the east 
side of the Frontage Road from the south side of Sewer Plant Road to approximately 200 feet 

·north of Wave Avenue. This first phase of the El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project is called 
the Casa del Mar Pipeline Replacement Project, named after the Casa del Mar subdivision 
adjacent to it. 

The major conditions of approval imposed by the Planning Commission included: 

Condition 2. This condition specifies that the permit authorizes only the replacement of a 
deteriorating pipeline, and requires that before conducting any development which would enlarge 
or expand the applicant's sources of water supply, or create new sources of water supply, the 
applicant must secure a coastal development permit for such development and "if requested to do 
so by the agency issuing such Coastal Development Permit, shall prepare an Environmental 
Impact Report on such development;" 

Condition 4. This condition requires that during construction the applicant must 
minimize the transport and discharge of stormwater from the project site by instituting 
construction site practices that include specified "best management practices;" 

• 

• 

Condition 8. This condition requires, through specified procedures, the protection of • 
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archaeological resources; 

Condition 10. This condition requires the preparation and implementation of a detailed 
dust control plan. 

The City's approval was appealed to the HalfMoon Bay City Council, on February 7, 1999, by 
the current appellant. On March 2, 1999, the City Council heard the appeal and voted on it, but 
failed, by a 2-2 vote, to come to a decision. The City's March 15, 1999 Notice of Final Action 
therefore transmitted the notice of the Planning Commission's January 28, 1999 conditional 
approval of the project as the City's final action notice. A March 9, 1999 determination by the 
City Attorney that the Planning Commission's action did in fact constitute the City's final action 
on the project accompanied the March 15 Notice of Final Action (Exhibit 9). The appellant then 
filed the appeal to the Commission in a timely manner, on March 25, 1999, within the ten
working day appeal period. 

C. PROJECT SETTING AND DESCRIPTION. 

1. Site Description. 

The Coastside County Water District (CCWD) project site begins approximately 0.65 miles north 
of the Highway One and Highway 92 intersection near downtown HalfMoon Bay, and continues 
north for 2,200 feet along the east side of the Frontage Road that parallels Highway One, on its 
west side. This 2,200-foot distance is situated between a south terminus near the south side of 
Sewer Plant Road and a north terminus approximately 200 feet north of Wave Avenue. See 
Exhibits 1 and 2. 

The project, called the Casa del Mar Pipeline Replacement Project after the Casa del Mar 
subdivision adjacent to it, is the first phase ofCCWD's planned El Granada Pipeline Replacement 
Project, a project that would eventually replace, in several phased sections, approximately 3Yz 
miles of pipeline. See Exhibit 3. A future approximately 0.65-mile segment of the replacement 
piping would connect to the south end of the currently proposed Casa del Mar Replacement 
Project and run south to terminate approximately 900 feet northeast of the Highway One and 
Highway 92 intersection, near the north end of Main Street at Lewis Foster Drive. The other 
approximately 2Yz miles of replacement piping would connect as part of a future project to the 
north end of the currently proposed Casa del Mar section and extend north to terminate at 
CCWD's existing El Granada Water Storage Tank No. 1 in unincorporated San Mateo County, 
approximately 1.3 miles north of the city limits. 

2. Project Description. 

According to the applicant, CCWD, the Casa del Mar segment is about 12% of the entire 18,6000-
foot-long El Granada Pipeline which "will eventually be replaced along its full length." The Casa 
del Mar Replacement Project is proposed as the first phase because, according to the City's 
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January 29,1999 staff report, "it is the District's highest priority, because it is in the worst 
condition, with high maintenance due to leaks." The actual sequence or timetable of phasing for 
the other replacement sections is not known. 

The old Casa del Mar pipeline runs along the west side of Frontage Road, beneath the sidewalk 
where subdivision sidewalks exist. The old pipeline would be abandoned (taken out of service, 
sealed and left in place), and the new "replacement" pipeline would be constructed in a 3- to 5-
foot-deep trench on the east side of Frontage Road, between Frontage Road and Highway One. 
The project also includes the transfer of existing distribution pipeline connections and individual 
connections to the new pipe along with installation of new fire hydrants, valves and other 
supporting facilities. At present, about six distribution pipelines, 3 fire hydrants and 15 - 20 
individual service connections are tapped into the transmission pipeline in the Casa del Mar 
segment. 

According to CCWD's project description: 

The (Casa del Mar) project is an infrastructure improvement and maintenance project. It 
involves the replacement of a particularly leaky segment of the 48 year old El Granada 
Pipeline, which is nearing the end of its useful life. The replacement pipeline will be six 
inches larger in order to have adequate capacity to serve both existing and projected 

• 

demands in the northern portion of the District, consistent with the adopted HalfMoon • 
Bay and San Mateo County General Plans and Local Coastal Programs. 

The proposed Casa del Mar Pipeline Replacement Project is the first portion, 2,200 feet in length, 
of the 3.5-mile El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project. According to the Planning Commission 
staff report, the El Granada Project is "intended to provide increased flexibility in the transfer of 
water from the northern part of the system to the southern part, as well as increased ability to fight 
fires in a 'bad case scenario."' According to the Planning Commission staff report, the CCWD is 
beginning the overall project with replacement of the Casa del Mar segment, the subject of the 
appeal, since it "is the District's highest priority because it is in the worst condition, with high 
maintenance due to leaks." 

The CCWD's entire service area, shown in Exhibit 4, includes the City of HalfMoon Bay and 
several unincorporated coastal communities in San Mateo County, including Miramar, Princeton 
by the Sea, and El Granada. The service area's boundaries extend approximately 9.5 miles north 
to south along the coast and 1.5 miles east to west. The service area boundaries for the less 
extensive service area ofthe El Granada Pipeline are shown in Exhibit 5 (fig. I from Initial 
Study). 

Exhibit 4, besides showing the entire CCWD service area, also shows various components of the 
CCWD system, including the Crystal Springs Pipeline (CSP), the main transmission lines from 
Pilarcitos Lake, the District's two water treatment plants (in the south, the Nunes plant on Carter 
Hill, about 1.3 miles northeast of the Highway 1 and Highway 92 intersection, and, in the north, • 
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the Denniston plant in El Granada), the main transmission lines west of the Nunes plant, storage 
tanks for treated water, pump stations, and wells. 

The City staff report discussion on "growth inducing impacts" states the "purpose" of enlarging 
the El Granada Pipeline to a 16 inch diameter as follows: 

The construction of this pipeline is for the purpose of creating additional flexibility in 
moving water from the northern part of the system to the southern part of the system and 
back. This provides increased ability to transfer water to the smaller tanks in the north 
from the Crystal Springs water at the Nunes plant. It also allows transfer of water south 
when the cheaper water in the surface system of the Denniston plant is able to supply 
water to the tanks in the southern part of the system. Its increased size also allows 
replenishment of the three relatively small tanks in the El Granada area. As discussed in 
the section on fire fighting, this feature will allow these tanks to be replenished faster in 
case of failure of the Denniston plant for more than 2 days. This will ensure continued 
service as well as a margin for safety for fire control during a possible extended Denniston 
plant failure. 

The initial stage of the overall El Granada project, i.e., the appealed replacement of the Casa del 
Mar segment of the pipeline, by itself would not accomplish the described project "purpose" of 
"increased ability to transfer water" throughout the entire system. The enlarged Casa del Mar 
segment would, however, be the first step in producing a system with increased pipe capacity 
approximately 2.56 times that of the current capacity. The projected capacity after overall project 
completion would be 4.66 million gallons per day (mgd). 

D. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS. 

Section 30603(b)(l) ofthe Coastal Act states: 

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an allegation 
that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local 
coastal program or the public access policies set forth in this division. 

The appellant's contentions cited above that involve inconsistencies with adopted LUP policies 
contained in LUP Chapters 1 (Introduction), 9 (Development), and 10 (Public Works) all present 
potentially valid grounds for appeal in that they allege the project's inconsistency with policies of 
the certified LCP. 

1. Appellant's Contentions That are Related to LCP Policies (Valid Grounds for 
Appeal). 

Public Resources Code section 30625(b) states that the Commission shall hear an appeal unless it 
determines: 
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With respect to appeals to the Commission after certification of a local coastal program, 
that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been 
filed pursuant to Section 30603. 

The term "substantial issue" is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations. 
The Commission's regulations simply indicate that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it 
"finds that the appeal raises no significant question." (Cal. Code Regs. Title 14, section 13115(b). 
In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the following factors: 

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that the 
development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP and with the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act; 

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local 
government; 

3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; 

4. The precedential value of the local government's decision for future interpretation 

• 

of its LCP; and • 

5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide 
significance. 

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain 
judicial review of the local government's coastal permit decision by filing petition for a writ of 
mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, section 1094.5. 

In this case, for the reasons discussed herein, the Commission exercises its discretion and 
determines that with respect to certain allegations (a. and b. below) a substantial issue exists with 
regard to the project's conformance with the certified HalfMoon Bay LCP. As further discussed 
below, the Commission finds that with respect to certain other allegations (c.- f. below) the 
development as approved by the City presents no substantial issue. 

Allegations Raising Substantial Issue. 

a. Water Supply Capacity and Expansion of Public Works Facilities (LUP Policy 10-9 
and 10-3). 

The appellant contends that the City's approval included no evidence that the approval meets LUP 
Policy 10-3 and Policy 10-9 provisions relating to increases in water supply and public facilities 
capacity. The appellant states that the City's approval included no evidence that approval of the • 
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enlarged water supply pipeline meets LCP provisions that the City may support only water supply 
increases "which will provide for, but not exceed" the amount needed for buildout which, the 
appellant states, "the City has acted consistently during the last 18 months to reduce by at least 
2,500 homes." 

L UP Public Works Policy 1 0-9 states: 

The City will support an increase in the water supply to capacity which will provide for, 
but not exceed, the amount needed to support build-out of the Land Use Plan of the City 
and County within the Coastside County Water District. 

LUP Public Works Policy 10-3 states in applicable part: 

The City shall limit development or expansion of public works facilities to a capacity 
which does not exceed that needed to serve buildout of the Land Use Plan ... 

Also according to the appeal, some review criteria the Planning Commission applied in its 
evaluation of the project plans are no longer applicable, such as the City's buildout target: 

For example, there is no recognition in the project plan that, since mid-1997, the City 
Council has been engaged in an LCP revision process, which has already established a 
clear direction to significantly reduce the buildout target by at least 2,500 houses; LCP 
policy 10-3 limits expansion of public works facilities to a capacity which does not exceed 
that needed to service buildout, and in this case, obsolete buildout numbers were used to 
size and justify the pipe expansion. 

Background 

Determining how large a diameter of pipeline should be installed to ensure that capacity does not 
exceed the amount needed to support buildout of the LUP is a complicated process involving the 
consideration of a number of different factors. This section describes the applicant's analysis of 
how large a pipeline should be installed for the proposed project. The City incorporated the 
conclusions of the applicant's analysis into its findings for approval of the project as conditioned. 

Although the overall project would involve the installation of a pipeline with greater capacity than 
the existing pipeline, the Planning Commission report states that the pipeline "is not intended to 
create additional capacity." The apparent contradiction is explained in the Planning Commission's 
report as evidence for "Finding 1: The development, as modified by conditions, conforms to the 
Local Coastal Program": 

It (Policy 1 0-9) says that the City will support an increase in the water supply to capacity 
which will provide for, but not exceed, the amount needed to support build-out of the Land 
Use Plan of the City and County within the Coastside County Water District. No increase 
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in the ability to provide water is associated with this project. If permitted in the future, 
however, it has the potential to support an application for water service for about 50 
percent of the current build-out, City and County. Because the General Plan is currently 
being updated, this percentage may be revised. It will not eliminate the appropriateness of 
this line for system flexibility and fire service, apart from its ability to support growth, 
should no future permit for increase in capacity be submitted. 

Although the Planning Commission's "findings" and "evidence" do not themselves provide any 
quantitative information on current or projected transmission pipeline capacities, "Attachment 4" 
of the Planning Commission staff report contains such information. The staff report identifies 
"Attachment 4" as the "Casa del Mar Pipeline Replacement Project, Narrative in Support of a 
Coastal Development Application, CCWD July 24, 1998." According to the CCWD Narrative: 

When completed, the 16-inch El Granada Transmission Pipeline replacement will have the 
ability to meet future average day requirements (2.03-2.58 mgd) at buildout of the City and 
County LCPs. It will supply 55% of the peak day demands (3.67-4.66 mgd) at buildout, 
well below the allowable LCP maximums. 

In its "Narrative," CCWD provides background on its proposal to enlarge the El Granada 
Transmission Pipeline based on population growth assumptions contained in the City of Half 

• 

Moon Bay and County of San Mateo LCPs: • 

The need for enlarging the El Granada Transmission pipeline from 10 inches to 16 inches 
has been determined from calculations of water demand that are based on the adopted Half 
Moon Bay and San Mateo County Local Coastal Programs and Land Use Plans. Each 
LCP contains requirements for two levels of population growth: the Phase I level and the 
Buildout level. Since the Phase I level will be reached in the relatively near future, and the 
new pipe will have a long useful life, the District's criteria for the proposed replacement 
pipeline is to limit its size so as to not exceed the projected LCP buildout population water 
usage level. 

According to the "Narrative," CCWD calculated buildout water usage "average day requirements'' 
and "peak day demands" as follows: 

TABLEt 

ESTIMATED BUILDOUT WATER USAGE IN 
EL GRANADA PIPELINE SERVICE AREA 

GEOGRAPHICAL AREA AVERAGE DAILY USAGE PEAK DAY USAGE2 

County of San Mateo 
City of HalfMoon Bay: 

1.32- 1.66 mgd1 2.36 -2.99 mgd 

• 
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Current Usage 
City of HalfMoon Bay: 

Future Additional Demand 

Total Demand at Buildout 

0.28 mgd3 

0.44 - 0.64 mgd4 

2.03 - 2.58 mgd 

0.52 mgd 

0.79- 1.15 mgd 

3.67- 4.66 mgd 

1 Courity of San Mateo, Local Coastal Program Policies, Table 2.10. 
2 Peak day usage assumed to be 180% of average daily usage. 
3 Derived by District Engineer from CCWD meter records. Engineering Master Plan, El 
Granada Transmission Pipeline Replacement Project, Jurie 30, 1997. 
4 Developed from HalfMoon Bay LCPILUP Table 9.1 data for the El Granada 
Transmission Pipeline Service Area .. 

The City's LUP, certified in 1985, shows, at the time of the 1980 Federal Census, 2,726 
residential uriits within the City. The LUP's Table 9-1 (referenced in the above table's fourth 
footnote and attached Exhibit 7) shows the "maximum potential new units urider LUP" to be 
5,265-5,345 uriits at buildout (the year 2020 according to the LUP), for a total buildout level of 
7,991-8,071 units. CCWD's "Narrative" anticipates that 2,026 of Table 9-1's projected new 
5,265 - 5,345 units are units within the geographic area served by the El Granada Transmission 
Pipeline, the area depicted in Exhibit 5. In determining the projected buildout water usage for 
those parts of the City within El Granada pipeline's City service area, CCWD estimated that, 
given that some of the 1985-projected 2,026 units have already been developed, the remaining 
potential City buildout in the service area would be 1,836 uriits. The City's "future additional 
demand" figures shown above in CCWD's Table 1- Estimated Buildout Water Usage were 
developed using the 1,836 new units projection. 

The City of HalfMoon Bay "future additional demand" water usage figures above, in the second
to-last line of Table 1, were calculated by applying a "conversion factor" (2.61 persons per 
household) to these projected 1,836 new units and then applying per capita "average day (water) 
usage" figures to the projected future additional population. These calculations are further 
described in the project's June 1997 "Engineering Master Plan" as follows: 

This estimated number of future residential uriits (1,836 uriits) may be converted into a 
number of persons by use of the factor of2.61 persons per household contained in Table 
1.1 of the City's LUP. Using this conversion factor, the maximum number of future 
residents is estimated at 4, 782 persons. The City LUP contains no criteria for per capita 
water usage. For purposes of calculating water usage by future residents, this master plan 
report uses the same criteria as used by the Courity of San Mateo in calculating the 
estimated water usage for the Courity area of the proposed pipeline project: average day 
usage is estimated a 93 to 134 gallons per day per capita and peak day usage is estimated 
at 180% of average day usage. Using this criteria, average day water usage by the future 
City residents of the project area is calculated at 0.44 to 0.64 mgd (million gallons per day) 
and peak day usage at 0.79 to 1.15 mgd. 
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To ascertain "the optimal size and capacity for the El Granada Pipeline replacement," CCWD then 
applied the "water demand projections" above to the District Engineer's "four primary 
engineering criteria": 

1. Service Area and Service Capability. The replacement pipeline, when complete, 
should have sufficient capacity to serve the entire northern service area under the 
"Denniston Project Not Operable" mode. The minimum requirement should be to 
meet average (not peak) day needs at a development level not greater than LCP 
buildout. 

2. Operational Energy. It is acceptable to use the booster pump station to meet future 
estimated peak day demands. Pumping should not be required to meet average day 
demands, so as to reduce energy costs and have adequate gravity flows to maintain 
adequate service if the pump station is inoperable. 

3. Transmission Pipeline Redundancy. Sound engineering practice favors the 
construction of parallel pipelines. The El Granada replacement pipeline should not 
be so large that a future parallel pipeline would increase capacity beyond what is 
allowed by the LCPs. 

4. Construction Cost. Project costs can be substantially reduced if the pipeline is 
sized below peak day demands. If future demands occur which exceed the capacity 
of the replacement pipeline, they could be met with parallel pipelines in future 
developments or by increased booster pump capacity. 

After listing these criteria, the CCWD "Narrative" states: 

Using these criteria, the District Engineer has identified 16 inches as the optimal pipe size 
for the El Granada Transmission Pipeline. This, of course, includes the Casa del Mar 
segment which is the subject of this application. 

Analysis 

The assumptions and usage projections used to analyze the size of the pipeline needed are critical 
factors for determining whether the capacity of the proposed waterline would exceed that needed 
under buildout of the LUP. As discussed below, the Commission finds that questions concerning 
the appropriateness of the per capita water usage and the engineering criteria assumptions raise a 
substantial issue regarding the project's conformance with LUP Policy 10-3. 

a. Usage Levels Assumptions: 

The City's approval does not evaluate the accuracy ofthe water usage figures that the CCWD 

• 

• 

• 
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used in calculating its projections that resulted in the District Engineer's conclusion that 
"identified 16 inches as the optimal pipe size for the El Granada Transmission Pipeline." In 
materials submitted on behalf of the CCWD (pages 8 and 11 of Exhibit 11, HansonBridgett April 
20, 1999 correspondence), the applicant's legal representative, Ray McDevitt, maintains that "The 
City found that the replacement pipeline did not exceed the capacity needed to serve buildout," 
quoting the Planning Commission's "Condition of Approval No.2": 

The Coastal Development Permit authorizes only the replacement of a portion of a water 
transmission pipeline as described herein. It does not authorize any development which 
would expand or enlarge the applicant's sources of water supply or create a new source of 
water supply. Before conducting any development which would enlarge or expand its 
sources of water supply or create any new sources of water supply, the applicant shall 
secure a Coastal Development Permit for such development, and, if requested to do so by 
the agency issuing such Coastal Development Permit, shall prepare an Environmental 
Impact Report on such development. 

As noted above, LUP Policy 10-9 restricts increases in water supply. Although it is true, as Mr. 
McDevitt points out, that the project does not propose an expansion or enlargement of water 
supply sources or the creation of a new water supply source, that fact does not necessarily mean 
that the City's Condition No.2 would ensure project consistency with LUP Policy 10-3. The 
requirements and restrictions ofPolicy 10-3 apply to the expansion of public works "facilities," 
and are not limited to facilities that would increase water supply. Pump stations or the proposed 
pipeline are also public works facilities that must be limited to a capacity which does not exceed 
that needed to serve buildout and the Land Use Plan pursuant to LUP Policy 10-3. Therefore, it is 
essential to examine the evidence the City relied upon to make its determination that the project is 
consistent with Policy 10-3 and will not result in an expansion of pipeline capacity that will 
exceed that need to service buildout under the certified LUP. 

One of the key assumptions made in the applicant's analysis of the size of the pipeline to install is 
per capita daily water usage. As described above, the project's engineering master plan report 
assumed an average day water usage of from 93 to 134 gallons per day per capita, "the same 
criteria used by the County of San Mateo in calculating the estimated water usage for the County 
area of the proposed pipeline." The City's approval of the project did not contain any findings that 
address whether or not this usage assumption is a correct assumption or how relying on an 
incorrect assumption could result in a project inconsistent with the LCP. For example, if average 
day water usage figures for the City of Half Moon Bay are less than the San Mateo County 
figures, it might be demonstrated that a 16"-inch diameter pipeline would provide excess capacity, 
i.e., more than that needed to support buildout levels projected in the City's certified LCP, since 
more people could be served by a pipeline of that size. 

Since the engineering master plan report does not indicate the date that San Mateo County derived 
the "93 to 134 gallons per day per capita" water usage figure, it is possible that the figure could be 
out-of-date and not representative of current usage patterns. Water usage levels in a community 
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may change over time, as evidenced by the situation in another California coastal community, the 
City of Santa Barbara. As shown in Exhibit 12 (City of Santa Barbara "Water Facts"), Santa 
Barbara's "pre-drought" (before 1990) "residential per capita consumption (gal/day)" was at a 
level of 120 gallons per day. From 1990 through 1998, per capita water usage in the City dropped 
to levels from approximately one- half to two-thirds of the "pre-drought" level, with per capita 
consumption levels ranging from 59- and 56- gal/day in 1990 and 1991 to 86-and 77-gal/day in 
1997 and 1998. (The average for the years 1990 through 1998 for Santa Barbara is 71.3 gal/day.) 
Another summary of"Water Usage Facts," from a 1991 publication on water usage in the U.S., 
shows 90 gallons of water as the "average home use per person per day" (Exhibit 13). This figure 
and all of the post-1990 water usage figures for the City of Santa Barbara are lower than the low 
end of the range (93 to 134 gal/day) used by the CCWD to project "buildout" water demand for its 
service area. These lower per capita usage figures suggest the proposed 16" pipeline could serve 
many more people and households than projected by the applicant. 

b. Engineering Criteria Assumptions: 

As described above, the CCWD applied "four primary engineering criteria" to its water demand 
projections in identifying a 16-inch diameter pipeline as the pipe size needed for the project. The 
use of two of these criteria, relating to contingency planning and pumping assumptions, is based 
on assumptions that bear on the question of whether or not, as the appellant contends, the project 

f 

• 

is designed for capacity greater than that allowed by LUP Policies 10-3 and 10-9. • 

The CCWD's first engineering criteria is that the replacement pipeline, when complete, should 
have sufficient capacity to serve the entire northern service area under the "Denniston Project Not 
Operable" mode. The Denniston Project refers to water supplies provided by CCWD facilities in 
the northern part of its service area (wells, treatment facility, storage tank depicted in Exhibit 4), 
in El Granada. The El Granada Pipeline, which is the sole transmission pipeline between Half 
Moon Bay and El Granada, is operated bi-directionally depending on the source of supply, i.e., 
Denniston source water is transmitted southward, and water from San Francisco Water 
Department sources is transmitted northward. During the majority of the year, the water supply 
available from the Denniston Project is sufficient to meet the requirement s of the northern portion 
of the CCWD service area. As described in the engineering master plan: 

Under this ("normal operation") condition, the flow in the northern portion of the El 
Granada Transmission Pipeline is from north to south (conveying Denniston water to the 
southern El Granada area) and the flow in the southern portion of the pipeline is from 
south to north (conveying water from the Carter Hill storage tanks in Half Moon Bay to 
the northern HalfMoon Bay area and Miramar). Sometimes operation of the Frenchmans 
Creek Booster Pump Station is required to convey water from the Carter Hill storage tanks 
to the Miramar storage tank which provides service to the Miramar area. 

In planning the replacement pipeline to have sufficient capacity, by using a 16-inch diameter 
pipeline, to serve the entire northern service area under the "Denniston Project Not Operable" • 



• 

• 
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mode, the CCWD has planned a system with enough capacity for San Francisco Water 
Department source water, delivered from the south end of the system, to provide water service to 
the entire northern service area. When the Denniston Project is operable, as is the normal 
situation, the volume of water that could be transmitted northbound through the proposed 16-inch 
line would be much greater than that needed to serve the area. According to the CCWD: 

There are a number of reasons that the Denniston Project could be inoperable including a 
water quality problem, treatment plant equipment malfunction, loss of electrical power, 
broken transmission pipeline, and damage following an earthquake. Clearly the proposed 
pipeline must have sufficient capacity to provide water service to meet this operating 
scenario. However, this operating mode is expected to occur infrequently, and therefore 
the service to be provided could be classified as emergency rather than normal. 

Although there is merit to such emergency contingency planning, the resultant capacity may 
exceed the capacity limits required by LUP Policies 10-3 and 10-9, which provide only for 
expanded and increased water supply and public works facilities capacity only to the amount 
needed to support build-out of the LUP. 

Similarly, the CCWD's second engineering criteria raises concerns that the 16-inch-diameter 
pipeline would provide capacity beyond that allowed by the LUP. This criteria is that pumping 
should not be required to meet average day demands, so as to reduce energy costs and have 
adequate gravity flows to maintain adequate service if the pump station is inoperable. The choice 
to design a system where pumping would not be required to meet average daily needs represents 
the second of two alternatives described by CCWD: 

The replacement pipeline can be sized sufficiently that no pumping is required (to meet the 
maximum estimated peak day demands for the Buildout LCP growth projections) or it can 
be sized somewhat smaller which may require pumping to meet future peak day demands. 

Although the 16-inch-diameter pipeline is designed to only require pumping to meet future peak 
day demands, it follows that if the system's pumps were for some reason utilized on an "average 
day," more water could be delivered through the pipeline on that average day than is required for 
LUP buildout. In other words, the pipeline as designed may have the capacity, when pumps are 
utilized, to deliver more water on an "average day" than is needed for buildout. 

c. Alternative Buildout Scenarios: 

The appellant also raises a question as to the use of the certified LUP's build-out figures to justify 
the project's capacity since, as the appellant points out, the City is currently engaged in an LUP 
revision process that includes considerations to reduce the LUP's stated buildout projections. As 
the appellant notes, "LCP policy 10-3 limits expansion of public works facilities to a capacity 
which does not exceed that need to service buildout, and in this case, obsolete buildout number 
were used to size and justify the pipe expansion." The appellant states that the City Council's 
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LCP revision process "has already established a clear direction to significantly reduce the buildout 
target by at least 2,500 houses." However, because the standard of review for Commission 
consideration of appeals of local coastal permit approvals is consistency with the certified LCP, 
any reduced buildout projections being evaluated by the City at this time are not relevant to the 
current appeal, since no such projections are yet part of the certified LCP. 

Conclusion 

Although the reduced buildout projections being evaluated by the City are not relevant to the 
current appeal, questions about the appropriateness of the assumptions used to analyze the sizing 
of the waterline raise a substantial issue with regard to conformance of the project as approved 
with LCP Public Works Policy 10-3 and 10-9 provisions concerning required correlation between 
increases in water and public works facilities capacities and LUP buildout projections. These 
assumptions include the CCWD's water usage figures that the CCWD used in calculating its 
"water demand projections" for buildout, and the engineering criteria used in the system's design 
that provide for additional contingency capacity and the possibility of additional delivery 
capabilities using pumping 

b. Phasing of Public Works Expansions (LUP Policy 10-3). 

• 

The appellant contends that the City's approval included no evidence that the approval meets LUP • 
Policy 10-3 provisions that require phased expansion in accord with the "probable capacity" of 
other public works facilities and services. The appellant states that the City's approval included no 
evidence that approval of the enlarged water supply pipeline meets LCP provisions that the City 
must limit infrastructure capacity to the "probable capacity" of other infrastructure elements like 
highways, which, according to the appellant, "are already gridlocked by users of the unexpanded 
pipeline. 

LUP Public Works Policy 10-3 states in its entirety: 

The City shall limit development or expansion of public works facilities to a capacity 
which does not exceed that needed to serve build-out of the Land Use Plan, and require 
the phased development o!public works facilities in accordance with phased development 
policies in Section 9 and the probable capacity of other public works and services. 
(emphasis added) 

According to the appellant, the proposed 16" -diameter pipeline cannot be permitted under LUP 
Policy 10-3 requirements because, as part ofCCWD's planned eventual replacement of the entire 
3.5 mile El Granada 10" pipeline, the project's increased pipe capacity (approximately 2.6 times 
the volume of the existing pipe) would have the capability of serving development at a level that 
cannot be provided at current highway capacity and "probable capacity" limitations. The 
appellant states (Exhibit 10) that: 

• 
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As shown by the attached computer modeling results from the 6/97 CCAG-sponsored 
($2M), Countywide Transportation Plan Alternative Report, SRs 1 and 92 have operated at 
Caltrans Level of Service F since 1990, and are both predicted to be worse than F in 2010 
under the current buildout scenario, even assuming optimistic highway investment levels. 
Therefore, in violation ofLCP Local Policy 10-3, the proposed pipeline is not being 
phased in accord with the "probable capacity" of other public works components; namely, 
highways. In short, a 16-inch diameter pipeline cannot be permitted because it cannot 
service a demand that is beyond the "probable capacity" of SRs 1 and 92. Since the best 
available studies show the area to already be at the worst possible level of service (given 
the demand imposed by users of the 1 0 inch pipeline), a 16 inch pipeline is demonstrably 
too big to satisfy Local LCP Policy 10-3. 

LUP Policy 10-3 specifically requires "the phased development of public works facilities in 
accordance with ... the probable capacity of other public works and services." The only 
information in the City's project files on project phasing is that which is included in the March 
1998 "Initial Study" prepared for the El Granada Transmission Pipeline Replacement Project: 

The El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project will be completed in phases over the next 3 
to 5 years. The first phase, which is in the District's Capital Improvement Plan for 1998, 
is the Casa del Mar Pipeline project, which extends from near Kehoe A venue to north of 
Wave A venue, in Half Moon Bay. This is Section 2 (of seven listed geographical 
sections) of the El Granada Transmission Pipeline Project. It has first priority because this 
segment of the pipeline is particularly leaky and has recently had very high maintenance 
costs. The draft year 2000 budget allocates $1 ,000,000 for this project. The District has 
not determined which section or sections will be constructed at that time. 

No other information on project phasing was included in the City's January 1999 approval of the 
Casa del Mar project. The City's approval considered only the Casa del Mar segment, which is 
the only part of the eventual project that is currently proposed to the City. (CCWD's coastal 
development permit application to construct another of the overall project's seven geographic 
sections, not contiguous to the Casa del Mar section and outside the City's jurisdiction, is 
currently under review by the County of San Mateo. Any County action on that section of the 
project will be appealable to the Commission.) 

The City's approval did not, as the appellant contends, include any discussion of whether the 
project meets LUP Policy 10-3 requirements that expansion of the pipeline be phased in 
accordance with highway capacity considerations. In materials submitted on behalf of the CCWD 
(Exhibit 11, HansonBridgett correspondence), Ray McDevitt states that the appellant's 
interpretation of Policy 10-3 is incorrect because "it is not consistent with the text of the LCP 
accompanying and elucidating the policies." The text referenced by Mr. McDevitt, Attachment 
Four of Exhibit 11, is the section entitled "Phasing Capacity Increases" from LUP Chapter 10 
("Pubic Works"). Except for highlighting the section's first paragraph, Mr. McDevitt did not 
provide any indication as to how the appellant's interpretation of Policy 10-3 might be 
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inconsistent with the text. In any event, the LUP's "Phasing Capacity Increases" discussion does 
provide guidance with respect to LUP concerns relating to public works capacity, particularly in 
the discussion's third paragraph: 

... Of even greater importance is coordinated phasing of public works capacity increases 
so that expansion of one service does not result in growth which cannot be accommodated 
by another. 

Thus, the LUP text does indicate that public works projects involving an increase of capacity 
should be coordinated with the phasing of other services such as highways. 

The CCWD representative also indicates that the coordination of highway phasing with public 
works projects that increase capacity is not consistent with previous decisions by the City and the 
Commission, specifically the approval of a major expansion of the regional sewage treatment 
plant. The representative does not mention, however, that at the time of approval of the Sewer 
Authority Mid-Coastside treatment plant project, the HalfMoon Bay LCP had not been certified. 
LUP Policy 10-3 was not relevant to the Commission's review of that project as the standard of 
review for that project was the Coastal Act. 

Clearly the LUP provides for the phasing of water supply and delivery projects "in accordance 

• 

with ... the probable capacity of other public works and services." Whether or not the appellant's • 
contention that "a 16-inch diameter pipeline cannot be permitted because it cannot service a 
demand that is beyond the 'probable capacity' of SRs 1 and 92" is accurate cannot be determined 
from the City's approval findings since the findings did not discuss the issue. Nonetheless, a 
substantial issue is raised because there is no indication that the City reviewed the project against 
Policy 10-3's requirements that phased public works expansions must in fact be in accord with the 
"probable capacity" of other public works facilities and services, such as highways. 

Allegations not Raising Sustantial Issue: 

The Commission finds that the appellant's contentions discussed below do not raise a substantial 
issue of conformance to the LCP. 

c. Precedence ofLUP Policies (LUP Policy 1-3). 

The appellant contends that the City's approval included no evidence that the approval meets LCP 
requirements regarding "The precedence that LCP policies take over other elements of the City's 
General Plan (Local LCP Policy 1-3)." LUP Land Use Policy 1-3 states: 

Where there are conflicts between the policies set forth in the Coastal Land Use Element 
and other elements of the City's General Plan or existing ordinances, on balance, the 
policies of this Coastal Land Use Element shall take precedence. 

• 
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This contention does not describe how the City Planning Commission, in the decision-making 
process, may have faced and discussed issues that required evaluating the project against 
conflicting Land Use Element and General Plan policies and/or ordinance provisions. The 
appellant does not cite any specific instance(s) where the Planning Commission may not have 
given LUP-required precedence to Coastal Land Use Element policies over other City policies or 
ordinance provisions. Therefore, the contention does not raise a substantial issue of conformance 
of the City's approval of the project to the requirements ofLUP Policy 1-3. 

d. LUP Policy Standards and Compliance (LUP Policies 1-4 and 9-3). 

The appellant contends that the City's approval included no evidence that the approval meets LCP 
requirements that ~'The meeting of all LCP policies is required for CDP approval (Local LCP 
Policies 1-4 and 9-3)." LUP Land Use Policy 1-4 states: 

Prior to the issuance of any development permit required by this Plan, the City shall make 
the finding that the development meets the standards set forth in all applicable Land Use 
Plan policies. 

LUP Development Policy 9-3 requires that: 

All new development permitted shall comply with all other policies of the Plan. (New 
development means any project for which a Coastal Permit is required under Section 
30106, 30250, 30252, 30600, and 30608 of the Coastal Act which has not received such 
permit as of the date of certification of this Plan.) 

Although LUP Policy 9-3 does require that development comply with "all" other policies of the 
LUP, Policy 1-4 is more specific as to what is actually required for the issuance of a coastal 
development permit, namely "findings" that the standards of all "applicable" LUP policies are 
met. Concerning Policy 9-3, it would not be possible in practical terms for the City to make 
separate findings that a proposed development is consistent with each and every LUP policy, not 
only because of the large number of LUP policies, but also because the applicability of each of the 
LUP's policies is in some cases limited, either to certain types of projects or to projects at only 
certain specific locations. Those policies that are applicable to a project, however, must be 
addressed pursuant to LUP Policy 1-4. 

The City's January 28, 1999 resolution approving the permit for the CCWD project states 
(Finding No. 1) that the Planning Commission "has found and determined" that "The 
development, as modified by conditions, conforms to the Local Coastal Program." The 
appellant's contention does not identify any specific "applicable" policy the Planning Commission 
failed to address. Although the Planning Commission's resolution (Exhibit 9) does not identify 
by policy number any specific LUP policy or policies with which project conformance has been 
found, the "evidence" for the finding is contained in the Planning Commission staff report, 
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prepared for the January 28 meeting at which the City's resolution was passed. For example, the 
City staff report's evidence for Finding No.1 includes a discussion of project consistency with 
LUP Archaeological Policy 6-4,_and consistency with three Public Works policies (Policies 1-3, 
10-7, and 10-9) that are the subject of three of the appellant's contentions as discussed below. 
Therefore, the contention does not raise a substantial issue of conformance of the City's approval 
of the project and the requirements ofLUP Policies 1-4 and 9-3. 

e. Planning and Financing Expansions of Public Works (LUP Public Works Policy 10-7). 

The appellant contends that the City's approval of the project is inconsistent with requirements of 
LUP Policy 10-7 requirements regarding determinations of the need and timing for additional 
services because "there is no record of the City having had any role in CCWD's current expansion 
plan." LUP Policy 10-7 states: 

The City shall request all agencies providing major (water, sewer, roads) utilities to 
monitor their services. Based upon actual use (reported annually to the City) of services, 
the City shall determine the need and timing for additional services. The City will 
coordinate all involved agencies to establish the ability of individual service system 
capacities to expand further and identify prospective funding sources for such expansion. 

According to the appellant: 

In terms of LCP Local Policy 10-7, CCWD may claim to have had periodic discussions 
with City Council or staff, but those discussions had more to do with lottery procedures for 
newly discovered water connections or CCWD's promotion of the current CDP 
application. This is shown by the fact that there is no record of the City having had any 
role in CCWD's current expansion plan, let alone a coordinating role, nor did the City 
have anything to do with identifying appropriate sources of funding. It is up the applicant, 
not the City, to show how a proposed project complies with LCP policies. In fact, neither 
CCWD' s application, nor the Planning Commission staff report makes any mention of this 
policy, so it is therefore not met. This is the case regardless of what the Council may have 
said or did relative to CCWD's last pipeline expansion (Crystal Springs project in 1989), 
which was a different CDP. If the Crystal Springs CDP applied to the current project, it is 
near certain that CCWD would not be applying for a separate CDP now. 

Discussion 

According to project history information in the Planning Commission's January 28, 1999 staff 
report for the project, the HalfMoon Bay City Council in fact has had a role, beginning at least in 
1987, in the CCWD's "current expansion plan" and its funding. In May 1987, the City Council 
adopted Resolution No. 39-87, which approved the formation of an assessment district to assist in 
financing the Crystal Springs Water Supply Project. See Exhibit 8. The Crystal Springs Project, 

• 

• 

approved by the County of San Mateo in July 1985 (CDP 84-68), consists of three primary • 
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elements: (1) a pump station at Crystal Springs Reservoir; (2) a pipeline to the Nunes Water 
Treatment Plant, including uphill and downhill pipeline segments of 18 inches and 14 inches 
respectively, and a storage tank on Cahill Ridge; and (3) expansion of the Nunes Water Treatment 
Plant from 2.5 million gallons per day (mgd) to 4.5 mgd. Only the downhill pipeline and the 
Nunes Plant are within the coastal zone (San Mateo County coastal jurisdiction). Most of these 
project elements, now completed, appear on Exhibit 4. The Planning Commission's 1999 staff 
report includes the 1987 Resolution as an attachment. The 1987 Resolution grants consent to the 
CCWD: 

to form the ... assessment district, to consummate the public improvement project work as 
above described (Exhibit "A"), to assume jurisdiction thereover for the purposes 
aforesaid, to make such changes and modifications in said work or acquisitions, in said 
assessments, or in the boundaries of said assessment district prior to or in the course of 
said proceedings and to conduct such supplemental assessment or reassessment 
proceedings as may be necessary to complete the construction and financing of said 
acquisitions and improvements as may be proper or advisable in the manner provided by 
law, to acquire and construct said public improvements and to levy said assessments upon 
the property benefited thereby, a portion of said property being within the incorporated 
territory ofthis City . 

The 1987 Resolution's referenced Exhibit "A" references three maps showing the Crystal Springs 
Project's "public improvements," including associated transmission pipelines within the 
"incorporated territory" of the City. One of these maps, showing "Infrastructure Pipelines: Water 
Distribution System Southern Area," depicts pipelines proposed to be replaced, including the El 
Granada Pipeline Replacement Project, shown with a replacement diameter of 16 inches. See the 
last page ofExhibit 8. The 1987 Resolution regarding the Crystal Springs project did not in any 
way represent a commitment of the City to approve a coastal development permit for any of the 
replacement pipelines shown in the Resolution's Attachment "A" maps. The Resolution does 
demonstrate, however, that, contrary to the appellant's contentions, the record shows that the City 
in fact has had a "role" in CCWD's "current expansion plan," and its financing, at least back to 
1987. 

The appellant states that whatever the Council may have said or done previously concerning the 
Crystal Springs Project would have no bearing on the coastal development permit application for 
the current project because the Crystal Springs project "was a different CDP." This is correct, 
but not relevant, as the Planning Commission's approval of the current project was based on a set 
of findings and evidence specifically developed and adopted for the current project. The Planning 
Commission's review of the current project was in fact the review of an entirely different project 
than the Crystal Springs Project, albeit a project related to the earlier San Mateo County coastal 
jurisdiction project. 

Although the appellant asserts that City discussions with the CCWD had "more to do with lottery 
procedures for newly discovered water connections" (procedures initiated in late 1998 for 
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allocating limited connections) "or (with) CCWD's promotion of the current CDP application," 
the record shows that City communications with the CCWD have raised substantive concerns 
about the project. For example, in an August 6, 1998 letter the City Planning Director wrote the 
applicant requesting additional substantive information needed before the City could even accept 
the application as "deemed complete." Questions to the applicant in the City's August 6letter 
included concerns ranging from potential growth inducing impacts to fire fighting reserve capacity 
(see Exhibit 6). 

The appellant also contends that because the Planning Commission staff report makes no mention 
ofLUP Policy 10-7, the policy "is therefore not met." As discussed above, however, the City's 
review of the project did demonstrate the City's coordinating role in establishing the CCWD 
"expansion plan" and in the plan's fmancing, consistent with Policy 10-7, regardless of the City 
staff report's silence on the policy. Therefore, the appellant's contentions regarding LUP Policy 
10-7 do not raise a substantial issue of conformance to the LCP. 

f. Services and Infrastructure for Development (LUP Policies 9-2, 9-4). 

The appellant contends that the City's approval included no evidence that the approval meets LCP 
provisions that: 

• 

• Lack of adequate water, school, sewer and highway infrastructure to fully service a proposed • 
project is grounds for CDP denial (Local LCP Policies 9-2, 9-4). 

LUP Development Policy 9-2 states: 

The City shall monitor annually the rate of build-out in categories designated for 
development. If the rate of build-out exceeds the rate on which the estimates of 
development potential for Phase I and Phase II in the Plan are based, further permits for 
development or land divisions shall not be issued outside existing subdivisions until a 
revised estimate of development potential has been made. At that time the City shall 
establish a maximum number of development permits to be granted each year in 
accordance with expected rates of build-out and service capacities. No permit for 
development shall be issued unless a finding is made that such development will be served 
upon completion with water, sewer, schools, and road facilities, including such 
improvements as are provided with the development. (See Table 9.3). 

LUP Development Policy 9-4 requires that: 

All new development, other than development on parcels designated Urban Reserve or 
Open Space Reserve on the Land Use Plan Map permitted while such designations are 
effective, shall have available water and sewer services and shall be accessed from a 
public street or shall have access over private streets to a public street. Prior to issuance 
of a development permit, the Planning Commission or City Council shall make the finding • 
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that adequate services and resources will be available to serve the proposed development 
upon its completion and that such development is located within and consistent with the 
policies applicable to such an area designated for development. The applicant shall 
assume full responsibility for costs incurred in the service extensions or improvements that 
are required as a result of the proposed project, or such share as shall be provided if such 
project would participate in an improvement or assessment district. Lack of available 
services or resources shall be grounds for denial of the project or reduction in the density 
otherwise indicated in the Land Use Plan. (See Table 10.3.) 

The appeal's "Enclosure 6" provides the appellant's interpretation of the "substance" of each of 
these policies, as follows: 

Policy 9-2: "No CDP issued without adequate water, sewer, schools and roads." 

Policy 9-4: "Lack of available services shall be grounds for CDP denial." 

All of the above-identified policies speak in terms of not approving a proposed development 
unless there will be adequate services to serve the development. The proposed development in 
this case is a water pipeline that needs no services of its own. For example, there is no need to 
provide sewer service to a water pipeline. The appellant has not explained how these policies are 
relevant to the proposed new development. Therefore the contention does not raise a substantial 
issue of conformance to the LCP. 

2. Appellant's Contentions That Do Not Raise Valid Grounds for Appeal. 

The following contentions raised by the appellant are not valid grounds for appeal because they 
are not supported by an allegation that the development is not consistent with the City's certified 
LCP or with the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 

Appellant's Contentions. 

The appellant asserts that the City of HalfMoon Bay approval did not provide any information 
that would demonstrate project consistency with several Coastal Act policies cited in the City's 
certified LUP. Specifically, the appellant alleges that the project approval does not demonstrate 
how the project meets LCP "requirements" regarding: 

• permanent protection of natural and scenic resources; protection of the ecological balance of 
the Coastal Zone and prevention of its deterioration and destruction (Coastal Act Policy 
300010); 

• protection, maintenance and enhancement of Coastal Zone environmental quality; assurance 
of orderly and balanced use and conservation of Coastal Zone resources; assurance of 
priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development over other development 
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(Coastal Act Policy 30001.5); 

• ability to withstand a Coastal Commission review that focuses on LCP conformance, the 
avoidance of unnecessary long-term cost to the public, and the avoidance of the diminished 
quality of life resulting from the misuse of coastal resources (Coastal Act Policy 30004); 

• the resolution of any conflicts encountered in implementing the LCP by applying the most 
protective policy (Coastal Act Policy 30007.5); 

• the liberal construing of the Coastal Act (including its policies as adopted in the LCP) to 
accomplish its objectives '(Coastal Act Policy 30009). 

Discussion. 

These contentions are not valid grounds for appeal because the Coastal Act policies cited in the 
contentions (Coastal Act Sections 30001, 30001.5, 30004, 30007.5, 30009) are not part of the 
certified LCP. Although three of these Coastal Act sections (30001, 30001.5, and 30007.5) are 
discussed in the LCP Land Use Plan as background, neither they nor Sections 30004 and 30009 
are adopted policies of the LCP. The only Coastal Act policies that the certified LUP specifically 
incorporates, by LUP Policy 1-1, into the LUP are certain Coastal Act chapter 3 policies, 

• 

specifically Sections 30210- 30264. • 

Policy 1-1 states: 

The City shall adopt those policies ofthe Coastal Act (Coastal Act Sections 30210 through 
30264) cited herein, as the guiding policies ofthe Land Use Plan. 

Because the appellant fails to raise issue with any Coastal Act policy that is also a policy of the 
certified LCP, the Commission finds that the appellant's above referenced contentions regarding 
inconsistencies with Coastal Act policies do not constitute a valid basis for appeal of the project. 

3. Conclusion. 

The Commission finds that, as discussed above, the appeal raises a substantial issue with respect 
to conformance of the approved project with provisions ofLUP Policies 10-3 and 10-9 concerning 
required correlation between a public works facility's capacity and projected buildout, and LUP 
Policy 10-3 requirements that phased public works expansions must be in accord with the -
"probable capacity" of other public works facilities and services 

EXHIBITS 

• 



• 

• 

• 

A-1-HMB-99-20 
COASTSIDE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT 
Page 27 

I. Regional Location 
2. Project Site (Casa del Mar Pipeline) 
3. El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project 
4. CCWD Service Area 
5. El Granada Pipeline Service Area 

Other 

6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 

12 . 
13. 

City's 8/6/98 Additional Information Request 
LUP Table 9-1 
City Resolution No. 39-87 
City Final Action Notice 
Appeal by Carol Cupp 
Correspondence 
David Iverson (HalfMoon Bay Neighbors' Alliance) 
Barbara K. Mauz 
LarryM. Kay 
Ray McDevitt (HansonBridgett) 
City of Santa Barbara "Water Facts" 
"Water Usage Facts" 

G:\North Coast\bvb\Appeals\A -l-HMB-99-20 (CCWD)\CCWD5 .25f.doc 
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CITY OF HALF MOON BAY 
Citv Hall. 50 l Main Street 

Half J1.oon Bav. CA 94019 

August 6, 1998 

Coastside County Water District 
766 Main Street 
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

Subject: ·PDP-44-9&Status of the Application for Replacement of 
Approximately 2,200 Lineal Feet of 1 0-inch Diameter Welded Steel 
Pipeline with 16-inch Diameter Ductile Iron Pipe 

Dear Mr. Rathborne: 

The Half Moon Bay Planning Department received the application referenced 
above on July 28, 1998. The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the 
additional submittals that are needed before the application can be deemed 
complete. 

Additional Submittals 

Please augment the submitted materials with answers to the following questions. 

• The peak day usage of the service area for the whole pipeline is 1,140 gpm, 
and the average day usage is 760 gpm. Do these calculations include the 
amount of reserve capacity that is needed for fire flow in hydrants that are 
directly connected to the transmission pipe within the Casa del Mar project? 
Or is all fire fighting reserve capacity handled in the reservoirs? If possible, 
please submit a breakdown of the usage in gpm for fire flow, existing 
services, and future services with current rights to connect. If applicable, also 
identify future services that may be facilitated by this pipeline extension. 
Please base the calculation on the required fire flow for the Fire District in 
gallons per minute. 

• Please also provide additional discussion regarding the need for additional 
gpm capacity to provide adequate transfer capability to the northern storage 
tanks to maintain adequate fire fighting reserves. 

EXHIBIT NO. 6 

• 

• 
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• Is it conceivable that an increase in the pumping capacity of the Frenchmans 
Creek pump station would be needed in the future? 

• Can it be unequivocally said that this project is not growth inducing? The 
following statements from various documents suggest that the question is 
somewhat complex. The "Casa del Mar Replacement Project, Narrative in 
Support of a Coastal Development Application" document submitted with the 
COP application states that the transmission line is sized for the "entire 
northern service area" under the "Denniston Project not Operable" mode (p. 
16). In the "Revised Initial Study" the response to comments regarding growth 
that could be supported by the pipeline states that it is sized to handle up to 
55% of the buiidout envisioned by the County LCP and Half Moon Bay LUP 
(RC-23). You also state that this pipeline is necessary to provide adequate 
service to existing customers as well as an unknown number of customers 
with a current right to connect (RC-13). You assert that this pipeline will not 
facilitate growth because the Crystal Springs project COP limits the number of 
possible connections. From these statements, it appears that the line is being 
sized larger than would be needed to handle existing demand, additional 
permits that could be issued under the COP and fire flows. Is the relationship 
between buildout and the number of potential customers with current right to 
connect really unknown? Please explain how to reconcile the statement in the 
Initial Study that this project will not add to population growth with the 
engineer's assumption that the pipe should be sized to accommodate 55% of 
the potential growth envisioned in the County LCP and the City LUP. 

Additional Processing Fee Deposit 

Thank you for your cover letter to the application stating your knowledge that an 
additional deposit to be applied toward the application fee is required. The 
following breakdown is an estimate of the hours and the additional deposit (at 
$54/hour plus administration) that is required, consistent with the Half Moon Bay 
fee ordinance. 

Task 
Documentation/field work/consultation 
Public contact 
Staff Report Preparation/Public Hearings 
20% Administrative Cost 
Total Deposit Required 
Less Oeoosit submitted 
Total Deposit Due 

Hours 

25 
10 

Cost 

$1,350 
540 
378 

3,618 
(205) 
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Upon satisfactory submittal of the requested additional information and the 
additional application fee deposit, your application will be deemed complete. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call at 726-8250. 

AJC/bas 

Cc: Finance Department 
Bill Ambrosi Smith, Planning 

• 

• 

• 
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TABLE 9.1 

CATEGORIES OF UNDEVELOPED LANDS IN HALF MOON BAY 

CATEGORY 1: Existing Neighborhoods 

1. Miramar 
2. City of Naples 
3. Grandview Terrace 
4. Newport Terrace 
5. Casa del Mar 
6. Ocean Shore Terrace 
7. Pilarcitos Park 
8. Community Core/Spanish

town (Arleta Park East) 
9. Arleta Park(& Miramontes 

Terrace South of Kelly) 
10. Ocean Colony 
11. Canada Cove 

Mobile Home Park 
12. Frenchman's Creek 
13. Sea Haven 

Category 1 Subtotal: 

CATEGORY 2: 

Existing 
Units 

117 
51 
84 
52 

241 
95 

275 

318 

597 
189 
288 

177 
166 

2,650 

Undeveloped "Paper" Subdivisions 

1. Surf Beach 2 
2. Venice Beach 6 
3. Miramontes Terrace 

(North of Kelly) 6 
4. Highland Park 0 
5. Wavecrest 0 
6. Redondo View 0 
7. Redondo 0 
8. Bernardo Station 19 
9. Ola Vista 1 
10. Mc.:.nhattan 1 
11. Lipton-by-the-Sea 0 

Category 2 Subtotal: 35 
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Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Units Under 
Exist. zoning 

75 
68 
31 
20 
45 
32 

235 

300 

482 
861 

69 

5 
0 

2,223(1) 

91 
85 

66 
66 
*(2) 
*(2) 
*(2) 

121 
*(2) 
*(2) 
*(2) 

429 

Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Units Under 

LUP 

75(5) 
71(5) 
66 
25 
40 
76 

213 

272 

349-414 
861 
71 

5(5) 
0 

2,124-2,189 

100(5) 
60 

0-15 
95 

*(2) 
*(2) 
*(2) 

70(2) 
*(2) 
*(2) 
*(2) 

325-340 

EXHIBIT NO. 

APPLICATION NO. 

tc;t:wf5)B-99-2o 
LUP TABtfi 9-l 

age 1 
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TABLE 9.1 

CATEGORY 3: Unsubdivided Lands, Either Contiguous with Existing 
Development or Generally Surrounded by Development, 
Without Significant Resource Value 

Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Existing Units Under 
Units Exist.Zoning 

Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Units Under 

LUP 

1. Lands between Casa del 0 65 15 
Mar and Venice Beach 

2. Lands between Grandview 
Terrace and Newport Terrace 0 175 150 

3. Land zoned R-3 near 
High School 1 80 20 

4. Guerrero Avenue site 
between Miramar and City of 
Naples (including lots on 
Alameda) 0 46 46(5) 

5. Land east of Frenchman's 
Creek Subdivision 0 14 50(5) 

6. Dykstra Ranch 0 227 228 
7. Carter Hill 2 47 50 
8. Land north of greenhouses 

with driving range 
Nurseryman's Exchange 
(lower Hester-Miguel) 0 100-300 80(5) 

Category 3 Subtotal: 3 754-954 639 

CA~EGQB::i 4; Unsubdivided Lands Not Contiguous With Existing 
Development and Having Agricultural, Coastal 
Recreation, or Habitat Value 

1. Unsubdivided other 
lands between Seymour 
and south City Limits 2 1,597-1,697 1,000 

Category 4 Subtotal: 2 1,597-1,697 1,000 

CHAPTER 9 - PAGE 179 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

TABLE 9.1 

CATEGORY 5: Unsubdivided Lands Contiguous With 
Development and Having Agricultural, 
Recreation, or Habitat Value 

Existing 
Coastal 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 

6 

7. 

8. 

Land between Frenchman's 
Creek and Young Avenue 
Land between Frenchmans 
Creek and Venice Beach 
Land between Casa del Mar 
and Pilarcitos Creek 
Land between Kelly and 
Pilarcitos Creek 
Andreotti Property on 
Main Street 
Podesta property 
west of high school 

Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Existing Units Under 
Units Exist.Zoning 

0 100-120 

5 40-50 

5 310-390 

15 600-900 

1 225-270 

0 360{3) 
Strip along Main Street and 
Hwy 1 south of Colonel Way 
South Main Street/Cassinelli 0 200(3) 
Lands surrounding Sea Haven 4 360(3} 

Category 5 Subtotal: 30 2,195-2,650 
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Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Units Under 

LUP 

50(5) 

60 

0 

42 

130 

110 

35 
650 

1,077 
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TABLE 9.1 

CATEGORY 6: Unsubdivided· Lands Not Contiguous With 
Development and Having Agricultural, 
Recreation, Habitat, and Scenic Value 

Existing 
Coastal 

Maximum Maximum 
Potential Potential 

New New 
Existing Units Under Units Under 
Units Exist.Zoning LUP 

1. Hester-Miguel lands 0 600-700 50(5) 
2. Cabral Property 0 85 *(2) 
3. Southeastern annexation 

across from Canada Cove 0 0 0 
4. Land east of Arroyo Leon 6 100(3) 50 

Category 6 Subtotal: 6 785-885 100 

TOTAL, ALL CATEGORlES: 2,726(4) 7,983-8,838 5,265-5,345 

1. 

2. 

3 . 

TABLE 9.1 
FOOTNOTES 

Count assumes that consolidations occur so as to max1m1ze 
buildable sites. Actual total could be 200-400 units lower . 

Collectively accumulated in Category 4. 

Units permitted under former General Plan where existing 
zoning is agricultural. 

4. 1980 Federal Census . 

5. Denotes units in El Granada Sewer District. (Total 532 units.) 
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RAY MCDEVITT 

ATTORNEY AT lAW 

DIRECT DIAL .r S 995 50 I 0 

December 29, 1998 

Anthony J. 'Bud" Carney, Planning Director 
City of Half Moon Bay 
50 1 Main Street 
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

Hnnson 
BRIDGEH 

m ~ H ij ~ 
!Jln~~~ 
H~~Hlr 

VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 

Re: Coastside County Water District; Casa Del Mar Pipeline Replacement 
ProJect (PDP 44-98) 

Dear Mr. Carney: 

I am writing to bring to your attention a City Council resolution which I believe is 
very pertinent to the Planning Commission's consideration of the Water District's 
pending application for a coastal development permit. 

You will find enclosed a copy of Citv Council Resolution No 39-87 adopted 
unanimously in May 1987. The resolution approves the formation of an assessment 
district to assist in fmancing the Crystal Springs Project. Moreover, it also grants the 
City's consent for the District to "acquire and construct" the "public improvements 
described in Exhibit A." Exhibit A, in tum, identifies very specifically the 
infrastructure pipelines in the District's distribution system which are to be replaced. 
As you can see, the diameter of the El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project (of 
which Casa del Mar is a segment) is shown as 16 inches. (The third generation 
photocopy enclosed may be hard to read, but I'm sure the maps attached to the 
original resolution in the City Clerk's office will be very clear). As you lmow, the 
District's application is for a pipeline exactly 16 inches in diameter. 

The City's prior, unequivocal approval of the Casa del Mar pipeline replacement 
exactly as applied for should substantially narrow and simplify the issue for the 
Planning Commission. I would appreciate your bringing it to the attention of the 
Commissioners in your staff report. 

EXHIBIT NO. 8 

APPLICATION NO . 

SAN FRANCISCO MARIN A-1-HMB-99-20 
(CCWD) 333 MARKET STREET· 23RD FLOOR 80 E. SIR FRANCIS DRAKE BLVD· SUITE 3E 

CITY RESOLUTION 
NO. 39-87 (Page 1 of 9 

SAN FRANCISCO· CA 941 05·2 I 73 LARKSPUR.· CA 9'1939 

TELEPHONE 41S·m·3200 TELEPHONE 415·925·8400 

FACSIMILE 415· S-41· 9366 FACSIMILE 415· 925 · 8409 

email: sfl:llhansonbridgetLcom mann@hansonbndgetLcom 667859.1 



Anthony J. 'Bud" Carney, Planning 
Director 
December 29, 1998 
Page 2 

I am sending a copy of this resolution and letter to the City Manager and the City 
Attorney so that they will be aware that the City Council has already granted its 
approval for the pipeline replacement. 

Very truly yours, 

~w.~~ 
Ray McDevitt 

REM:eb 
Enclosure 

cc: Robert Rathborne, General Manager 
Blair King, City Manager 
John Truxaw, City Attorney 

667859.1 

= 
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RESOLUTION NO. 39 -87 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING FORM OF RESOLUTION OF INTENTION 
AND BOUNDARY MAP AND GRANTING CONSENT OF THE CITY COUNCIL 

OF THE CITY OF HALF MOON BAY TO THE COASTSIDE COUNTY 
WATER DISTRICT TO UNDERTAKE PROCEEDINGS TO ACQUIRE 

AND CONSTRUCT PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS AND TO PROVIDE 
THAT THE COST SHALL BE ASSESSED ON THE DISTRICT 
BENEFITED UNDER APPROPRIATE SPECIAL ASSESSMENT 

AND ASSESSMENT BOND PROCEEDINGS 

CRYSTAL SPRINGS WATER SUPPLY PROJECT 

RESOLVED, by the City Council of the City of Half Moon Bay, 
California, that 

WHEREAS, it is the intention of the Board of Directors of the 
Coastside County Water District, San Mateo County, California, to 

•

undertake appropriate special assessment and assessment bond procee
ings for the acquisition and construction of the public improvements 

more particularly described in Exhibit "A" hereto attached and by 
reference incorporated herein~ '--~ 

WHEREAS, the Coastside County Water District, pursuant to 
Section 10104 of the Streets and Highways Code, has submitted to this 
Council for approval a proposed Resolution of Intention to form an 
assessment district, together with a plat indicating by a boundary 
line the extent of territory included in the proposed district, in 
view of the fact that a portion of the land to be assessed and a 
portion of the work an,d improvements are within the incorporated 
territory of the City of Half Moon Bay; and 

WHEREAS, the public interest and general welfare will be served 
by the undertaking and completing of the public improvements project; 

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY FOUND, DETERMINED and ORDERED, as 
follows: 

1. That the form of Resolution of Intention to form an 
assessment district, and the plat indicating by a boundary line the 
extent of the territory included in the proposed assessment district, 
submitted by the Board of Directors of said Coastside County Water 
District and this day presented to this Council, be, and they are 
hereby, approved. 

4lt .. 2 .. Tha~ u~on.ap~roval ?f the legislative bodies of any public 
ent~t1es w1th )Ur1sd~ct1on, sa1d Resolution of Intention may be 
adopted, and said Board of Directors 1nay thereafter take each and every 
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step required for or suitable for the consummation of the public 
improvement project and the levying, collection and enforcement of 
assessments to cover the expenses thereof and the issuance and 
enforcement of bonds to represent unpaid assessmeuts. 

the 

3. That consent be, and the same is hereby, granted to said 
District to form the assessment district, to consummate the public 
improvement project work as above described, to assume jurisdiction 
thereover for the purposes aforesaid, to make such changes and 
modifications in said work or acquisitions, in said assessments, or 
in the boundaries of said assessment district prior to or in the 
course of said proceedings and to conduct such supplemental 
assessment or reassessment proceedings as may be necessary to 
complete the construction and financing of said acquisitions and 
improvements as may be proper or advisable in the manner provided by 
law, to acquire and construct said public improvements and to levy 
said assessments upon the property benefited thereby, a portion of 
said property being within the incorporated territory of this City. 

4. That upon approval of an encroachment permit from the City 
Engineer of said City, District may open all such City rights of way 
as are required for the installation of said improvements. All work 
pertaining to said project shall be done under the direction of the 
District Engineer and in conformity with good engineering practice. 
All work affecting City rights of way shall be done to the 
satisfaction of the City Engineer of this City. Said District 
Engineer shall require of the contractor that all of the provisions 
of the specifications are complied with by the contractor, to the end 
that no greater amount of ditches are open at any time than is 
necessary, that they shall be adequately lighted and barricaded, and 
that they shall be promptly backfilled, and that the pavement shall 
be restored with materials of like quality and character as those 
existing therein at the time of such work and to its former condition 
and state of usefulness as nearly as may be. 

5. That the City Clerk of said City be, and she is hereby 
directed to file with the Secretary of said District a certified copy 
of this resolution. 

* * 

• 

• 

• 



3, Resolution 39-87 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and 
correct copy of a resolution duly passed and adopted by the City 
Council of the City of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo Co~ty, California, 
at a meeting thereof held on the 19th day of May , 1987, by 
the following vote of the members thereof: 

AYES, and in favor thereof, Councilmembers: 
Bedesem, Beer, Eriksen, Mello, Patridge 

NOES, Councilmembers: 
None 

ABSENT, Councilmembers: 
None 

ABSTAIN, Councilmembers: 
None 

• APPROVED: 

~~ 
(SEAL) 

Brian Beer, Mayor 

1 hereby certlly that the foregoing Is 
a !rue and correct copy of the original . 
document on file In the office of the 1\ 
City Cieri( of the City of Half Moon Bav. 

'--y7 -1 AZ--7 . -? 1--:"' I 

Date//~?' ;;:!:jCl \ 
cttyc ..... d<"';z y-Y . 

• 
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Coastside County Water District 

PACJ:LI~J:ES PLAN 

CRYS~AL SPRINGS WA~ER SUPPLY PROJECT 
& 

INFRASTRUCTURE PJ:PELINES 

March 1987 

List of Maos 

Facilities Plan: Crystal Springs Water 
Supply_ Project 

Infrastruct~).:::e Ptt:'·-::line;:;: Water Distri-
:· •.. 1-:.:.i-::m Syc:.>tem, Southern Area 

Infrastructure Pipelines: Water Distri
bution System Northern Area 

EXHIBIT A 

• 

• 

• 
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• 
a) 

• 

b) 

•• 

Coastside County Water District 

CRYSTAL SPRINGS WATER SUPPLY PROJECT 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION FOR ASSESSMENT PROCEEDINGS 

The acquisition of lands and easements necessary for the 
construction and installation of water collection, pumping, 
transmission, treatment, and distribution facilities, more 
particularly described as follows: 

1) Crystal Springs Pump Station consisting of intake 
screens, coffer dam, tunnel, caisson, pipelines, pumps, 
valves, electrical switchgear, instrumentation, surge 
tank, building, meters, sewage holding tank, fencing, 
landscaping, access roadway, structural and piping 
excavation and backfill, and 

2) Crystal Springs Pipeline and Surge Tank consisting of 
pipeline, valves, fire hydrants, blowoffs, steel tank, 
landscaping, creek crossings, retaining walls, fencing, 
telemetry cable and conduit, electrical cable and 
conduit, access road, tank and piping excavation and 
backfill, and 

3) Nunes Water Treatment Plant Expansion consisting of 
concrete tanks for sedimentation and filtration, 
sludge drying bed, standby power buildings, mechanical 
water treatment equipment, standby power facilities, 
electrical switchgear, pumps, piping, valves, access 
roadways, storm drains, structural and piping excavation 
and backfill, and 

4) Infrastructure Pipelines consisting of water pipelines, 
valves, fire hydrants, service connections, creek 
crossings, booster pump station, structural and piping 
excavation and backfill, and repaving, 

together.. with appurtenances to any of the above all as 
generally located and shown on those certain maps entitled 
.. Facilities Plan, Crystal Springs Water Supply Project 
and Infrastructure Pipelines .. on file in the office of the 
Secretary of the Coastside County Water District and which 
ane open to public inspection. 
The acquisition of all lands and easements and the performing 
of all work auxiliary to any of the above and necessary 
or convenient to complete the same. 

: 
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.. 
CrfY OF HALF MOON BAx 

City Hall, 501 Main Street 

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

FACSIMILE COVER SHEET 

650 726 9389 P.01/15 

rm fE©!EllWfE ~ 
11AR 1 5 1999 • 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

TOTAL NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER SB1tET: 

COMPANY NAME: 

A1TENTION: 

FAX 1'1JMBER: 

FROM: 

DEPARTMENT: 

MESSAGE: • 

EXHIBIT NO. 9 

APPLICATION NO. 

A··l-.. //-20 
(OCWD) 

erg FJNAL ACTION NJI'ICE 
Page 1 of 15) 

ORIGINAL WILL WILL NOT ':l{. FOLLOW IN U.S. MAIL --
IF YOU DID NOT RECEIVE THIS FAX CORRECTLY, PLEASE CALL AND 
WE WILL RETRANSMiT. THANK YOU. • 
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Date: 

NOTICE OF FINAL ACTION 
Coastal Permit 

City of Half Moon Bay Planning Department 
501 Main Street, Half Moon Bay CA 94019 

(650) 726-8250 Fax (650) 726-9389 

March 15, 1999 File: PDP-44-98 

Applicant: Bob Rathbome, 
General Manager 
Coastside County Water District 
766 Main Street 
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

Planner: Bill Ambrosi Smith 

This notice is being distributed to the Coastal Commission and those who 
requested notice. The following project is located within the appealable area of 
the Coastal Zone. The public hearing on the Coastal Development permit and 
was conducted by the Planning Commission at its regularly scheduled meeting of 
January 28, 1999, at which the application was conditionally approved. On 
February 7, 1999 the decision was appealed to the City Council. On March 2, 
1999 the City Council acted with finality by failing to decide. The Attached opinion 
from the City Attorney concludes that the decision of the Planning Commission 
was not overturned. 

Project 
Description: 

Project 
Location: 

APN: 

Replacement of 2,200 lineal feet of an existing 1 0-inch welded 
steel water line with a 16-inch ductile iron water line to be 
constructed on the east side of the Frontage Road from the south 
side of Bev Cunha's Country Road to approximately 200 feet north 
of Wave Avenue. This first phase of the El Granada Pipeline 
Replacement Project is named the Casa Del Mar Pipeline 
Replacement Project. 

In the Highway One Median, approximately 200 feet south of Bev 
Cunha's Country Road and 200 feet North of Wave Avenue 

N/A 

COASTAL PERMIT APPROVED, BASED UPON Findings for Approval 
contained in the attached Resolution P-03-99 and Conditions of Approval 
contained in Exhibit A, as modified by the Planning Commission during the 
meeting . 
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Planning Commission Resolution P- 03 -99 
PDP-44-18 Coastal Development Pennit 

65el 726 9389 P.ei3/1S 

WHEREAS. an application was submitted requesting approval of a Coastal 
Development Pennit; and 

WHEREAS, the project is described as replacement of 2,200 lineal feet of an 
existing 10 inch welded steel water line with a 16 inch ductile iron water line. to 
be constructed on the east side of the Frontage Road from the south side of 
Sewer Plant Road to approximately 200 feet north of Wave Avenue. This first 
prtase of the El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project has been named the 
Casa del Mar Pipeline Replacement Project, (See ·casa del Mar Pipeline 
Replacement Project. Narrative in Support of a Coastal Development 
Application," CCWO July 24, 1998); and 

WHEREAS, an Initial Study and proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for this 
project was submitted to the California State Clearinghouse On March 8, 1998. 
and the Coastside County Water District prepared a revised Initial Study in 
response to the comments received during the. review period; and 

WHEREAS, the project that is described herein is a 2,200 lineal foot portion of 
the approximately 3.5 mile Casa del Mar pipeline replacement project that was 
studied in the Revised Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
referenced herein; and 

WHEREAS, at its June 9, 1998 meeting the CCWO Board heard public testimony 
and certified the mitigated negative declaration as complete, correct and 
adequate and prepared In accordance with the California Environmental Quality 
act and- applicable State and County Guidelines and represents the independent 
judgement of the Coastside County Water District, and 

WHEREAS. The City of Half Moon Bay, as responsible agency. has used the 
environmental analysis of the Coastside County Water District. the lead agency, 
as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15367; and 

WHEREAS, On the basis of the Initial Study, comments thereto, and testimony 
presented and considered at the public hearing, that there is no substantial 
evidence that the project with the incorporated mitigation measures thereto 
contained within the Mitigated Negative Declaration, will have a significant effect 
on the environment; and 

WHEREAS, the procedures for processing the application have been followed as 
required by law; and 

WHERF..AS, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed hearing on the 

" 

• 

• 

matte•· on January 28, 1999, at which meeting all those in attendance were given • 
an opportunity to be heard on the matter; and 



• 

• 

• 
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WHEREAS, the Planning· Commission considered all written and oral testimony 
presented for their· consideration; and 

WHEREAS,. the Planning Commission· has found and determined that 

1. The development, as modified by conditions, conforms to the Locaf Coastal 
Program. 

2. The development is Consistent with {not subject to) the annual population 
limitation system established in the Land Use Plan and the Zoning Ordinance. 

3. The development is infrastructure, consistent with the use limitations and 
· · property development standards of the applic.able Zoning Districts as well as 

the other requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 

4. Evidem:e has been submitted that the proposed development will be provided· 
with adequate ~;ervfces and infrastructure in a manner that is consistent with 
the Local Coa~l Program. 

5. This project is located between the sea and the flrst public road; it conforms 
to the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that, basad upon the above 
Findings and the Conditions of Approval of Exhibit A, the Planning Commission 
approves the amendment to prior approvaJs. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Half Moon Bay Planning Commission at a 
meeting held en .January 28, 1999 by the following vote: 

Co11J1Jissioners Ktng. Ferreira, Taylor, Sullivan and 
AYES, Chairman Hansen 

NOES. Corrmissiane!"s Benjamin and Heinz 

ABSENT------------------------------------------

ABSTAIN, ___________________ _ 

APPROVED: 

s/Rgbert Hansen 
Robert Hansen. Planning Commission Chainnan 

Planning Commission Resolution. January 28, 1999 page 2 
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EXHIBIT A 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

~DP-44-98 
January 28, 1999 

650 726 9389 P.05/15 

1. Development shall be in substantial conformance with the approved site 
plan except for any changes that may be required by these conditions of . 
approval. Any changes to the approved plan shall be submitted to .the 
Planning Director for review and approval. In the event that the Planning 
Director determines that any of these proposed changes warrant further 
Planning Commission review and approval, the applicant shall submit the 
revised plans for consideration at a public· hearing before the Planning 
Commission. 

2. This Coastal Development Permit authorizes only the replacement of a 
portion of a water ~nsmission pipeline as described herein. It does not 
authorize any development which would expand or enlarge the applicant's 
sources of water supply or create a new source of water supply. Before 

· conducting any development which would enlarge or expand its sources of 
water supply or create any new sources of water supply, the applicant 
shall secure a Coastal Development Permit for such development, and • if 
requested to do so by the agency issuing such Coastal Development 
Permit, shall prepare an Environmental Impact Report on such 

• 

development • 

3. This Coastal Development Permit PDP-44-98 shall expire one year from 
the day that the City Council appeal period ends, unless construction of 
the project has commenced. 

4. During construction. the applicant shall minimize the transport and 
discharge of stormwater from the projed site by instituting construdion 
site practices that include but are not limited to the following best 
management practices: 

• Use silt fence barrier, straw bale barrier, sand bags, brush or rock filter, 
filter fabric stormwater Inlet filtration devices, or other appropriate 
measures as necessary to minimize the quantity of sediment laden 
runoff from the site and into the storm drain system. 

• Stabilize any areas that have been stripped of vegetation and maintain 
erosion control measures between October 15 and April 15. 

• Ensure that erosion control by revegetation is perfonned just prior to 
the rainy season unless on-site irrigation is provided. Seled seed to 
minimize fertilizer and water use. Limit watering to the amount and 
frequency which can be ~bsorbed on site. 

Planning Commission Resolution, January 28, 1999 page 3 

• 
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• · Avoid stockpiling of soils or materials when rain is forecast. Cover with 
a waterp~of tarp during periods of rainy weather to control runoff . 

• Avoid cleaning, fueling. Qr maintaining vehicles on site, except in an 
area designated to contain and treat runoff. 

5. Pursuant to Chapter 14.40 of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code, the 
hours of operation shall be limited to 7:00a.m. to 6:00p.m. Monday 
through Friday, 8:00a.m. to 6:00p.m. Saturday. and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 
p.m. Sundays and Holidays. 

6. Any public utilities requiring relocation as a result of the construction 
performed under this permit shall be relocated at the applicant or owner's 
expense. 

7. The applicant shall demonstrate the issuance of a Caltrans Encroachment 
permit prior to the commencement of the project. 

8. If historic or archaeological resources are uncovered during grading 

9. 

· activities, all work shall stop and the applicant shall retain a qualified 
archaeologist At the appiicanfs expense, the qualified archaeologist will 
perform an archaeological reconnaissance and develop mitigation 
measures to protect archaeological resources • 

The applicant shall monitor surface conditions above the abandoned 10-
inch pipeline on the west side of the frontage road. Should slumping or 
surface deformations fonn, the CCWD is responsible for repair of the 
areas involved. 

10. The applicant shall prepare and implement a detailed dust control plan 
during all phases of construction. At a minimum. the dust control plan shall 
require the following measures of all contractors; 

• Water or cover stockpiles of soil, sand or other materials that. can be 
blown by the wind. 

• Minimize drop heights when loading vehicles with excavated materials. 

• Sweep adjacent streets of all mud and debris from the project area. 
since this material can be puJverized and later re--suspended by vehicle 
traffic. 

• Umit the speed of all construction vehicles on unpaved surfaces to 5 
miles per hour while an site. 

• Cover or wet all materials transported on or from the site that have 
exposed soil surtaces with an appropriate dust suppressant or cover 
them or re-seed them as quickly as practicable. 

Planning Commission Resolution, January 28, 1999 page 4 
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• Suspend earthmoving or other dust-producing activities during periods 
of high winds whenever dust control measures are unable to prevent 
visible dust plumes. 

11. Prior to exca',!ation, the applicant shall perfonn lead testing per Caltrans 
standards and shall take all appropriate steps to minimiZe all of the 
associated health and safety hazards. 

Planning Commission Resolution, January 28, 1999 page 5 

• 

• 

• 
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MRR.-15-1999 10:23 CITY OF HMB. 

MEMORANDUM 

March 12, 1999 

TO: 

FROM: 

Honorable Mayor and Council 

Blair King 
City Manager 

650 726 9389 P.08/15 

City of Half Moon Bay 

SUBJECT: City Attomey Decision on Effect of Tie Council Vote on Coastal 
Development Permit Appeal 

This is to transmit the decision of the City Attorney with regard to the twice tied 
vote of the Council when deciding the appeal of the Coastal Development pennit 
granted by the City of Half Moon Bay Planning Commission to 1he County 
Coastsicle Water District 

Pursuant to the Attomey's decision. the Council has acted with finality, the 
Planning Commission•s decision was not overtumed, and the decision is subject 
to appeal of the Coastal Commission. 

In consultation with the City Attorney and the Planning Director, the ten working 
day appeal period to the Coastal Commission commences the first y.,orking day 
after the date of this memorandum. This date was selected in response to the 
ambiguity surrounding the definition of what was the City Councws action. 

Stair King 

cc: Planning Department"' 
Applicant 
Appellant 
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FROMMEYERS.NAVE,RIBACI.SILVE: ~LSON (TUE) 3. 9'99 11:0. ·l:OO/N0.4860102433 P 2 

TO: 

PllOM: 

RE: 

DATE: 

CITY OP IW.F MOON BAY 
INT.Ea.Ome& MEMORANDUM 

Mayor :and ·eoundlmcmbas 

John Tmxaw, Oty .Attomcy 

Effect otne Council Vote on Coastal Development Pamit Appeal 

Marc:h 9, 1999 

What is the c:ffe.ct of a two-two tie vote of the Half Moon Bay Oty Coundl 
when deciding an appeal &om a CDUtal dadopmcnt pcnnit granted by the: aty of 
Half Moon Bay~ Commisdcm (the Commission)? 

Brief Answa' 

• 

Under the common law, the dfect of the Council's tie vote is that no action • 
was taken. Under the applicable provisions of me Half Moon Bay Munidpal Code 
and rdc:va:nt cue. law. the ICSUh. is that the Commission's pamlt approval is af6nned. 

a. . Common Law Rule 

The general rule is that de vota among membc:rs of an administratiVe agency 
xavltinnoaction (C'Lzriv. Hll171UISIABMdt (1996) 48Cal.App. 4th 1152, 1176). Aa 
a result. the Council's tie vote on appeal from the Commlsslon•s pemtit appmwl 
resu1tc:d in no Council action on the matter. 

b. Statiatoay Construc:tion 

Court's rdy upon applicable statuta or cmlinmccs to dctmninc th~ effect or 
the appellate body's &ilure to act on a challenged action. Th.e applicable code 
pmviaion in Hermosa Beach providccl that on appeals fi:om plamling couunisdon 
decisions the city council ••shall order that the conditional usc pe:nnit be granted, 
denied, or modified. •• FoUowing a tie vote. the Henluls• Bllldt. a>\ll't held that the 
cballenged. conditional use pemlit approval was not a.fl.inned. i.e. the pmnit w:as 
dc:nied. (ltl.. at 117 S-76). The court reasoned that since the appeal proceedings WC'l'e • 
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650 726 9389 P.10/15 
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• 

• 

TO: Mayor and Council 
FROM: John Txuxaw,. Oty Attorney 
RE: Effect of ne Council Vote on Coastal Development Pmnit Appeal 
DATE: Mm:h9, 1999 •' 
PAGE: 2 

46 JW~V. the appcllatc: body's fail\111: 'to acr. did not a.ffb:m. the challenged appxoval, but 
rather a:m.stit.utl::cl a denial of a pemdt: The applicable ordinanc:e supporu:d the 
coun's holding. since it required that on appeal the council either grant, deny, or 
modify the conditional use pe.tmit itself rather than uphold or overtum the planning 
commission ~c:ision to grant the pemtit. 

Similarly. the: coun in.Nuler.rDJt '· PI#Dt.p, cited in HmtUJsa Beld., concluded 
that where an ordinanee direc.t.s that the city coundl act on zoning variance appeals 
by ganting, denying. or modifying the vadanc:e in 41 lUJV() proceedings, a tic vote 
ttSUJ.ts in no action.. (NuitnDJt v. Pif:tllllgtr (1961) Cal App. 2d I as. 195). As in 
Henn•a Betlth, the rcwlt 'W35 cknial of the challenged variance. (ld..) The court in 
REA Bntzrpnsa ll'. ClllifomU: Coastal Onnndssiml, also cited in Hmn.osa &ada, held that 
where the; State: Coastal Commission's vote on appeal is Hmited to the affirmative 
question of whether the pc:.rmit should be granted, a tic vote n:sults in permit denial. 
(R£.4. &terprises v. Cal!fornia Coa.stlll CmtmissitnJ (1975) 52 CaL App. 3d 596. 606-
610). 

Section 18.20.07S(E.)(3)(e) of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code provides 
that on appeals from coastal devc:lopmcnt pc:mlits, •[a)fter the hcmng. the appellate 
body shall affirm, modify or reverse tie oTipua ~ci.silm. When a decision is modified 
or reversed, the appellate body shtill st/lle the sp«iJi& rr&rliiU for modifialtion or rnenlll."" 
(italies added). Unlike the statutes con.sida'ed. in Hmnosa &Mlt.,A:IsdetsDn and RBA 
F.ntzrprise.s. the Half Moon Bay ordinance relates the Council's appellate powa- to the 
challenged decision, not to the pc.nnit sollghL Furthermore, where the ongiNI , 
decision is modified or reversed. the Clcy' Coundl must state the specific re2SOn$ for 
doing so. In this instance, the Oty Council has been unable to do the things it :is 
empowered and tequlred to do to overtum the appealed from dedsion. The Council 
has not a.ffi.rmcd, modified or revered the original dc.c:ision, and most importantly it. 
has not stated any tt.aSOnS for any modi6ation or reversal. Therefore. the dec:Udon of 
the Commission, unaffected by Council action and unaffectr:d by reasons stated for 
its modi.tlcat:ion or revc:rsal, stands . 

MAR-09-l99S 11:e6 P.1213 
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TO: 
PROM: 
BE: 
DATE: 
PAGE: 

Mayor and Council 
John Tn:axaw, Cty AttiJtl.tll!y 
Effect ofne Council Vote on Caasta1 Dcvelopmc:nt Pezmit Appeal 
Maldt 9, 1999 
3 

c. Findings 

• 

The: above r:ault ts suont)y supported by other prov.isioN of the Municipal 
Code. and other aNlt deci.aiona. Sc:c:tiOA 1&.20.070 of the Half Moon Bay Municipal 
Code pmvida that coastal development pemt.lts may only be approved or 
condltionaUy approval alter the appmving agency has made the necessary findings 
regarding the local coastal pro~ growth marutgem.ent aystrm. zoning provisions, 
adequate seM.a:a and the Califomia Coastal Aa.. Sc:ction 18.20.075 F. further 
pEDYidl!s that •[a] decision by the city on an application for development shall not be 
cleaned complete until: 1. The )ocal dtrlsion an the application has been made and 
all ~equired ftndingl have been adoptecl. ••• 2. All local rights of appeal have been 
cx:hau.stal..._• Section 18.20.075 L piOYidt:s that •[a]n appellant shall be deemed to 
bave exhausted local appeals and shall be qualifled as an aggrieved person where t.he 
appellant. has pursued his or her appeal to the local appc)Jate body or bodies as • 
r~rcd by the do/• appeal proccd.urr.s. • 

CaJifomia Code of Civil Prncedtuz Section 1094.5 establiahes the standard of 
review far tinal admiDiatzative decisiON rc:suldng from hearings required by law_ 
(CaL Code ofQv. Proc. § 1094.S(a)). Under Section 1094.S(b), the reviewing court 
I1\Uit dctamine whether the respondent lwl Judsdicdon to conduct the proceedings, 
whether they were fair, and whetl\cr they were tainted by prcjudidal abuse of 
di.saetion. Prejudicial .abuse of discmion existt if the procttdings were not as 
required by law, Jf the decision is not supported by the findings, or if the findings are. 
not supported by the evidence. In T1J1111'ttt~for 11. Srmi& 0»nm1Df9 v. c-n!J' 
tf lA Anftla, the California Supreme Court held. that review of administrative 
adjudic:ation lDldcr Section 1094.5 requiles ,dctcunining whdher substantial evidence 
supports the admi.nlstrative agcncys findil\gs. and whether the findings support the 
agencys decision. (T6p«np Assod.fllitRJ for 11 Stait: Cllluumf9 11. Onol~ tf LJs AlapUs 
(1974) 11 Cal. 3d 506, 514). Acx:ordingly, the court. in Tq«np concluded tha 
findings are necessary to satisfy Section 1094.5. (14.. at 515). 

Because tic votes result 1n no agency action. they also result in no mal.ciJ:ig of 
findinp. Thus, in the case of a tie Council vote on a coastal development pamlt 
appeal, the .findings required. under Half Moon Bay Code Section 18.20.070 a.nd • 

P.04 
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TO:. 
FROM: 
RoE! 
DATE: 
PAGE: 

Mayor and COW\cil 
John Truxaw, City Att.orrw,y 
Effect ofTte Coundl Vote on Coastal Development Permit Appeal 
March 9. 1999 
4 

Section 30604 of the CaU.fomia Coastal Al:1 have not been made by the a~ Council. 
Unda- Tt!plliiP, a lack of findlnp in an adjudlcatmy proceedings falls to satis:Cy the 
Section 1094.5 standard of review. 1hercfole. a tic Council vote on a coastal· 
development permit appeal resul.u not only in no agenc.y action, but also no agency 
action that would withstand judidal review. 

However, the pndings requin:.d by Half Moon Bay Code Section 18.20.070~ 
Section 30604 of the Coastal Act and CCP Scaion l 094.5 were JNde by the 
Commission rather tlun the Council. Consequently. the effect of Half Moon Bay 
Code Section 18.20.07S(E)(3)(e.) to treat a tie vote on appeal as af.Srmance of the 
Commission's original daision accords \\i:th the requirements of Half Moon Bay 
Code Section 18.20.070, Section 30604 of the Coastal Act and CCP Section 1094.5 
as il'lu::rpreted by the Supreme Court in TDpllllp.. . , 

Conclusion 

Because a tie vote: of an administrative body such as the Council results in no 
action, and Section 18.20.075(E)(3)(e.) of the HalfMoon Bay Municipal Code limits 
the Council's appcllate authority aver c:outal development permits to a considerati~n 
of the Commission's original decision, and since to overtum the lower decision the 
appellate body must. $tate reasons fox so doing, a tie vote results in not overturning 
the lower decision. This result is in aamd. with the findings requirements of Half 
Moon Bay Code Section 18.20.070, Section 30604 of the Coastal Ad. and Code of 
Civil :Proadure Sea.ion 1094.S under T..,.,._ Since the Code further states that the 
Ci~ has acted with .finality on a permit when findings have been made and local 
appeals exhausted, the City has acted with .6.nality on this !Utter and it is subject to 
appeal to the Coastal Commission. i 

Note 

Different Result at Coastal Commission and. BCDC 

As the allove discussion infen, govmunc:nt agendes are empowered to 
establish by statute the result of variOWI vote outcomes. In discussions with Coastal 

P.05 
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TO: Mayor and Council 
FllOM: Jolm Truxaw, Cty At.t.omcy 
RE: 
DATE: 

Effea. ofne Council Vote an Coaat.a1 Development Pam1t Appeal 
March 9. 1999 

PAGE: s 

Commission stall a.ttomey Ann Qeddar. she mfolmed me that votes takm by the 
Coastal C'ommiMlon ale zcplatc:cl by p:\'IICCd11R:I found in ntlc lf of the Callfomla 
Code of RqulatiODS. These regulat.iOna only apply to the Coaat.a1 Commiuion: 

113092. Bl:£e.ct oiVra Under Vuiau Qmdidans. 
(a) Vote~ by a c:omm.iUion shall al11y be em. me aflbmative question of wb£thcr the 
peanit should be ar.mt.ect i.e.. a "yeel' VOle lhalJ be to pant a pami~ ('Wit!\ or without 
c.oDdb:iom) and a ·~vote to deft)'. 
(b) Any coadition to a permit piVpOied by a COJIII'ftission thall be voted. upcm ODiy by 
affianatlw: vote. 
(c) A majorky of memheas pleiCIIt it IGf&deDt to cury a mOiiaa to l'CCluke o.: de1ctc 
pqosed t.eJml, condidoN 01 findiagl. 
(d) Uolas othenrile specified at tbe time o1 tbe wa:. the adion tala:n lhall be deemed 
to.haw bca:l ukm on tbe basis of the reascmsaet fDrth ill the staff m::omm.endation. In 

• 

othawoair~ if consistent with the ata.ff ~tion and not ot.hczWise modi&ed, • 
the vote of the commiacion &hall be c:Jumed to adopt the &.dings and conclusions 
~by the staff. 

113094. VodngP.mczchue. 
(a) Voting UfOI' pe.naUt applicatiou ahaD 'be by soli call. with the~ bcmg 
po11edlut. 
(b) Memben may wte "yes- or •110• ar may abstain from wting. but an abstau:ior& 
sND noc. be cJeenvd a...,..., .. vote. 

( c:) Any member may chal\ge his or her'YDI.C pl'f« to the tally haYing bcc:n armou.ncccl 
by the chaixpeao.n. but not thereafter. 

113095. Voting by Memba:s Abscl\t flom Haring. 
A member. or his ar bet alcemate, may ...a on. any applkadoD. pmvk1ed he or abe bas 
f.amiliadml h.im1elf or hc:aclfwhh the paentatioa. at the heuillg wiu:::&.: the ., 
applkadoD wu amsl.de:red, :md with pctdnent mate:dals rela.ting to the application 
submitted to the commiuion aru:llw 10 dedazal pdor to the~ In the abtmce of a. 
challtnp raised by an inwesccd put¥, iJ.\aclvau:D.t failure to JDak:e auc:h a dcdaration 
prior to the vore sball noc. invalidate the vote of a member, ot his or hu altenwc. 

113096. Commiuion findin&s. 
All decisitlo.s of the c:onusUssioA ldatiag to pa:mit&pplicatio.as thal1 be aa:ompuied by 
wzitta'l. caDClusiolu about the~ of the application with Public~ 

P.0G 

• 



MRR-15-1999 10:26 CITY OF HMB. 650 726 9389 P.14/15 
FROM MEYERS. NAVE, RIBACK. SlLVE ... LSON (TUEl 3. 9' 99 11:0 ,. '1 :00/NO. 4860102433 P 7 

• 

• 

• 

TO: Mayor and Council 
FR. OM: John Truxaw, City Attomey 
RE: 
DATE.; 
PAGE: 

E.ffect of T'lC Counc:U Vote on Coastal Development Permit Appeal 
M.ach 9, 1999 
6 

Code, Section 30604. and Public ~Code Secticm. :llOOO and following. and 
findings ofDct. and RUOning ~·decision. 

§ 13022. Voting- Number RequiRe~ to Au.t1lOiize .Adioa. 
E:xccpt u ot.hcrwi:le zequiml by the Califi'mia Coastal .Act of 1976 or in tht:se 
:re,plat:ions. aaions of the commi.a:ion duall be by "'IIIte ol a majolit.y of con:ua.issionus 
phy$ically pzesent within the meeting mom at the time of the vote. 

Ms. Cheddar further info.rmed. me t.h4t the Commission alwaf$ votes by 
motions in the affinnatlve.. and the failure of a motion in the affhmative to receive 
suftidmt •aye· votes is a vote against the motion. 'Ibat is, If the motion is to 
approve COP xyz. and that motion is defeated by seven •aye• votes and nine. •no" 
votes_ by the above regulations that vote is zquded. as a vote: in opposition to the. 
penni~ and it is denied. She stated that a tie vote results in a denial for the same 
reason: it failed to obtain sulftdent vote£ to pass and therefore is denied. 

BCDC has an~ clearer provision for tie votes (Ms. Cheddar informs me 
that the Coastal Commission follows the following proa:dure as wcll. but I have been 
Ullable to 8.nd. a provision similar to the following in the regulations of the Coastal 
Commission): 

(e) Whea the Commiuion has wtal on a permit application in a Jn.IIU\er that 
ia not cansi:rtent wit:b. the Ex.r!au1ve Ditector:'s m:ommalda.Uon. the Executive 
Dha:tor shaD prepare cJnft &diJJP baled Ql\ the atatA::mc:nu made by those 
Commission members who voted CDIUistmt 'With the ou.u:ome of the vote: and. 
on such other materials as the ExraJtiw Ditector believes is Dec:essaty t.D support 
the Com.mission':s dcc:i.sion legally or is odlawlte appropriate. The E.xeaJ.tive 
Dilector shaH present pmpotcd 1iN!ings 10 the Conuui:ssion at the meeting 
foDowing the vote on the applkatioD,. at which time d\e Commission shall vote 
on the popo.sed findings. Ong duM~..,.., wluJ Ht4tl a~lldnlrnt with 
the prevailint dtt:isiln JJ19 Vtlt.r "" 'lllllrdJtw 11r 1111t t4' 11i.Dpt t.h1 p11Jptnt.Jl ji'IUlillgs. 'The 
vgte lhal1 be by a majOiil:)' of those pamt and voting. If those pRSeD't and 
votiDg do not adopt the pmpasr.d 6ndinp that the ExecutiVe Oirec:t:or has 
submitted. they em either make such c:h.mges as tlu:y detesmiPe ue appropriate 
and adopt the findings at that meeting or direct the Exec:u.tive Dim:tor to 
pupuc further proposed B.ndinp and submit them to the Commission at the 

MAR-09-19S9 11: 09 97Y. P.0? 
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TO: 
PROM: 
B.E: 
DATE: 
PAGE: 

Mayor and Council 
John Tr:mcaw~~ Oty AttDmii!!J 
Effcd: afne Council Vou: oa Co:astal Development Pennit.Appc:al 
March 9~ 1999 
7 

I . 

' ' . 

N::IL't mcc:til>g. ill whkh Cllle t1lale wbD 'VOtr:d COIIIistaat with the piC¥IiJirc 
dedsion may apn wa GR .__to ...topt the fu.rtherpopa-d ftndin&L Thil 
cycle man c:ont.im.le \llldl * Cammiaion lw adoptad SDdiap to suppon. iu 
dcc:isioD. 

In the above r:xccrpt, you will note that manoer in which BCDC gets around 
the problem. of adopdng .&ndin• of clmial 'When the dmial result~ from a tie vote. 
Only those who have wu:d consistent. with the prevailinc decislon may vote on 
findings. Recall that at BCDC and the. CCC, a tie vote is a vote in opposition to the 
recommended motion. Those who vote to deny the proposed motion aze considered 
prevailing in this lNtana: since by oppoting the motion which results in a tie. they 
have auled its deniaL Only those who vote against the staff recommc:ndation will 
then vote on the findings that m.urn to the Board. 

Half Moon Bay has not adopted qulatlODS similar to thole above quoted, and 
~the n:sult of a tie 'VOte in Half Moon Bay requires an interpretation based on 
c:ommon Jaw. and the various pertinent piOVlsions of the Municipal Code. 

TOTAL P.15 
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SfATE OF CALIFORNIA-THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WilSON, Governor 

..

. , ALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
RTH COAST AREA 

5 FREMONT, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 9410.5·2219 APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 

DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (41.5) 904·.5260 

• 

• 

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing 
This Form. 

SECTION I. AppellantCsl 

telephone number of appellant(s): 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Nam~ t;lf ~ocal~ort ~ 
government: (;,{..,t"o/ ~ Ha AA &un-·-· 1 

2. Brief qescri tion of development 
ap .ealed: m SJL<!'Yv -

I 

3. Development's location address,.assessor's pa eel 
no~, cross st~eet, etc. =~~~-~~~~~~--~~--~~~~~~~-~~~~~ 

a. 

b. 

,... ..... 

Approval; no special conditions: ______________________ ___ 

Appr9Val with ,special conditions: Cb(J rDf-tJf-1! /:tv 
~./:/?:11: (~~- Vyra~u?U t/J-.P/11 -

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial 
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless 
the development is a major energy or public works project. 
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL No: ~- 1- HM 6: qq --ozO 
DATE FILED: 3 jq-5[1 q EXHIBIT NO. 10 

DISTRICT: __________________ _ APPLICATION NO. 

H5: 4/88 A-1-HMB-99-20 
JCCWD) 
APPEAL FROH C. CUPP 
(Page 1 of 66) 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2) 

Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a. __ Planning Director/Zoning c. ~lanning Commiss~on 
~dministrator o/f'TINeA {!_._f)f' 

5. • 
b.· ..,/city councillj3oard of d. __ other ) 

Supervisors (_(/ oD . . ~ ar~- N{; tLe r!AJ u )/{ ?t/-a::J ~ 
6. Date of local government's decision: 

7. Local government's file number (if any): 

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons 

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use 
additional paper as necessary.) 

b. Names and ma-iling addresses as available of those who testified 
(either verbally or in writing) at the cityjcountyjport hearing(s). 
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should 
receive notice of this appeal. • 

Cl> {)wv..WM.f.AkJx,v lktvu) 6-&.~ 
mq; ){:J:',t;" ?%M; c ,a ?tw' 9 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are 
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance 
in completing this section, which continues on the next page. 

• 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PEBMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3) 

state briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary 
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master 
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is 
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing. 
(Use additional paper as necessary.) 

(Sec.. o.J-.k cit.t.d r.U wuc~h ) 

~ .yzctJ:.dtct ,~t& ilvJ: f!n/ C:y{:U~1 ?~ . 

Mt-~ ;p; .t4t aveufl f:ut,__"t ~ t:t:.- &M.JW 
6~tt.€_ ·tJ.A"-.4 MJW/a.a.~ tj' Cltdi4-~l . ~(f!..e.r.:f ~J 

L/K at-u( C£!J/l~Yt/~. &/. ~/ au..£. re.J£o/ff. , 
;1/0 /U!iL-U~ i:;fz~. ~ hilAL ~t/~:d-ecf ~ tj'~((t:;,/ 
Note: The above description need not be a comp~te or exhaustive 
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be 
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may 
submit additional information to the staff andjor commission to . 
support the appeal request. 

SECTION V. Certification 

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of 
myjour knowledge. 

Authorized Agent 

Date __ ........:b=t/'--z.-..--,v/f-1_·1...~.---__ ....:..-__ 

NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s) 
must also sign below. 

Section VI. Agent Authorization 

I/We hereby authorize to act as myjour 
representative and to bind mejus in all matters concerning this 
appeal. 

Signature of Appellant(s) 

Date -----------------------------



Appeals Coordinator 
California Coastal Commission 
North Coast Area Office 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 
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COASTAL COtAIV\lSS!C)N 

c~ 
Caior'Cupp 
323 Poplar Street 
HalfMoon Bay, CA 94019 

Phone: (650) 726-9270 
Fax: (650) 726- 3c;.31 
Email: cupp@hax.com 

March 24, 1999 

Subject: Appeal of Coastal Development Permit PDP-44-98 for CCWD Water Transmission Pipeline Expansion. 

The subject CDP was approved by the Half Moon Bay Planning Commission on 1/28/99 and appealed de novo 
on 3/2/99 to the Half Moon Bay City Council. The Council failed to adopt a CDP after members presented 
evidence that at least some of the applicable LCP policies had not been addressed by CCWD. The City Attorney 
later decided that the original Planning Commission CDP was still in effect, even though no affirmative Council 
action had taken place to grant one, based on the policy arguments considered by the Council. 

Regardless of the legal status of the Planning Commission's CDP, this project does not comply with the City's 
LCP or the letter and intent of the Coastal Act, many of whose policies are adopted in Half Moon Bay's LCP 
Thus, the project does not qualify for a CDP This argument is summarized in the attached two pages and 
supported with various enclosures as follows: 

• 

(1) Letter from City to CCWD asking for an EIR (Result: CCWD adopted Mitigated Negative Declaration, which • 
only considered environmental impacts on the narrow area to be disturbed by pipeline ditch digging); 

(2) Letter signed by a group of CCWD service area residents, pointing out how little information has been 
reported by CCWD on what the pipeline expansion could do to Coastal Zone resources (Result: This and more 
public and government input were found by CCWD to be unsubstantial evidence of environmental concern); 

(3) Appeal to City Council of Planning Commission's CDP approval (Result: City Council decided to hear appeal 
de novo, heard specific reasons to not approve CDP, and acted on those reasons by failing to approve CDP)~ 

( 4) Video tape record of the 40 minute Council discussion of LCP policies and whether compliance with such 
policies is a prerequisite for granting a CDP; 

(5) City Attorney decision reinstating Planning Commission CDP, naming Coastal Commission as appeal venue, 
and resetting the appeal time clock; (Result: A CDP appears to be going forward, which demonstrably fails to 
meet the LCP requirements and exhibits totally inconsistent results of Planning Commission and City Council 
consideration); · 

(6) Listing of general, development, and infrastructure-relevant Half Moon Bay LCP policies, grouped according 
to Coastal Act and Local policies (Result: CDP requires that all policies be addressed and met by CCWD, and 
they are clearly not; some policies are not even considered by CCWD); 

(7) Planning Commission information based on which a CDP was granted (Result: the above stated LCP 
requirements are not addressed, therefore a CDP should not be granted). 

We depend on the Coastal Commission to enforce the LCP, especially when local decision makers are so tom by 
special interests, they fail to do so. Otherwise LCP compliance will become accidental and not purposeful. • 

Please advise if there are questions. Thank you for reconsidering this matte~ 

~ci£;-~ 
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APPEAL OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (PDP-44-98) GRANTED BY HALF MOON BAY 
PLANNING COMMISSION FOR PHASE 1 OF EL GRANADA TRANSMISSION PIPELINE EXPANSION, 

(FOLLOWINGNOACTIONBYTHEHALFMOONBAYCITYCOUNCILONADENOVOAPPEAL) 

PROJECT BACKGROUND 

This project is part of a series of incremental expansions of CCWD's water supply and capacity for treabnent, 
storage, and transmission (together known as .. Phase 2"). The project seeks to expand the northerly portion of 
CCWD's main transmission pipeline (a 3.5 mile segment running from near the intersection of SR 1 and 92 north 
into EI Granada) from 10 to 16 inch diameter. This is to be followed by expansion of the southerly portion 
(running 3 miles south through Half Moon Bay) from 12 to 24 inch diameter. 

PROCEDURAL HISTORY 

The project has a Mitigated Negative Declaration but no EIR, despite significant public and agency input to the 
effect that an EIR is needed. (See Enclosure 1 and 2 samples.) When the Half Moon Bay Planning 
Commission granted a CDP on 1128199 by a 5/2 vote, that decision was appealed to the City Council (See 
Enclosure 3) and heard on 3/2/99. The appeal was heard de novo, which normally makes the prior CDP 
inoperative. One Council member recused herself from voting, because of current involvement selling land with 
production well potential to CCWD. Specific CDP requirements, which had not been met or addressed by the 
applicant, were quoted from the LCP. The Council deadlocked 2/2 on motions to approve and deny the CDP. 

The enclosed video tape (Enclosure 4) has been set up to view the 40 minute Council discussion which preceded 
these votes. There is a clear attempt by 2 Council members to explain and implement the various local and 
Coastal Act policies adopted by the City's LCP. Two other Council members indicate that their discretion 
includes the option of not implementing LCP policies or making CDP decisions based on other criteria, such as 
whether water rates would go up as a result of the expansion (ans. of course not), or whether another review 
opportunity will precede the expanded pipe being filled with water in the future (ans. of course so) . 

By creatively interpreting the language of Half Moon Bay's Municipal Code relating to appeal of Planning 
Commission decisions, the City Attorney decided 10 days later that Common Law (which would ordinarily hold 
that there was no CDP) did not apply. Instead, the Planning Commission CDP approval was deemed to still be 
effective, the Coastal Commission was deemed to be the appropriate appeal avenue, and a ten day appeal clock 
was deemed to start on 3115/99. (See Enclosure 5.) Given the strained legal logic behind the position that a 
CDP exists, what is being appealed is debatable, but the basis remains compliance with the LCP in any event. 

BASIS OF CURRENT APPEAL 

In allowing automatic appeal of infrastructure-related CDPs to the Commission, the Coastal Act recognizes the 
unique and magnified cumulative impacts that incremental expansion of this type can have. The applicant has so 
far avoided preparation of an EIR. and now seeks a CDP without demonstrating full compliance with the LCP 
policies. Half Moon Bay's LCP specifically adopts many Coastal Act policies. as well as local policies, and 
makes strict compliance with all applicable LCP policies the main requirement for CDP approyal. 

In short. the appellant simply asks the Commission to enforce the letter and intent of the LCP. Based on lack of 
information from the applicant by which to understand either how the project effects the Coastal Zone or whether 
the project meets the other LCP requirements, the current CDP should be denied and CCWD should be 
encouraged to reapply with a total description and environmental analysis of its .. Phase 2" expansion, including 
other pipelines, new local sources and water supply contracts, new storage damns and pumping facilities, and 
expanded treatment capacity. 

Complete Set of LCP Criteria Not Considered by Plannina Commission 

The project was not evaluated relative to all of the governing LCP criteria for infrastructure projects. These 
criteria have been listed with specific reference to page numbers of a legally adopted LCP. (See Enclosure 6) 
The Planning Commission was simply not told that these criteria apply. As shown in the Planning Commission 
report for the CDP decision of 1128199 (See Enclosure 7) , the stated reason to grant a CDP was CCWD's desire 
to fix leaks. increase pressure, and provide operational flexibility. None of these items correspond to LCP 
review criteria Therefore, the CDP had no basis then and still lacks one now, despite CCWD's new effort to 
link pipeline expansion with a duty to mitigate the effects of newly discovered MTBE in two production wells of 
an adjoining water district. 



. ' 

No Information Submitted by ARPiicant on How LCP Criteria Are Met by Proposed Project 

There is no basis for LCP compliance because no information was ~resented by CCWO ~to how the pipeline • 
expansion (either separately or as part of the Phase 2 system expansion) meets the folloWing LCP requirements: 

• permanent protection of natural and scenic resources; protection of the ecological balance of the Coastal Zone 
and prevention of its deterioration and destruction (Coastal Act Policy 30001); 

• protection, maintenance and enhancement of Coastal Zone environmental quality; assurance of orderly and 
balanced use and conservation of Coastal Zone resources; assurance of priority for coastal-dependent and coastal
related development over other development (Coastal Act Policy 30001.5)~ 

• ability to withstand a Coastal Commission review that focuses on LCP conformance, the avoidance of 
unnecessary long term cost to the public. and the avoidance of the diminished quality of life resulting from the 
misuse of coastal resources (Coastal Act Policy 30004); ' 

• the resolution of any conflicts encountered in implementing the LCP by applying the most protective policy 
(Coastal Act Policy 30007.5); 

• the liberal construing of the Coastal Act (including its policies as adopted in the LCP) to accomplish its 
objectives (Coastal Act Policy 30009); 

• The precedence that LCP policies take over all other policies (Local LCP Policy 1-3); 

• The meeting of all LCP policies is required for COP approval (Local LCP Policies 1-4 and 9-3); 

• Lack of adequate water, school, sewer and highway infrastructure to fully service a proposed project, is 
grounds for COP denial (Local LCP Policies 9-2, 9-4); 

• The limiting of infrastructure capacity to the "probable capacity,. of other infrastructure elements like highways, • 
which are already gridlocked by users of the unexpanded pipeline (Local LCP Policy 10-3); 

• Determination by the City (not CCWD) of the need and timing of additional infrastructure, the ability of 
infrastructure systems to expand, and the funding sources for such expansion (Local Policy 10-7); 

• City support only for those water supply increases which meet but not exceed the requirements of buildout, 
which the City has acted consistently during the last 18 months to reduce by at least 2500 homes (Local LCP 
Policy 1 0-9). 

EtTect of CDP Denial 

Only good will come from the Commission's denial of CCWD's B Granada Transmission Pipeline COP. The 
LCP will be enforced, public confidence in coastal protection will be restored, and CCWO will stop taking EIRs 
and LCPs so lightly. CCWD will in fact be incented to do some· good things; namely. 

• prepare a comprehensive submittal for the entire Phase 2 expansion program. including new pipelines, new 
supplies (wells, diversions, water contracts), new storage damns, and new treatment capacity; 

• use more up to date buildout projections for both the City and unincorporated areas~ 

• conduct a full EIR with cumulative impact analysis and consideration of the social and economic effects of what 
is in effect, a plan to double the water supply and distribution system of a naturally arid. coastal region~ 

• promote public visibility of the currently little known process by which water system expansions are pi ann-Xi, 
analyzed. justified and funded. 

Such an outcome would be a lot closer to the letter and intent of the Coastal Act than where we are now. We • 
depend on the Commission to enforce it. Besieged by builders seeking billions of dollars in residential 
development.'(_ocal officials don't seem willing or able to. 

fA,~ 
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3/29/99 • To: Bill Van :Beckum, Coastal Commission Staff (4-1>-fO+·S4oO) 
From: Carol Cupp, Half Moon Bay, Appellant to COP (PDP-44-98) 
Subject: Transmittal of Missing Information (page 1 of 10) 

Thanks for letting me know that same information referred to in my 
appeal letter of 3/24 was missing from the package. 

Please add the 9 paqes which follow to the back of the first 2 page 
attachment to my 3/24 letter. That attachment is entitled, 

' ··~· 

APPEAL OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (PDP.-44-98) GRANTED BY HALFMOON BAY 
PLANNlNG COMMISSION FOR PHASE 1 OF EL GRANADA TRANSMISSION PIPELINE EXPANSION, 
(FOLLOWING NO ACfiON BY THE HALFMOON BAY CITY COUNCIL ON A DE NOVO APPEAL) 

My appeal package went on to include 7 enclosures including a video 
tape, all of which I believe are unaffected by missing pages. 

• lo) IE ~ IE ~ W IE ill) 
ULl MAR 2 9 1999 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

• 



IN ADDITION TO 11LOCAL" POLICIES, 11 COASTAL ACT" 
POLICIES ARE SPECIFICALLY ADOPTED IN HALF MOON BAY'S 

COASTAL COMMISSION CERTIFIED LCP 

H~m has an LCP (for a city, it is known as the General Plan), which has been 
certified by the Coastal Commission. This makes HMB responsible to 
implement the letter and intent of the Coastal Act within the City. 

By specifically adopting both Coastal Act Policies and Local Policies, HMB's 
LCP obligates the City to implement both Coastal Act and Local Policies. 
That obligation includes expressed and implied duties. 

In terms of expressly taking responsibility for implementing Coastal Act 
policies, page 20 of the City's LCP (first sentence of Section 1.4 - General 
Policies) shows a key instance of specific policy adoption. It states, "The 
City shall adopt those policies of the Coastal Act (Coastal Act 
sections 30210 through 30264) cited herein, as the guiding policies of 
the Land Use Plan." 

In another example of the LCP expressly adopting Coastal Act policies, page 
3 of the City's LCP (first sentence) states, "Consistent with the basic 
goals set forth in £Coastal Actl Section 30001.5 and, in the case of 
Half Moon Bay, its obligations and responsibilities as a general law city 
... ,the policies of rcoastal ActJ Sections 30200 through 30264 
constitute the standards by which the adequacy of local coastal 
programs is determined." 

• 

(Note: The above-referenced duty to maintain an adequate LCP necessarily • 
extends to its implementation. LCPs would otherwise have no real purpose. 
This means that the CDP basis must be adequate, or else no CDP is grant~d.) 

In another example of the LCP expressly taking responsibility for 
implementing Coastal Act policies, page 18 (first sentence of Section 1.2 -
Issues of Primary Significance) states , "The most significant planning 
issues involve • • • actions the City can and should take to encourage 
the achievement of Coastal Act goals including the preservation of 
prime agricultural, open space and recreational lands ••• by concentrating 
development within the boundaries of the City in accordance with 
Section 30250, 30007.5, 30241, and 30242 of the rcoastall Act .•. ". 

Page 18 (last 2 paragraphs) makes either an express or implied reference to 
the City being responsible to implement all policies of the Coastal Act. It 
states that, "The issues discussed r in the LCPJ pinpoint necessary 
policies and action, especially in bringing the City and other 
governmental policies, practices and regulations into conformance with 
the Coastal Act. At the end of each [LCP} topical section, the City has 
adopted policies which bring its General Plan into conformance with 
the Coastal Act, After certification [of the City's LCP], all new 
development in the City will have to meet the standards set forth 
in these policies." , " " : , .. 

I' 
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• SINCE MID-1997, HALF MOON BAY HAS UNDERTAKEN DEFINITE, VISIBLE, AND 
CONSISTENT ACTION AND EXPENSE TO RECONSIDER ITS LCP IN LIGHT OF NEW 

INFORMATION ON THE COASTS IDE CARRYING CAPACITY ( fofiGy ltJ-f:J 

• 
rG£4.-te.J) 

'/97 CONCUR hired for -$60K to conduct "community visioning", 
pursuant to City Council embarking on LCP revision; 25 member 
Public Advisory Committee formed; several public hearings held; 
result was PAC Report, which recommends less residential 
development, more commercial development, and more emphasis on 
preservation of agricultural, natural, and scenic resources. 

9/97 City distributes RFP for General Plan Revision Services and 
evaluates bidders, including the holding of a public hearing to 
evaluate the finalists in 12/97. 

1/98 

1998 

10/98 

12/1/98 

2/2/99 

• 
3/99 

City Council awards contract to revise LCP to EMC Planning 
Associates, at an estimated cost of -$250K, to be incrementally 
funded by subsequent Council actions. (1/20/98: Council meets 
with CCWD Board, discusses need for LCP change, and provides CCWD 
with extra PAC Report copies.) 

Using the PAC Report as a vision guideline, EMC prepares land use 
database, collects and analyzes infrastructure, environmental, and 
economic data, conducts several workshops and public hearings at 
both Planning Commission and Council meetings, and in 10/98, 
presents an Alternatives Report describing 3 possible scenarios. 

City continues to incrementally fund project throughout the year 
and starts distributing quarterly newsletter entitled "General 
Plan Update" to the entire City. 

City had also funded a collateral project (-$10K) to study the 
viability of housing markets with less commuter, school, and 
environmental impact (eg. empty nester and retiree markets) 

After another joint HMB/CCWD meeting, CCWD manager recommends 
imposing conditions (eg. council questions to be submitted to CCWD 
2 weeks in advance) if further meetings with HMB City Council are 
to be held. 

Cit~ Council funds $54K of extra LCP work that had been necessary 
durlng the year, considers the 3 alternatives in light of public 
comment, supports an emphasis on visitor serving and quality job
generating development, and considers better alternatives to 
represent the public's interest in further residential downsizing. 

EMC presented information to the effect that the developable lots 
with some kind of preexisting entitlement (500 vested, 700 infill, 
300 desirable in view of needed amenities provided to the City) 
numbered about 1500. The large difference between 1500 and the 
current LCP's buildout number of -4000 was graphically presented 
by EMC and discussed by the Council. Also discussed was the fact 
that reducing the allowable growth rate from 3% to 1% would get us 
to 1500 in 20 years and that even 1500 houses would have 
unacceptable traffic impact if they were mainly commuters, as now 
happens due to a lack of local quality jobs. Planning staff were 
directed to bring the item back with recommended action. 

Council approves $25K incremental funding and direction to 
Planning Commission to work directly with EMC and prepare a 
Preferred Land Use Alternative by 4/30/99. Direction included 
taking into account the Council's feedback from 12/1/98, including 
a reduction in the buildout target from -4000 to 1500 homes. 

Planning Commission forms working committee of 3 members to 
provide recommendations on Preferred Land Use Alternative. 



MISCELLANEOUS BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

With respect to the LCP policies referred to in this appeal, only policy 
and page number references have been provided, as opposed to copies of a 
voluminous LCP. It is therefore assumed that the Coastal Commission has • 
their own file copy of Half Moon Bay's LCP, having certified the currently 
in force "Local Coastal Program- Land Use Plan" document in 1993. 

·With respect to Local Policies 10-3 and 10-7, there is relevant additional 
information to submit. 

· As shown by the attached computer modeling results from the 6/97 CCAG
sponsored ($2M), Countywide Transportation Plan Alternatives Report, 
SRs 1 and 92 have operated at Caltrans Level of Service F since 1990, 
and are both predicted to be worse than F in 2010 under the current 
buildout scenario, even assuming optimistic highway investment levels. 
Therefore, in violation of LCP Local Policy 10-3, the proposed 
pipeline is not being phased in accord with the ''probable capacit¥" of 
other public works components; namely, highways. In short, a 16 1nch 
diameter pipeline cannot be permitted because it cannot service a 
demand that is beyond the "probable capacity" of SRs 1 and 92. Since 
the best available studies show the area to already be at the worst 
~ossible level of service (9iven the demand imposed by users of the 10 
1nch pipeline), a 16 inch p1peline is demonstrably too big to satisfy 
Local LCP Policy 10-3 •• 

· In terms of LCP Local Polic¥ 10-7, CCWD may claim to have had periodic 
discussions with City Counc1l or staff, but those discussions had more 
to do with lottery procedures for newly discovered water connections 
or CCWD's promotion of the current CDP ap~lication. This is shown by 
the fact that there is no record of the C1ty having had any role in 
CCWD's current expansion plan, let alone a coordinating role, nor did • 
the City have anything to do with identifying appropriate sources of 
funding. It is up to the applicant, not the City, to show how a 
proposed project complies with LCP policies. In fact, neither CCWD's 
application, nor the Planning Commission staff report makes any 
mention of this policy, so it is therefore not met. This is the case 
regardless of what the Council may have said or did relative to CCWD's 
last pipeline expansion (Crystal Springs project in 1989), which was a 
different CDP. If the Crystal Springs CDP applied to the current 
project, it is near certain that CCWD would not be applying for a 
separate CDP now. 

• 
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SUMMARY OF RECENT COUNTYWIDE TRAFFICANALYSIS 

tt The June, 1997 Countywide Transportation Plan (CTP) Alternatives Report ($2M CCAG project) is 
3" the first ever, countywide analy~is_of the combine~ impact of land use and transportati~n plans. It 
(\._{oraphically shows that under extstmg land use pohcy, SR 1 and 92 have the worst service levels 
.1.. ~ow and are headed towards a level of gridlock comparable to the 1995 Devil's Slide closure. even 
~ with growth control and maximum highway investment factored in. It concludes that inappropriate 
~ land use is a stronger contributor to creating traffic congestion, than highway and transit 

improvements are contributors to relieving it. Specific details include: 

~ { The maximum foreseeable public investment in SM County highway and transit improvements of }r $3.2 billion (2/1 transit to highway spending level) does not prevent Coastside congestion from 
~ getting a lot worse by 2010; [reference is item 12.28 ofCoastside Results ofCTP] 

• Transit programs don't seem to help congestion much, since countywide, peak commute hour trips 
are predicted to be 89% private vehicles in 2010 (93% now); Coastside impact of transit spending 
would tend to be even less, since location, geography and population are less amenable to mass 
transit solutions; [reference is item 1.25 of Coastside Results] 

\n • SR 1 and 92 continue to have the worst Level of Service (LOS) in the County, even with growth 
~ M{ control factored into the model (ie., the Travel Demand Forecasting Model, which was tailored to 
} ~ San Mateo County's roads, benchmarked against 1990 measurements, and allowed to "grow" 
3;. ~ traffic based on existing land use plans); [reference is comparison of items C13, C14, C17, C19 
oc of Coastside Results] ~ 'J t" 4-(-'k 1-

• 
• Given that a traffic volume/capacity (v/c) ratio greater than 1 means LOS" F" [the worst possible 

level of service- see table 3-1, Figure 3-1, and the legend on any of the volume/capacity graphs 
of Coastside Results, say item C13], it appears that peak commute hour v/c for both SR 1 and 92 
was already -1.10 in 1990 [make the indicated subtractions at the most congested SR 1 and 92 
locations on item 12.28 of Coastside Results], and is projected to be -2.10 at what we currently 
define as "buildout" [item 6C-AM of Coastside Results], and -1.50 in the year 2010 with growth 
control included [item 9-AM of Coastside Results]; 

• 

• A future v/c range above 1.50 is something to be avoided, since we have highly undesirable 
experience from the 1995 Devil's Slide closure [the vic was close to 2.00, based on knowing the 
most likely 1995 traffic volume, and the analytical relationship between volume and vic from 
the study -see Rough Graph item of Coastside Results]; 

• Simply improving highways without addressing land use, causes more congestion in the long term 
than it solves in the short term [Basic Principles of Traffic Analysis handout from special CCAG 
meeting packet of 7110197 - item 13 of Coastside Results] 

• The only way to effectively manage congestion is with a combination of land use plan changes 
and highway/transit improvements [7110 CCAG packet- items 7 and 8 ofCoastside Results]; 
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LEVEL OF SERVICE 
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Figure 3-1 

LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 
FLOW 

CONDITIONS 

Highest quality of service. 
Free traffic flow with low 
volumes. Uttle or no 
restriction on maneuverability 
or speed. 

Stable traffic flow, speed 
becoming slightly restricted. 
Low restriction on 
maneuverability. 

Stobie traffic flow, but less 
freedom to select speed 
or to change Iones. 

Approaching unstable flow. 
Speeds tolerable but subject 
to sudden and considerable 
variation. Less maneuverability 
and driver comfort. 

DELAY 

None 

None 

Minimal 

Minimal 

SERVICE 
RATING 

Good 

Good 

Adequate 

Adequate 

Unstable traffic flow and rapidly 
fluctuating speeds and flow s· ·r· t Poor 
rates. Low maneuverability tgm tcan 
and low driver comfort. 

Forced traffic flow. Speed 
end flow may drop to zero. 

Considerable Poor 
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CITY OF HALF MOON BAY 

July 9, 1998 

Anthony J. Kash 
President 

City Hall, 501 Main Street 

HalfMoon Bay, CA 94019 

Coastside County Water District 
766 Main Street 
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

£ n. c I o s v re. 
i 

RE: EL GRANADA TRANSMISSION PIPELINE REPLACEMENT PROJECT 

Dear President Kash: 

The City Council discussed the El Granada Transmission Pipeline Replacement 
Project at the July 71

h meeting. The City Council respectfully requests that an 
Environmental Impact Report be prepared for this project. 

Please note that our request for an Environmental Impact Report does not reflect 
either support or dissatisfaction for the project. 

If you would care to discuss our request further please call me at 726-8270 or 
712-7205. 

Cc City Council 
Blair King, City Manager 
John Truxaw, City Attorney 
Anthony J. "Bud" Carney, Planning Director 
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July 8, 1996 

?.ay McDe~it~, C~HD At~orney • 
c/c Coas~side Coun~y Water Dis~=~c~ 
766 Main St=eet 
Salf Mean Bay, ~~ 94019 

Subjec~: Request fer Legal Briefing of C~AD Board on ~QA Requiremen~s Before 
Taking Ac~ion on Mitigated Negati~e Declaration fer El Granada 
Transmission Pipeline Expansion 

The subject Mitiga~ed Negative Declarat~on is soon scheduled for consideration. 
Significant public concerns have been voiced in numerous writ~en and public 
hearing comments on the draft Initial study. These comments const~tute a 
substantive record, based on which ~QA requires good fai~~ considerat~on by CCAD. 

We feel that public comments on ~e subjec~ Initial Study have not been adequately 
responded to, ei~~er in the Initial Study revisions or by the Board's lack of 
meaningful response to the 6/9/98 public hearing input. The Board appears to need 
additional information about the let~er and intent of ~QA, in order to make an 

I 
informed decision about its ability and options to rec~ify ~~e ~~rrent sit~ation. 

Lack of information about ~QA requira~ents is likely to result in a vulnerable 
decision being made by the Board. Such a decision is likely to (1) be questioned 
by both City and County governments (Responsible Agencies in this matter, which 
have CDP authority and can relieve cc;RC of its Lead Agency role for non-compliance 
with CEQA); (2) be appealed to ~~e Coastal Commission {which has shown ~~e will to 
reign in growth-inducing projects), and (3) trigger unnecessarJ litigation risk. 

Existing law and planning projects already challenge the assumptions C~AD has made 
about how much water the Coastside needs and when it will be needed. For ~~ample: 
· County Measure A (passed by voter initiative in November 1986) strictly limits 

infrastructure to that needed to service LCP buildout (Sections 2.4 and 2.6); 
· City growth control Measure A (passed by voter initiative in Nova~er 1991) sets 

a maximum growth rate of 3% (24 year buildou~), and a 1% rate (85 year buildou~) 
is likely ~o be introduced soon in response to well-known, well-publici:ed and 
worsening local traffic, fiscal, environmental and other conditions; 
LCP-related projects for the City to reconsider its buildout target (Generai 
Plan re~ision) and the Midcoast to increase local control over its LC~ 
(annexation/incorporation study or formation of Area Planning Commission) are 
underway new and will be complete long before CCHD's proposed pipeline and 
related projects (production well, Carter Bill West pipeline, and Denniston 
treatment plant expansions; dam and storage reservoir construc~ion; and SFWD 
Phase 2 agreement implementation). 

In short, there is no valid justification to expend cJrrent resources and risk 
significant L~vironmental impact locking-L~ capacity based on buildout 
assumptions, that currently under*ay studies are likely to make obsole~e. 

We are not saying this to make trouble or idle threats. we are stating the fact 
~~at s~ate law has granted Responsible Agencies and the public ~~e right to 
enforce CEQA. We will make that happen in this case because a project which 
expands water-related infrastructure in an arid and sensitive Coastal Zone, is 
clearly not a candidate for a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration. All we 
ask at this point is that the ac~ual requira~ents of CEQA be explained to the CCRD 
Board before they ac~ too hastily and create annecessarJ probla~ for everyone. 

• 

• 



• 
C::::QA Guidelines ( '!'.i tle 14 of t.:le Cal.i:for:tia Code of Regulat::.ions; C..'la-gter 3 ; 
verbat~ excsrpt::s at~ac~ed ~it.:i. ~.icles ~umbered for reference) indicat::s t~a~ ~e 
Initial St~dy and revisions fail to c~ly with the let::ter and int::ent of t~e 

• 

• 

Guidelines in se•reral key areas • For exa1·nple: 

C~RD failed to prepare adequate environmental doc~ents in consultation with the 
City and County (Section 15052) [Not::e ~'lat the City or County shall become the 
Lead Agency in this event, ones the st::atute of limitat::ions for c~allenging 
C~RD's ac~ions has ~~ired; also note ~'lat in this situation, the City or C~unty 
can determine per Section 15162, ~'lat a new EIR is necessarJ due to occurrence 
of eubstant::ial c~anges in project cir~~tancss, for example a new L~, already 
scheduled for ~e City in ~'le year 2000, prior to C~RD projec~ completion.] 

The Initial Study and revisions do not:: meet the most:: basic requirement for a 
Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration, in that there is substantial 
evidence, in liaht of the whole record be,.ore CC'"RD, that the project, e•Ten as 
revised, may have significant effect on the environment (Sections 15070 & 
15074). Section 15074 in fact restricts adoption of a Negative or Mitiga~ed 
Negative Declaration~ to·those situations in which (1) a finding can be 
based on the whole record that there is no substantial evidence of significant 
environment::al impact and (2) such a finding reflects CCRD's independent judgment 
and analysis, neither of which has been apparent in ~~is matter to date. [Not::e 
that still-unresolved public comments mere than meet the "'substantive evidence" 
test of Section 15384. For example, it is indisputable that the City's LCP 
revision project was funded and under~ay prior to C~RD's proposed proje~, wn~cn 
the Initial Study shows is clearly based on an unrevised buildout definition. 
Also note that the desire to avoid an EIR, with its greater cost, disclosure and 
requira~ts to analyze alternatives, c~lative impacts, growth-inducing 
impacts, relevant economic and social impacts, and other factors, is not a valid 
reason under C!QA to adopt a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration.] 

There was no apparent posting of required notices by CC'"RD on and off site in the 
areas where the projec~ is to be located, nor were owners of contiguous property 
notified by direct mail, nor was notice given to transportation agencies or 
public agencies ~th t=ansportation facilities which could be affected by the 
project, which in view of its enabling effect on soon to be obsolete buildout 
assumptions, has obvious regional and areawide significance (Section 15072). 

CC'"RD cannot adopt a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration within the 
boundaries of a Comprehensive Airpo~ Land Ose Plan without firs~ considering 
whe~~er the project will result in a safety hazard or noise probl~~ for persons 
residing or woriing in the project area (Sections 15074, 15154). [Note tha~ the 
area serviced by the proposed pipeline is wi~~in the uDetailed Land Use Study 
~-rean defined in ~~e Comprehensive ~~rport Land Use Plan Opdate for San Mat::eo 
County (dated JanuarJ, 1999) and that:: enabling buildout of ~~s area could 
violate new, state-rec~~ended "'Safety Compatibility Zonesn, which C~~G (the 
airport land use planning agencJ) is even now in the process of adopting.} 

While CCRD may have expended minimal efforts to receive and respond to public 
input, it has not established procedures by which to evaluate public input on 
the environmental issues raised by its activities. As shown by a previous cou~ 
case (Environmental Defense ~~nd v. ccwo. 11972) 27 Cal. ADD. 3d 695), CCWD has 
been lax before in its considering cf all the environmental information on the 
record and in preparing envircnm~~tal documents which meet C!QA legal s~andards. 
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(No~a t~at Sect~on 15022 requires CCRD to adopt objec~ives, criteria and 
specif~c procedures to administer its ~QA compliance responsibilities, 
includL~g evalua~ing and responding to public cornmen~s in good faith. Sec~ion 

15002(j) requires CC.iD to respond to bo~ public and conce~ed agency commen~s.] 

Onder the ~QA Guideline Definitions, CCRD cannot adopt a Mitiga~ed Negative 
Declarat~on, since subs~antial evidence remains en the record ~~at the projec~ 
even as revised, may have significant, unmitiga~ed effects on the environment. 

Sec~ion 21083(c) of ~QA itself requires an ~~vironmental effec~ to be found 
significant if the ac~ivity would cause an adverse effect on people. Given tha~ 
the L~ is now being revised because of ~~e well-documented, adverse effec~s of 
pursuing the exist~ng L~ (traffic conqes~ion, overcrowded schools, declining 
service levels, pollution, habitat destruc~~on, higher taxes, etc.), there is 
lit~le doub~ that the physical effec~ of expanding water infras~ructure based on 
the exis~ing L~ requirements, imposes significant economic and social impac~. 

!n addition to ~~e above, specific areas of C!QA non-compliance, an overriding 
concern of ours is that CCWD $eems determined to pursue ~~e p~oposed project, 
regardless of its impac~, mitigated or no~. We ask that CCRD's a~torney confirm 
to the Board: 

(1) that the C!QA Guidelines are lawful regulations wn~cn are binding on all 
California public agencies, including CCWD (~icle 15000) and 

{2) that the lawful response of lead and responsible public agencies to the 
possibility of significant environmental impact from a proposed project includes 
delaying it, changing its scope, imposing conditions on it, choosing alternative 
ways of meeting the objective, and disapproving the project (Article 15002). 

Your prompt atta~tion and independent evaluation of ~~s matter will avoid 
unnecessary problems for everyone and is greatly appreciated. 

Attachments: 

C-· -· 

Signature Page 

CCRD Initial Study and Rela~ed Information from ~QA Guidelines 

CCWD Board 

• 

• 

• 
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SIGNATURE PAGE FOR 7 /S/98 LB~R TO CCWD ATTORHEY, RAY MCDEVI'X'J:' 
Request for Leq~l Briefinq o:t cC':fD·. Joa.rd:: oa C::::QA Requirements Before Taking Ac-tion 
on Mitigated Neg.ative! Declaration fer !:1 Granoda Transmission ?ipeline E:xpaoaion 
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CCWD INITIAL STUDY AND RELATED INFORMATION FROM CEQA G'UIDELINES 
(Code of C.::tiifornia Reguiations. Title 14~ Chapter 3) 

Articie 1. G~ner::li Se~tions lSOOO to lSOOi 

lSOOO. Authority 

The reguiarion.s contained in this ci:Lapter are prescribed by the Secretary for Resources to be followed by ail state and loc.:ll 
a2encies in Cilifomia in the implementation of the Ciliiomia Environmental Qu.al.icv Act These Guidelines have been 
d;veloped by the Office ofPJ.ancing and Rese:m:h for adoption by the Secretary for R~sources in accordance with Section 
21083. 

These Guidelines are binding on ail public agencies in California. 

ISOOl. Gener:U Concepts 

(a) Basic Purposes of CEQA The basic purposes of CEQA are to: 

( 1) Inform governmental decision-makers and the public about the potential. signillc.::mt enviro!fiDental effects of proposed 
activities. 

(2) Identify the ways that environmental damage c.::m be ::tvoidedor signiiic.::mdy reduced 

(3) Prevent significant. avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of 
alternatives or mitigation mc::lSUreS when the governmental agency flnds the changes to be feasible . 

(4) Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the manner the agency chose if 
significant environmental effects are involved. 

(t) Enviromnental Impact Reports and Negative Declarations. An Environmental Impact Report (ER) is the public 
document used by the governmental agency to analyze the significant environmental effects of a proposed project. to 
identify alternatives. and to disclose possible ways to reduce or avoid the possible environmental damage. 

(1) An .EIR.is prepared when the public agency flnds subsmntial eviden~ that the project may have a significant effect on 
the environment. (See: Section 1.5064(a)(l).) 

(h) Methods for Protecting the Environment. CEQA requires more than mereiy preparing environmental documents. 

(j) Public Involvement. Under CEQA. an agency must solicit and respond to comments from the public and other agencies 
concerned with the project. (See: Sections 1.5073. 1.5086. 15087, and 1.5083.) 

!S{)03. Policies 

In addition to the policies declared by the Leg:i.slarure concerning environmental protection and administrn.tion of CEQA in 
Sections 21000.21001, 21002.. and 21002.1 of the Public Resources Code. the courtS of this state have declared the 
following policies to be implicit in CEQA: 

• (a) Tn.e ElR requirement is the he:ut of CEQ A. (Counry of Inyo v. Yorr.y, 32 Ca.L App. 3d 795.) 

(b) The ElR serves not only to protect the environment but also to demonstrate to the public that it is being protected. 
(County of Inyo v. Yorty, 32 Cal. App. 3d 795.}. 
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( c} The ER is to inform other governmental agencies m~d the public genern.!ly of the environmental impact of a proposeti 
projec:. (No Oil. Inc. v. City of Los Angeles. 13 C:U. 3d 68.) 

(d) The ER is todemonsnate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has. in fact. analyzed .:md considered the 
ecoiogic:ll impiic::uions of its action. (People ex rei. Department of Public W arks v. Bosio. 47 Cal. App. 3d 495.) 

(e) Tne ER process will enable the public to dete::mine the environmental .:md economic vaiues of their eiected and ..../"' 
appointed officiais thus allowing for appropriate action come election day should a majority of the vote."'S ciisagrce. (People 
v. County of K~ 39 Cal. App. 3d 830.} 

(f) CEQA was intended to be interpreted in such manner as to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment 
wit:hin the re:lSonable scope of the statnrory language. (Friends of :Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors. 8 C:U. 3d 247.) 

Article l. Gener:U Responsibilities • Sections 15020 to 15025 

15021. Duty to Minimize Environmental Damage and Balance Competing P
1
ublic Objectives 

(a) CEQA establishes a duty for public agencies to avoid or minimize environmental damage wb.ere feasible. 

( 1) In regulating public or private activities. agencies are required to give major considern.rion to preventing environmentai 

~oe. 

(2) A public agency should not approve a project as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or mitigation measures 
available that would substantially lessen any significmt effects that the project would have on the environmenL 

15D22. Public: Agency Implementing Procedures 

(a) Each public agency shall adopt objectives. criteria. and specific procedures consistent with CEQA .:md these Guidelines 
for administering its responsibilities under CEQA. including the orderly evaiuation of projects m~d preparation of 
environmental documents. The implementing procedures should contain at least provisions for: 

(7) Evaluating and responding to comments received on environmental documents. 

Artic1e 4. Lead Agency • Sections 15050 to 15053 

15050. Lea.d Agency Concept 

(a) Wbere a project is to be c::ll'Iied out or approved by more than one public agency. one public agency shall be responsible 
for preparing an EIR or Negative Declaration for the project. This agency shall be called the Le:ld Agency. 

(b) E'tceptas provided in :subsection (c). the decision-making body of each Responsible Agency shall consider the Le:ld 
Agency's EIR or Negative Declamtion prior to acting upon or approving the project. E:lch Responsible Agency shall certify 
that its decision-makjng body reviewed and considered the information contained in the E!R or Negative Dedaration on the 
project. 

( c} The determination of the Lead Agency of whether to prepare an ER or a Negative Declaration shall be final and 
conclusive for all persons, including Responsible Agencies. unless: 

• 

• 

• 



• ( 1) Tne decision is successfully challenged as provided in Section 21167 of the Public Resourc..."S Code. 

(2) GrctllllStan.ces or conditions cilll.nged :u provided in Section 15162. or 

• 

• 

(3) A Responsible Agency becomes a Lead Agency under Section 15052. 

lSiJSi. Criteria for Identifying the Le:1d Agency 

Where two or more public agencies will be involved with a project. the determination of which agency will be the Le:ld 
Agency shall be governed by the following criteria: 

(a) If the project will be c:mied om by a public agency, that agency shall be the Le!ld Agency even if the project would be 
loc:J.ted within the jurisdiction of another public agency. 

(1) The Lead Agency will normally be the agency with genexal governmental powers, such as a city or county. rather than 
an agency with a single or limited purpose such as an air pollution cono:ol district or a district which will provide a public 
service or public utility to the projecL 

15052. Shift in Le::~.d Ag~ncy D~signation 

{a) Where a Responsible Agency is called on to grant an approval for a projec! subject to CEQA for which another public 
agency was the appropriate Lead Agency, the Responsible Agency shall assume the role of the Lead Agency when any of 
the following conditions occur: 

(2} The Lead Agency prepared environmental documents for the project. but the following conditions occur: 

(A) A subsequent EIR.is requ:in:d pursuant to Section 15162, 

(B) The Le:ld Agency has granted a fmal approval for the project. and 

(C) The statute of limitations for challenging the Lead Agency's action under CEQA has e:tpired. 

(3) The Le:ldAgency prepared inadequate environmental documents without consulting with the Responsible Agency as 
required by Sections 15072 or 15082, and the statute of limitations has e:tpired for a challenge to the action of the 
appropxiate Le:ldAgency. 

Discussion: The purpose of this section is to e:tplain how Responstble Agencies shall de::U with the problem they 
encounter when the appropriate Le:ld Agency failed to comply with CEQA. As a genexal rule, Responsible Agencies must 
use the ER or Negative Declaration prepared by the Lead Agency even if the Responsible Agency believes that the 
document is inadequate. The purpose for this general rule is to require Responsible Agencies to work through the normal 
CEQA consultation and review process to obtain adequate docmnents from the Lead Agency. If the Responsible Agency is 
dissatisfied with the end product. the Responsible Agency's only relief is to litigate the adequacy of the document within30 
days. 

Section 1.5052 dc:ds with the situation where the normal CEQA process broke down. ... If any of the three stated 
situations occnrs and the statute of limitations has expired for a challenge to the action of the appropriate Le:ld Agency • 
then the Responsible Agency would be required to assume the role of the Lead Agency. These exceptions are narrowly 
drawn in order to require Responsible Agencies to work within the normal CEQA process to the maximum extent possible. 
Where the normal process break::~ down in any of these three ways, the Responsible Agency could not get an adequate 
document from the Lead Agency due to no fault of its own. This section provides an interpretation necessary to allow the 



Responsible Agency to obmin an adequate analysis of the environmental problems. 

15053. Designation of Le:1d Agency by Office of Planning and Rese:Jrdt 

(a) If there is a dispute over which of sever.ll agencies should be the Lead Agency for a project. the disputing agencies 
should consult with each oilie:" in an effort to resolve the d.ispme prior to submitting it to OPR. If an agn:enlClt cannot be 
re:1ched. any public agency, or the :~.pplicant if a private project is involved. may submit the dispute to OPR for resolution. 

Article 6. Negative Declaration Process • Sections 15070 to 15075 

15070. Decision to Prepare a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration 

A public agency shall prepare or have prepared a proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration for a project 
subject to CEQA when: 

j 

(a) The initial sru.dy shows that there is no substantial evidence. in light of the whole record before the agency. that the 
project may have a significant effect on the environmeat.. or 

(b) The initial study identifies potentially signiiicm1t effects. but: 

( 1) Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by. or agreed to by the applicant before a proposed mitigated negative 
declara.rion and initial sru.dy are rele:JSed for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the effectS to a point where 
clearly no significant effects would occur, and 

(2) There is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before dle agency, that the project as revised may have a 
significant effect on the environment. 

Any needed or proposed mitigation measures must be incorporated into a proposed negative declaration and the project 
revised ao:::ordingly before the negative declaration is released for public review. Smdsttom v. Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal. 
App.3d296. 

Under subsection (a) or (b), if there is any substantial evidence before the Lend Agency that the project as proposed or 
revised may have a signific:m.t effect, an EIR must be prepared. 

15072. Public: Notice of Intent to Adopt a Negative Dedaradon or Mitigated Nqadve Declaration 

(a) A lead~oency shall provide a notice of intent to adopt a negative declararionormirigatednegative declaration to the 
public, responsible agencies. truste: agencies. and the county cleric of each county within which the proposed project is 
located. sufficiently prior to adoption by the lead agency of the negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration to 
allow the public and agencies dle review period provided under Section 151 OS (30-60 days). 

(2) Posting of notice by the lead agency on and off site in the area where the project is to be loc:1ted. 

(3) Direct mailing to the owne.."'S and occupants of contiguous property shown on the latest equalized assessment roil .. 

(e) For a project of sratewide, regionaL or areawide significm1ce, the lead agency shall also provide notice to tramportarion 
planning agencies and public agencies which have transportation facilities within their jurisdictions which could be <lffected 

• 

• 

• 

• 



.. 

• 

• 

• 

by the project ru; specified in s~crion 21092.4(a) of the Public Resources Code. ~ransportation facilities" includes: major 
loc::ti. arterials and public transit widlin five miles of the project site ::md freeways. highways and rnil transit service within 
iO miles of the project sire. 

1Sil74. Consideration and Adoption of a Negative Deeia.ration or Mitigated Negative Deciaration. 

(a) Any advisory body of a public agency making a recommendation to the decision making body shall consider the 
proposed negari ve declaration or mitigated negative declaration before making its recommendation. 

(b) Prior to approving the a project. the decision making body shall consider the proposed negative declaration or mitigated 
negative declaration together with any comments received during the public review process. The decision making body shall 
approve 3dopt the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration only if it fmds on the basis of the whole 
record before it (including the initial smdy and any comments received), that there is no substantial evidence the project will 
have a significant effect on the environment and that the negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration reflects the 
lead agency's independent judgment and analysis. 

(e) A lead agency shall not adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative deciaxation for a project within the boundaries 
of a comprehensive airport land use plan or. if a comprehensive airport land use plan has not been adopted. for a project 
within two nautical miles of a public airport or public use airport. without first considering Jhether the project will result 
in a safety hazard or noise problem for persons using the airport or for persons residing or working in the project area. 

Discussion: ... The decision-making body is required to decide whether to approve the Negative Declaration on the 
basis of the Initial Study and any public comment received. This approach serves the public participation policies in CEQA 
by requiring the Le::ui Agency to consider the public comments on a proposed Negative Dedar.:uion before approving the 
Negative~buatioa 

Artic:Je 10. Considerations in Preparing EI.Rs and Negative Declarations - Sections 15140 to 15154 

1!154. P:rojects Ne.:1r Airports 

(a) When a lead agency prepares an EIR for a project within the botmdaries of a comprehensive airport land use plan or. if a 
comprehensive airport land use plan has not been adopted for a project within two nautica.I miles of a public airport or 
public use airport. the agency shall uti.lize the Airport Land Use Planning Handbook published by Cal trans' Division of 
Aeronaurics to assist in the preparation of the ER relative to potential airport-related safety hazards and noise problems. 

(b) Ale:uiagency shallnotadoptanegarive declaration or mitigated negative declaration for a project described in 
subsection (a) unless the lead a.:,oency considers whether the project will result in a safety hazard or noise problem for 
persons using the airport or for per.;ons residing or working in the project area. 

Article 11. Types of EIRs • Sections 15166 to 1!170 

15162. Subsequent EIRs and Negative Declarations 

(a) When an ER has been c:en:ified or a negative declaration adopted for a project. no subsequent ER shall be prepared for 
that project unless the lead agency dete.."lllines. on the basis of substantial evidence in the light of the whole record. one or 
more of the following: 



(2) Substantial changes occur with respect to the circumstances under which the project is unden.aken which will require 
major revisions of the previous ER or Negative Declaration due to the involvement of new significant environmental 
effects or a substantial incre:tSe in the severity of previously identified significant effects: or 

(3) New information of substantial imporomce, which was not known and could not have been known with the e::ercise of 
re:lSOnable diligence at the time the previous ER was certified as complete or the Negative Declaration was adopted. shows 
any of the following: 

(A) The project will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration~ 

(B) Significant effects previously e:tamined will be substantially more severe !:han shown in the previous ~ 

(Q Mitigation me:l.SUl'e:S or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be feasible. and would 
substanrially reduce one or more significant effects of the project. but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation 
me:lSUre or alte:mative~ or 

(D) Mitigationm~ or altematives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous ER would 
substan.rially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigation me:lSUl'C or alternative. 

(b) If chan,oes to a project or its ciicumstances occur or new information becomes available after adoption of a negative 
declaration. the le:tdagency shall prepare a subsequent EIR if required under subsection (a). Othenvise the lead agency shall 
detemtine whether to prepare a subsequent negative declaration. an addend\Dll, or no further documenmti.on. 

(c) If the project was approved prior to the occmrence of the conditions described in the subsection (a), the subsequent ER 
or negative declaration shall be prepared by the public agency which grantS the ne.'l:t discretionary approval for the project. 
In this situation no other Responsible Agency shall grant an approval for the project until the subsequent ER has been 
ccrrified or subsequent negative declamtionadopted. 

15165. Multiple and Phased Projects 

Where individual projects are. or a phased project is. to be unde..""taken and where the total undertaking comprises a project 
with significanl environmental effect. the Le:ld Agency shall prepare a single programER for the ultimate project as 
described in Section 15168. Where an individllal project is a necessary precedent for action on a larger project. or commits 
the L=ld Agency to a larger project, with signiiic:::mt environmental effect. an EIR must address itself to the scope of the 
larger project. Where one project is one of several similar projects of a public agency, but is not deemed a part of a larger 
undertaking or a larger project. the agency may prepare one ER for all projects. or one for e:tch project. but shall in either 
case comment upon the cumulative effect. 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 21083 and 21087, Public Resom:a:s Code; Reference: Sections 21061, 21100. and 21151. 
Public Resources Code; Whitman v. Board of Supervisom. (1979) 88 CaL App. 3d 397. 

Discussion: This section follows the principle that the EIR on a project must show the big picture of what is involved. If 
the approval of one particular activity could be expected to lead to many other activities being approved in the same general 
area. the ER should e:tamine the expected effects of the ultimate environmental changes. This section is consistent with 
the Wbianan decision cited in the note inteipreting CEQA. 

Artic:ie 13. Re'riew and Evaluation of EIRs and Negative Declaration - Sections 15200 to 15209 

• 

• 

• 



• 
15201. PuoUc Participation 

Public participation is :m essential pan of the CEQA process. E:l.ch public agency should include provisions in its CEQA 
procedures for wide public involvement. formal. and informaL consistent with its e:tisring activities and procedures. in order 
to receive and evaluate public reactions to eaviromnC:J.tal issues related to the agC:J.cy's activities. 

)lore: Authority cited: ... Enviromneatal Defense Fund v. Coastside Countv Water District. (1972) 27 C:ll. Aoo. 3d 695~ 

Discussion: This section deciares the importance of public participation as an element of the CEQA process. 

In Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa. Inc. v. 32nd District Agricultural. A.ssoc. (1986) 42 Cal. 3d 929, the court 
emphasized. that the public holds a "privileged position" in the CEQA process "based on a belief that citizens can make 
imporomt contributions to environmental protection and on notions of democratic decision making. • 

Article 20. Definitions ~ Sections 15350 to 15387 

15365. Initial Study 

"Initial Srudy" means a prelimin.ary analysis prepared by the Le::ld Agency to determine whether an ER. or a Negative 
Declaration must be prepared or to idenlify the significant environmental effects to be analyzed. in an EIR. Use of the Initial 
Srudy is discussed in Article S. commencing with Section 15060. 

• 15366. Jurisdiction by Law 

• 

(a) "Jurisdiction by law" means the authority of any public agency: 

( 1) To grant a permit or other entitlement for use~ 

(2) To provide funding for the project in question; or 

(3) To e:tercise authority over reso'lll'Ces which may be affected by the project. 

(b) A city or county will bave jurisdiction by law with respect to a project wl:len the city or county having primary 
jurisdiction over the area involved is: 

(1) The site of the project; 

(2} The area in wbich the major environmental effects will occur; and/or 

(3) The .a:rea in wbich reside those citizens most directly concemed by any such environmental effects. 

(c) Wbere an agency having jurisdiction by law muste:tercise discretionary authority over a project in order for the project 
to proceed. it is also a Responsible Agency. see Section 1.5381, or the Lead Agency, see Section 1.5367. 

15369.5. Mitigated Negative Deeiaration 

"Mitigated negative declaration" means a negative declaration prepared for a project when the initial srudy bas identified 
potentially significant effects on the environment, but (1) revisiom1 in the project.plans or proposals made by. or agreed to 

by, the applic:m.t before the proposed negative declaration and initial study are rd~d for public review would avoid the 
e.ffects or mitigate the effects to a point where cie:u:iy no significant effect on the ~vironment would occur. and (2) there is . . 



no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency that the project, as revised.. may have a. 
sig.nific:mt effect on ilie environment. 

1S3i0. Mitigation 

"Mitigarion" includes: 

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a cermin action or pans of an action. 

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation. 

15331. Responsible Agency 

''Responsible Agency" means a public agency which proposes to c::ury out or approve a project. for which a Lead Agency is 
preparing or has prepared an .ER. or Negative Declaration. For the purposes of CEQ A. the term "Responsible Agency" 
includes all public agencies other than the Lerui Agency which bave discretionary approval power over the project. 

15382. Signific:at Effect on the Environment 

.. Significant effect on the environment" means a substantial. or potentially substantial. adverse change in :my of the 
physical conditions within the are.:1 affected by the project. including land. air. water. minerals. flora. fauna. ambient noise. 
and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant 
effect on the environment. A social or economic change related to a physical cbange may be considered in detcnnin:ing 
whether the physical change is significant. 

Discussion: The second and thini sentenc:cs pose a. problem of interpretation that bas caused controversy for many yea.rs. 
The controversy cenrers around the extent to which CEQA applies to economic and social effects of projects. In 
dete:rmin:ing whether an effect is significant, however. Section 21083(c) of CEQA requires an effect to be found significant 
if the activity would cause an adverse effect on people. 

15384. Substantial Evidence 

(a) "Substantial evidence" as nsed in these guidelines me:ms enough relevant information and reasonable infen:nces from 
this information that a fair argument c:m be made to snpport a conclusion. even though otber conclusions might also be 
rea.ched. Whether a fair argument can be made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment is to be 
determined by examining the entire record whole record before the lead agency. Mere uncor.robomted opinion ormmor 
Argument. speculation. unsubstantiated opinion or uanarive, evidence which is clearly erroneous oriDaccurate, or evidence 
of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the envi.romnent does 
not constitute substantial evidence. 

(b) Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and e.."tpCT( opinion supported by 
facts. This definition is intended to be informative and does not constitute a change in. but is merely reflective of. e.."tisring 
law. 

• 

• 

• 
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To: 
3 

Half Moon Bay City Council 
From: Carol L. Cupp for the Coastside Legal Resource Fund and Half Moon Bay 

Neighbors' Alliance ....r;J o 
7 February 1999 ~ ~ Date: 

Subject: Appeal to City Council ofPDP-#98CDP for first phase of CCWD's El Granada~ ~ - . Pipeline Replacement Project, issued by the Planning Commission on Januaty 28, ~ ~ 
1999 ·~ 

The above Coastal Development Permit (CDP) is hereby appealed to the City Council. This appeal 
is made on the following geneml grounds, and the appellant reserves the right to provide additional. 
information prior to the appeal being heard by the City CounciL 

+The project was tided and thus misrepresented to the Planning Commission, to the City, and to 
'the public~ in writing, as a pipeline "replacement" project. The reality is that the expanded (16-inch 
diameter) pipeline has a flow area 2.6 times the existing (10-inch diameter) pipeline. The e:~:pansion 
is justified throughout the report by statements that the expansion is needed to meet "buildout 
requirements," not maintenance requirements. Conformance of a project with the Coastal Act 
necessarily implies understanding what the project consists of. Because CCWD callied this project a 
11.replacemen.t" instead of an expansion, the Planning Commissioners were mistakenly lulled into 
approving the project ooder false pretenses. 

+The Gty1s Local. Coastal Plan (LCP) requirements were not thoroug¥y reviewed in the staff 
report, by the applican~ or by the Planning Commission. Specifically, the list of acceptance criteria 
by which to evaluate whether the project complies with the LCP was incomplete, and some criteria 
that were applied are no longer applicable including Half Moon Bay's buildout tru::get. 

-For example, there was no recognition that the project must meet the primary goals 
established by the Coast.ru. Act (policy 30001.5; LCP, page 2), which include protection and 
maintenance of the overa.ll quality of the Coastal Zone and assucmce of orderly~ balanced 
land use and conservation of Coastal Zone resow:ces. No relevant information was provided 
by the applicant on how Coast.ru. resources will be protected by the larger capacity the 
pipeline would provide. The Gty Council asked for an EIR but was ignored, leaving 
compliance with the LCP as the only environmental review the City can use to understand 
the impact of the project. 
-Fo.r example, there was no evaluation (as required by LCP policy 10-3, LCP~ page 197) of 
whether the project is being phased in accordance with the probable future capacities of 
other public works dements including highways, which c:w::rendy have no additional capacity 
and are expected to remain so even with every foreseeable improvement taken into account. 
-Fol': example, there is nc;> recognition in the project plan that, since mid-1997, the City 
Council has been engaged in an LCP revision process, which has already established a clear 
direction to signi6.candy reduce the buildout target by at least 2,500 houses; LCP policy 10-3 
limits expansion of public works facilities to a capacity which does not exceed 
that needed to service buildou~ and in this case, obsolete buildout numbers were used to 
size and justify the pipe expansion. 

+There was no systematic process of evaluating the project against the LCP requirements . 
SpecificaJly, the key infoanation considered by the Planning Commission consisted of the 
applican.t's reasons for expanding the pipeline, which included leak reduction, increase of fire flow 

-"0 ,r-- ' _,.. -
~ -::;;. .. ~ 

~ 



( .. · ( 
' 

capacity, and opeati.ooal flexibility in moving water up and down the Coastside. None of these 
reasons rep:cesent LCP compliance criteria. 

+Reps:esen.tations were made by the applicant that the project had already been approved as part of 
the 1994 Ctyst3l Springs Pipeline (CSP) project. Such representations are demonstrably incorrect, 
since the CDP for the CSP project does not cover the El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project. If 
it did, the applicant would not be applying for another CD P now. 

+Implications were made but no concrete assutan.ces were provided that the Gty would be able to 
require an EIR when additional water is added to the expanded pipe at some unknown time i.n the 
future. & fat as· the City can be certain., the cw:rent CDP is the last chance it will ever have to 
:review the environmental consequences of this major infrastructure expansion project. Relative to 
LCP requirements, the review was cursory and focused on the applicant's agenda, not the Coastal 

'Act. 

+Conflicting infoanat:i.on provided by the applicant was not challenged by the Planning 
Commission, much less resolved. For example, the claim that the pipeline expansion is needed to 
fix leaks conflicts with the fact that the recent (M.atch, 1998) CCWD water supply report indicates 
that system leakage is relatively insignificant Qess than 5%). The claim that we bave a fire flow 
problem conflicts with recent presentations to the contrary by the fire chief to the MidCoast 
Community Council during a public meeting. The claim that expanding the main ttaosmission 
pipeline is the quickest and most efficient way to handle any fire flow p~blem that may exist now or 
in the fu~ was not seriously a:viewed by the Planning Commission, or compared for 
effectiveness with what other districts do. The claim that the expanded pipe is needed to prevent the • 
reserve tanks from emptying during several days of peak use was not related to the probability of the 
wotSt case scenario posed, or the fact that Coastside peak use is a relatively short weekend 
phenomenon (vetsus the five days required per CCWD's own study). 

We respectfully request that the City Council deny CCWD this Coastal Development Permit and 
that the City recommend to CCWD that it resubmit a permit application for a 10-inch pipeline 
maintenance replacement project, if indeed maintenance of the pipeline is required. Citizens should 
not have to pay to correct such basic errors as not reviewing a CDP application against the LCP. 
Therefore, we .respectfully request that the City Council refund the appeal fee to us. 

Sincerely yours, 

Guj 
CarolLCupp 
323 Poplar Street 
HalfMoon Bay, CA 94019 
for 
Half Moon Bay Neighbors' Alliance and Coastside Legal Resource Fund 

POBox 188t 
El G:canada, CA 94018-0567 
650/361-0567 
clrf@sanm.ateo.o:cg • 



• 
£11 c I o sure 

MEMORANDUM 

March 12, 1999 

TO: 

FROM: 

Honorable Mayor and Council 

Blair King 
City Manager 

City of Half Moon Bay 

SUBJECT: City Attorney Decision on Effect of Tie Council Vote on Coastal 
Development Permit Appeal 

s 

This is to transmit the decision of the City Attorney with regard to the twice tied 
vote of the Council when deciding the appeal of the Coastal Development permit 
granted by the City of Half Moon Bay Planning Commission to the County 
Coastside Water District. 

• Pursuant to the Attorney's decision, the Council has acted with finality, the 
Planning Commission's decision was not overturned, and the decision is subject 
to appeal of the Coastal Commission. 

In consultation with the City Attorney and the Planning Director, the ten working 
day appeal period to the Coastal Commission commences the first working day 
after the date of this memorandum. This date was selected in response to the 
ambiguity surrounding the definition of what was the City Council's action. 

cc: Planning Department 
Applicant 
Appellant 

• File:cmmem<lMiecouncilvote 
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TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 

CriY OF HALF MOON BAY 
INTER-OffiCE MEMORANDUM 

Mayor and CoWlcilmembers 

John Truxaw, City Attorney 

Effect of Tie Cowu:il Vote on Coastal Development Permit Appeal 

March 9, 1999 

Question Presented 

What is the effect of a two-two tie vote of the Half Moon Bay City Council 
when deciding an appeal from a coastal development permit granted by the City of 
Half Moon Bay Planning Commission (the Commission)? 

Brief Answer 

Under the common law, the effect of the Council's tie vote is that no action 
was talc.en. Under the applicable provisions of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code 
and relevant case law, the result is that the Commission's pcnnit approval is affirmed. 

Discussion 

a. Conunon Law Rule 

The general rule is that tie votes among members of an administrative agency 
result in no action (CUzrlc 11. Hermosa Beach (1996) 48 Cal App. 4th 1152, 1176). As 
a res~ the Council•s tie vote on appeal &om the Commission»s permit approval 
resulted in no Council action on the matter. 

b. StatUtory Construction 

• 

• 

Court"s rely upon applicable statutes or ordinances to determine the effect of 
the appellate body's failure to act on a challenged action. The applicable code 
provision in Hermosa Beach provided that on appeals from planning commission 
decisions the city council ""shall order that the conditional use permit be grantecL 
denied, or modified. •• Following a tie vote,. the Hmnosa Beach court held that the 
challenged conditional use permit approval was not affirmed. i.e. the permit was 
denied. (Id. at 117 5-7 6). The court reasoned that since the appeal proceedings were. • 
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TO: 
FROM: 
RE: 
DATE: 
PAGE: 

Mayor and Council 
John Trux.aw7 City Attorney 
Effect of Tie Council Vote on Coastal Development Permit Appeal 
March 9, 1999 
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tie MJI'O, the appdlatc: body's failure to a.ct did not affirm the challenged approval, but 
rather constituted a de:nia.l of a permit.· The appllcable ordinance supported the 
court's holding. since it required that on appeal th~ council either grant, deny, or 
modify th~ conditional us~ pennit itself rather than uphold or overtum th~ planning 
commission decision to grant the pennit. 

Similarly. the court in .Anderson v. Pi.ttmgv, dted in Hemwsa Beach, concluded 
that where an ordinance directs that the city council act on zoning variance appeals 
by granting, denying. or modifying the variance in d6 IUJVO proceedings7 a tie vote 
results in no action. (Anders em v. Pittenger ( 1961) Cal. App. 2d 188, 19 5). As in 
Hermosa &am, the result was denial of the challenged variance. (ld..) The court in 
REA Entztprises v. Cilifornia Coastal Onn.nti.ssion, also cited in Hermosa Beadr, held that 
where the State Coastal Commission's vote on appeal is limited to the affirmative 
question of whether the pcnnit should be granted, a tie vote results in pemait denial. 
(REA&trrprises r. CP.lifomia Coastal Commissimt (1975) 52 Cal. App. 3d 596, 606-
610). 

Section 18.20.075(E.)(3)(e) of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code provides 
that on appeals from coastal devdopment permits, ·ra]fter the hearing, the appellate 
body shall affirm, modify or reverse the originallecisilm. When a decision is modified 
or reversed, the appcllate body shall stldz the specific n:aso1JS for modijica:tion or reversal."' 
(italics added). Unlike the statutes considered in Hermt~sa Beach, Anlenon and REA 
Enterprises, the Half Moon Bay ordinance r:elates the Council's appellate power to the 
cha.llenged dedsion. not to the permit sought. Furthermore, where the original 
decision is modified or reversed. the City COl.mdl must state the specific reasons for 
doing so. In this instance, the City Council has been unable to do the things it is 
empowered and requi.J:ed to do to ovenum the appealed from decision. The Council 
has not affirmed, modified or revacd the original decision, and most importandy it 
has not stated any reasons for any modi.fiation or reversal. Therefore. the decision of 
the Commission, unaffected by Council action and unaffected by reasons stated for 
its modification or reversal, stands . 
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c. Findings 

The above result is strongly supported by other provisions of the Munidpal 
Code, and other court decisions. Section 18.20.070 of the H:llf Moon Bay Municipal 
Code provides that coastal development permits may only be approved or 
conditionally approved after the approving agency has made the necessaxy findings 
regarding the local coastal program. growth management system, zoning provisions, 
adequate services and the California Coastal Act. Section 18.20.075 F. further 
provi.des that •[.a] decision by the city on an application for development shall not be 
defmed complete until: I. The local decision on the application has been made and 
all required findings have been adopted. ... 2. All local rights of appeal have been 

• 

exhausted. .. " Section 18.20.075 I. providc:s that •[a]n appellant shall be deemed to • 
have exhausted local appeals and shall be qualified as an aggrieved person where the 
appellant has pursued his or her appeal to the local appellate body or bodies as 
requixed by the city's appeal proccd.W'cs."' 

California Code of Civil Procedtm: Section 1094.5 est.:lblishes the standard of 
:review for final administrative decisions resulting from hearings required by law. 
(Cal. Code ofCiv. Proc. § 1094.S(a)). Under Section 1094.5(b), the reviewing court 
must dctamine whether the respondent had jurisdiction to conduct the proceedings, 
whether they were fair, and whether they were tainted by prejudid.al abuse of 
discredon. Prejudicbl abuse of disaetion exiat:s if the proceedings were not as 
required by law, if the decision is not supported by the findings, or if the findings are 
not. supported by the evidence.. In TDpll11g« Assoda:ti.on for 4 Sani.c Comm'Wfigt v. Onm.9' 
t!J Los Angeles, the California Supreme Court held that review of administrative 
adjudication under Section 1094.5 requin;s .dctcnnining whether substantial evidence 
supports the administrative agencys findings, and whether the findings support the 
agency's decision. (Topanp Associatioll for 4 Sanic Communi9' v. Coun!Jf of Los Angrles 
(1974) 11 Cal 3d 506. 514). Accordingly, the court in TopanKa concluded that 
findings are necessary to satisfy Section 1094.5. (Id. at 515). 

Because tie votes result in no agency action, they also result in no making of 
findings. Thus, in the case of a tie Cound.l vote on a coastal development permit • 
appc:al, the .findings required under HalfMoon Bay Code Section 18.20.070 and 
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Section 30604 of the California Coastal Act have not been made by the Oty Council. 
Under TopiDigll, a lack of findings in an adjudicatory proceedings fails to satisfy the 
Section 1094.5 standard of review. Therefore, a tie Council vote on a coa.sul 
development permit appeal results not only in no agency action, but also no agency 
action that would withstand judicial review. 

However, the _findings required by HalfMoon Bay Code Section 18.20.070~ 
Section 30604 of the Coastal Act and CCP Section 1094.5 vvere made by the 
Commission rather than the Council. Consequently, the effect of Half Moon Bay 
Code Section 18.20.075(E)(3)(e) to treat a tie vote on appeal as affirmance of the 
Commission's original decision accords with the requirements of 1blf Moon Bay 
Code Section 18.20.070, Section 30604 of the Coastal Act and CCP Section 1094.5 
as inte.rpreted by the Supreme Court in Topa:nta. 

Conclusion 

Because a tie vote of an administrative body such as the Council results in no 
action, and Section 18.20.075(E}(3)(e) of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code limits 
the Council's a.ppdlate authority ove:- coastal development permits to a considerati!Jn 
of the Com:mission~s original decision, and since to overturn the lower decision the 
appellate body must state reasons for so doing, a tie vote results in not overturning 
the lower decision. 1his result is in accord with the findings requirements of Half 
Moon Bay Code Section 18.20.070. Section 30604 of the Coastal Act and Code of 
Civil Procedure Section 1094.5 wtder Topan.ga. Since the Code further states that the 
City has acted with finality on a permit when findings have been made and local 
appe:Us exha~ the City has acted with finality on this matter and it is subject to 
appeal to the Coastal Commission. 

Note 

Different Result at Coastal Commission and BCDC 

As the above diacussion infexs, government agencies are empowered to 
establish by statute the result of various vote outcomes. In discussions with Coastal 
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Commission staff attorney .Ann Cheddar, she infonned. me that votes taken by the 
Co:utal Com.mission are regulated by ptoced.nn::s found in Tide 14 of the California 
Code of Regulations. Th~ regulatiOns only apply to the Coutal Commission: 

§ 13092. Effect of Vote Under V arlous Conditions. 
(a) Vote by a commission shall only be on the affinnative question of whether the 
pennit should be granted; i.e., a «yes" vote shall be to gant a permit ('With or without 
conditions) and a ·no" vote to deny. 
(b) Any condition to a pennit proposed by a conunissioner shall be voted upon only by 
affilmati.ve 'VOte. 

(c) A majority of memben present is sufficient to carry a motion to require or delete 
proposed teDns, conditions or findings. 

" 

• 

(d) Unless othexwise specified at the time of the vote, the action taken shall be deemed 
to have been t.aken on the basis of the ~sons set forth in the staff recommendation. In • 
other words, if consistent with the staff lttOillJiu:nd.ation and not othetWise modified, 
the vote of the commission slWl be deemed 'to adopt the findings and conclusions 
:recommended by the staff. 

§ 13094. Voting Procedure. 
(a) Voting upon pennit applications shall be by roll call, with the cha:ixpex3on being 
polled last. 
(b) Membexs may vote 'yes,. or •no" or may abstain from voting. but an abstention 
shall not be deemed a •yes•• vote. 
(c) Any member may change his or her vote prior to the tally having been announced 
by the chaiipctson. but not thereafter. 

§13095. Voting by Members .Absent from Hearing. 
A member, or his or her alternate, ~MY "VOte on any application, provided he or she has 
familiarized himself or herself with the presentation at the hearing where the 
application was considered, and with pertinent materi.als relating to the application 
submitted to the commission and bas so ded.attd prior to the vote. In the absence of a 
challc=nge r.rised by an interested party, inadvertent failure to make such a declaxation 
prior 'to the vote shall not invalidate the vote of a member, or his or her alternate. 

§ 13096. Commission Findings. 
All decisions of the commission re.latmg to pennit applications shall be accompanied by • 
written conclusions about the coNistc:ncy of the application with Public Rcsouxces 
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Code, Section 30604, ;and Public~ Code Section 21000 and following. .md 
findings of fact and reasoning supporting the decision. 

§13022. Voting- Number Requizr:d. to .Authorize Action. 
Except u othawise required by the Ca1ifoinja Coastal Act of 1976 or in these 
regulatiOR!il. actions of the commission shall be by vote of a majority of eonunissionen 
physicalJ.y present within the meeting 100m at the time of the vote.. 

Ms. Cheddar further informed me that the Commission alwa.ys votes by 
motions in the affirm.a.tive, and the: failure of a motion in the affixmativc: to receive 
sufficient •aye• votes is a vote against the motion. That is, if the motion is to 
approve COP xyz.. and that motion is defeated by seven "'aye,. votes and nine •no'" 
votes, by the above regulations that vote is regarded as a vote in opposition to the 
permit, and it is denied. She stated that a tie vote results in a denial for the same 
reason: it failed to obtain sufficient votes to pass and therefore is denied. 

BCOC has an ~ clearer provision for tie votes (Ms. Cheddar infonns me 
that the Coasul Commission follows the following procedure as well, but I have been 
unable to find a provision similar to the following in the regulations of the Coastal 
Commission): 

(e) When the Commission has voted on a pennit application in a manner that 
is not consistent witb the Executive Director's recommendation, the Executive 
Diiector shan prepare daft findiDgs based on the statements made by those 
Commission members who voted cxmsistent with the outcome of the vote and 
on such other materials as the E2c:utive Director believes is necessai}' to support 
the Coll\JI\issions decision legally or is othelwise appropriate. The Executive 
Dixect.or shaU present proposed findings to the Cortu1umon at the meeting 
following the vote on the application, at which time the Commission .shall vote 
on the proposed findings. Ora/1 t1we Commission rnmibas who 'Ptlttd consistent with 
the plmfili.ng tkcisum ""!)' vote on. ,1utJu!r 11r not t4J adopt tAe proposed ftnl.ings. The 
vote sball be by a. majority of those present and voting. If those px-esent and 
voting do not adopt the proposr..d findinp that the Executive DUector has 
submitted. they can either mala: such changes as they dete:nnine aze appropriate 
and adopt the findings at that meeting or direct the Executive Director to 
prepa:n: further proposed findings and submit them to the Commission at the 
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nat mccd.ng. in which case those who voted consistent with the pn:vailing 
decision may again vote 01\ whether to adopt the further proposed findings. nus 
cycle shall continue until the Commission has adopted findings tD support. its 
decision. 

In the above c:xcerpt, you will note that manner in which BCDC gets around 
the problem of adopting findings o£ denial when the denial results from a tie vote. 
Only those who have voted consistent with the prevailing decision may vote on 
:findings. Recall that at BCDC and the CCC, a tie vote is a vote in opposition to the 
recommended motion. Those who vote to deny the proposed motion are considered 
prevailing in this instance since by opposing the motion which results in a tie, they 

f 

• 

have ca\l$cd its denial. Only those who vote against the staff recommendation will • 
then vote on the findings that return to the Board. 

Half Moon Bay has not adopted regulations similar to those above quoted.. and 
instead, the result of a tie vote in Half Moon Bay requires an interpretation based on 
conunon law, and the various pertinent provisions of the Municipal Code. 

• 
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LCf:COASTAL ACT POLICIES~kaiCH ARE 
PROPOSED CCWD PIPELINE EXPANSION 

•· L.ISTING OF BMB 
TO 

RELEVANT 

.01. The Legislature hereby finds and declares: 
(a} That the California coastal zone is a distinct and valuable natural 

resource of vital and enduring interest to all the people and exists as a 
delicately balanced ecosystem. 

(b) That the permanent protection of the state's natural and scenic 
resources is a paramount concern to present and future residents of the 
state and nation. 

(c) That to promote the public safety, health, and welfare, and to 
protect public and private property, wildlife, marine fisheries, and other 
ocean resources, and the natural environment, it is necessary to protect the 
ecological balance of the coastal zone and prevent its deterioration and 
destruction. 

(d) That existing developed uses, and future developments that are 
carefully planned and developed consistent with the policies of this 
division, are essential to the economic and social well-being of the people 
of this state and especially to working persons employed within the coastal 
zone. [LCP 18] 

. - . 

30001.5. The Legislature further finds and declares that the basic goals 
of the state for the coastal zone are to: 
' ' (a) Protect, maintain, and, where feasible, enhance and restore the 
overall quality of the coastal zone environment and its natural and 
artificial resources. 

(b) 

(d) Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coastal-related development 
over other development on the coast.[LCP 3] 

30004. The Legislature further finds and declares that: 
.(a) To achieve maximum responsiveness to local conditions, 

accountability, and public accessibility, it is necessary to rely heavily on 
local government and local land use planning procedures and enforcement. 

(b) To ensure conformity with the [Coastal Act], •• and to avoid long
term costs to the public and a diminished quality of life resul tirig. from the 
misuse of coastal resources, •• it is necessary to provide for cont:.inued 
state coastal planning and management through a state coastal commission. 
[LCP 18] 

30007.5. The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may 
occur between one or more policies of the division. The Legislature 
therefore declares that in carrying out the provisions of this division such 
conflicts be resolved in a manner which on balance is the most protective of 
significant coastal resources. [LCP 18] [LCPP 1-2, 20] 

30009. fThe Coastal Act] shall be liberally construed to accomplish its 
purposes and objectives. 

30114. "Public Works" includes "water, sewerage, telephone, and other 
utilities", plus "all public transportation facilities, including 

public parking lots, ••• ," [LCP pl84] 

30254. New or expanded public works facilities shall be designed and 
limited to accommodate needs generated by development or uses permitted 
consistent with the provisions of the [Coastal Act]. 



LISTING OF HMB ~ LOCAL POLICIES B ARE RELEVANT 
• 

TO PROPOSED CCWD PIPELINE EXPANSION • 

Enclosure 

b • POLICY ~ SUBS~ABCE OF POLICY 

. 1-1, p20: 

. 1-2, p20: 

. 1-3, p20: 

. 1-4, p21: 

. 9-2, pl40: 

9-3, p140: 

9-4, pl40: 

. 9-6, p141: 

coastal Act policies 30210 through 30264 are adopted. 

LCP conflicts resolved by applying most protective policy. 

LCP policies take precedence over other policies. 

CDP requires that all applicable LCP policies be met. 

No CDP issued w/o adequate water, sewer, schools and roads. 

All new development shall comply with all LCP policies. 
~· 

Lack of available services shall be grounds for CDP denial. 

Fees shall assure that new dev't generates enough revenue to
cover the cost of police, fire, school, road & other services. 

·10-2, p198: Special Districts (eg. CCWD) shall conform to LCP policies. 

·10-3, pl98: The City will act to limit PW facilities to capacities not 
exceeding buildout, and shall require phased expansion in 
accord with the ''probable capacity" of other public works 

·facilities and services. (Note that other PW facilities • 
include highways; see Coastal Act Policy 30114, which LCP 
incorporates • ) 

·10-7, pl98: ''The City shall determine the need and timing for additional 
[infrastructure] services". The City will coordinate with 
service providers to establish the ability of infrast,plcture 
systems to expand and to identify prospective funding sources. 

·1 0 -'9, p 19 9 : The City will support water supply increases "which ·Will 
provide for but not exceed", the amount needed for buildout • 

• 
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BUSINESS OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 
OF THE CJTY OF HALF MOON BAY 

For the meeting of: 

TO: 

FROM: 

TITLE: 

PREPARED BY: 

AGENDA REPORT 

January 28, 1999 

Planning Commission 

Anthony J. "Bud" Carney, AICP 
Planning Director 

PDP-44-98 

Bill Ambrosi Smith, Associate Planner 

A. PROJECT DATA: 

Owner(s): 

Applicant( s) 

Project Location: 

APN: 
Legal Description: 

Proposed Use: 

Caltrans 
111 Grand Avenue 
Oakland, California 

Coastside County Water District 
766 Main Street 
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

In the Highway One Median, approximately 200 feet 
south of Bev Cunha's Country Road (formerly Sewer 
Plant Road) and 200 feet North of Wave Avenue 

N/A 
N/A 

Replacement of 2,200 lineal feet of an existing 1 0 inch 
welded steel water line with a 16 inch ductile iron water 
line to be constructed on the east side of the Frontage 
Road from the south side of Sewer Plant Road to 
approximately 200 feet north of Wave Avenue. This first 
phase of the El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project 
has been named the Casa Del Mar Pipeline Replacement 
Project, (See the attached "Casa Del Mar Pipeline 
Replacement Project, Narrative in Support of a Coastal 
Development Application," CCWD July 24, 1998) 



Permits Involved: Coastal Development Permit 

LUP Designation: 

Zoning District: 

Site Information: 

Environmental Review 

N/A 

N/A 

CCWD is the Lead Agency, Resolution 993, July 
14, 1998, adopting a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration. The City of Half Moon . Bay is the 
Responsible Agency 

Permit Streamiining Act Expiration Date March 3, 1999 

Appealable to the Coastal Commission ../ Yes No 

B. RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission approve the application for 

• 

replacement of 2,200 linear feet of the existing 10 inch water service line with a • 
16 inch water service line based upon the Findings for Approval contained in the 
Resolution for Approval and subject to the Conditions of Approval in Exhibit A. 

C. BACKGROUND 

The project is designed to replace a portion of the interconnection between the 
Deniston Treatment Plant in the north and the Nunes Treatment Plant an Carter 
Hill. In general, water is distributed to the system from these two facilities. The 
interconnection is a critical fink in the management of the system, as water can 
be moved to appropriate reservoirs. This transmission pipeline is the sole 
connection between the EJ Granada area and Half Moon Bay and allows transfer 
to various storage facilities according to the supply and cost of water from the 
various sources (Pilarcitos Lake, Pilarcitos Well field, Deniston Reservoir, Crystal 
Springs pumped source). 

The EJ Granada Pipeline will eventually be replaced along the full 3.5 mile length 
described in the Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration. The pipeline 
was installed in the 1950's and is near the end of its useful life according to 
CCWD engineers. The Casa Del Mar section, subject of this permit, is the 
Districfs highest priority because it is in the worst condition, with high 
maintenance due to leaks. 
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D. KEY ISSUES 

Responsible Agency vs. Lead Agency 

~.' \.} 

In this CEQA process, the City of Half Moon Bay is the responsible agency and 
the CCWD is the lead~·. Section 15387 of the CEQA guidelines defines Lead 

" .. -.Agency as the public agency which has the principal responsibili:ty,,.Jor canying 
out. or: approving a project. Section 15051 contains the criterii:rfor identifyingJhe· 
Lead Agency where two public agencies are involved. Section (a} states that if 
the project will be carried out by a public agency, that agency will be the lead 
agency even if the project would be located within the jurisdiction of another 
public agency. 

The guidelines state the general rule that the responsible agency must use the 
environmental document prepared by the Lead Agency even if the responsible 
agency believes that the document is inadequate. In this case, the City of Half 
Moon Bay Staff takes the position that the environmental documentation is 
inadequate for evaluating potential growth inducfng impacts. However] 
subsequent information received from the CCWD indicates that repair of the 
leaky system, not growth, is the purpose of the requested permit. Therefore, 
conditional approval is recommended 

Existing Infrastructure Capacity 

A personal communication with CCWD staff is the basis for the following 
discussion of infrastructure capacity in the current water delivery system. The 
Crystal Springs (Hetch Hetchy) permit allows a Crystal Springs Reservoir pump 
station. capacity of about 5.5 million gallons per day (mgd). The Nunes water C '5 ? 
treatment plant is built and permitted for a capacity of 4 mgd. The~ 
capacity of about 12 mgd. The rationale in the original permit for a larger 
capacity in the line is the length of its useful life. The current alotment that 
CCWD has from the Crystal Springs Hetch Hetchy source is 4 mgd. Because the 
alotfed water makes the Nunes treatment plant operate at capacicy. any request 
for additional capacity in the system would require a Coastai·~D:=:e:ve~l~o~m~LL:::::;--;=:~
Permit, either from the City of Half Moon Bay or San Mateo Coun . tkewise, in 
the northern system, the <;CWO has surface water riahts of ab®t 2 mgd and the 
Denniston plant has about 2 mgd capacity. Therefore, in the northern part of the 
system any additiqnal water supply would require a additional infrastructure, the 
~a @stal Delililopment Pe~A new well field would also require a 

In summary, the existing infrastructure has critical bottle necks that are at 
maximum capacity under the current water supply alotment. Any additional water 
supply alotment would require additional Coastal Permitting. The second 
recommended condition of approval of this permit would require that CCWD 
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agree to the level of environmental analysis cailed for by th 
agency. 

Growth Inducing Impacts 

The attached Resolution of the City Council authorizing the formation of an 
• ---- . assessment district. for water .. contains a map attachment.thattshows a 16 _inclt . · ._._, 

···- ·~···-1ine· in this·iocation::W!tile the increase of the line wOuld have' the.cability to 7.;-~" -
!pcommodate . about 50 percent of the future growth, CCWD has no 
~uthorization to issue water pennits for this growth. The construction of this 
pipeline is for the purpose of creating additional ffexibility in moving water from 
the northern part of the system to the southern part of the system and back. This 
provides increased ability to transfer water to the smaller tanks in the north from 
the Crystal Springs water at the Nunes plant. It also allows transfer of water 
south when the cheaper water in the surface system of the Denniston plant is 
able to supply water to the tanks in the southern part of the system. Its increased 
size also allows replenishment of the three relatively small tanks in the El 
Granada area. As discussed in the section on fire fighting, this feature will allow 
these tanks to be replenished faster in case of failure of the Denniston plant for 
more than 2 days. This will ensure continued service as well as a margin for 
safety for fire control during a possible extended Denniston plant failure. 

Recognizing the potential for increased line size to become part of the 
infrastructure for an increase in the number of water connections, the proposed 

.. .- ;1 c.iffr conditions of approval contain a provisio · e water line is to be used as 
~ (f:{/t/1 ~~he infrastructure for an application for additiona pacity, then and 
- # c,..J. Environmental Impact Report would be required that would thoroughly examine 

the cumulative growth inducing impacts of such an application. As the foregoing 
section outlines, CCWD would need development of infrastructure to increase 

• 
the capacity to serve more people. The CCWD has agreed to perform the leveiJ 
of environmental analysis required by the Coastal Permitting agency. _J. 
F. F. ht" c •ty P La sf rre ag mg apac1 /, r.r>J4!:.,~<, 

c.,...> c,. f,. 4 h; If. 
The CCWD states that under current conditions the Frenchman's Creek pump ~ 
station (350 gallons per minute (gpm}) is a northerly water flow co The 
northern storage capacity is about 3 million gallons in five s. Peak age 

f'L (); rwould deplete the reservoir at the rate of about 1 million gallons (mgd). 
, 7't~ ~ Water can be urn ed north at the rate of about .5 mgd. Assuming full pumping 
[ rP .;f l pact an average aiiy use, the depletion of the reservoir would be at the 
~ t:YI' i-l rate of about . • 
-, if ~) 
.tJ 1 L 1"'Q1e failure of the Denniston plant in the north service area is the "bad case 
{ I [ 'f-k ;~tScenario" on which the following discussion is based. With no fire demand, the 

v-.)1); vev(}J tanks would be empty in 6 days. ~areful monitoring could keep the small tanks " 

fl..() P · • fe_a. /: d<B €~ '-tl' 
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full and about 1 million gallons in the Denniston tank for about 3 days. The 
amount of water required for fire fighting for single family residential is about .2 
rngd per structure. At the end of the third day, fire fighting capacity would be 
compromised. 

The Half Moon Bay Fire District indicates that the El Granada area is the most 
subject to-wildland fire hazard .. as well as structural fire hazard. In the i940s, . .EL. .. 
Granada burned for about 3 days. The amount of water needed to meet the~ ? a:r-. 
demand as well as fire capacity would deplete the storage capacity before a fire b t;;et.- 4 
of this type was controlled. Water in the tank is needed for head pressure as well ~c<...~ 
as flow. Target head pressure for the tanks is 20 pounds per square inch (psi). tt._ 

All of this leads to the conclusion that CCWD would have about 3 days to get the ;J.- .. 
Deniston supply on line before fire fighting capacity would be dangerously low. At 
around 4 to 6 days, water in the tank could not supply pressurized water to meet 
the existing average usage. For this reason, CCWD argues that the 16 inch line 
would facilitate the north south transfer of water that would not leave the north 
area so vulnerable. The following table outlines some of the calculations that go 
into the above discussion. 

Average daily use in the area served by the pipeline (N of 1.09 Mgd 
Highway92} 
Northbound Pumping Capacity {French mens Creek Pump) I .50 Mgd 
Daily Depletion {based on average) .50 Mgd 
Based on average use, Days to Deplete north area 61 Days 
capacity (3 million gallons). 
Fire fighting capacity required for single family residential 1.44-2.16 Mgd 
structures (1000-1500 gpm) 
Minimum fire fighting capacity for single structural event .18 Mgd 
(1500 gpm for 2 hours) 

E. FINDINGS AND EVIDENCE: 

Findings and Evidence • Coastal Development Permit 

Finding 1: The development, as modified by conditions, conforms to the Local 
Coastal Program. 

Evidence: As discussed above, the pipeline is not intended to create additional 
capacity. Rather, it is intended to provide increased flexibility in the transfer of 
water from the northern part of the system to the southern part, as well as 
increased ability to fight fires in a "bad case scenario." 
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The project is consistent with Policy 6-4 that states that new water lines involving 
substantial excavation with the potential to destroy archaeological resources will 
prepare a survey and provide an opportunity for a qualified archaeologist to 
sample and salvage the site as part of the construction project. This project is 
occurring along the Highway One frontage that has been impacted with 
development for very lang t:me .. No survey is required up front. However, should 
archaeoiQgical resources beJdentified in. the project, the work will __ ~top_,~pd:;Jhe 
survey will be prepared. -- · · 

~ 
~{~ 
Jv~ 
j ~j J .~~ 

~J)~ 
3~~{1 

Ifle water line is intended to serve current rate payers. It is part of an ~'\:: ~ 
infrastructure system that has the potential to sueport an application by CCWD ~ ()"~ ~. 
fQr authorization to issue additional _permits. At the time that this occurs,~ the ~.J ~ ;:<)! .: 
conditions of approval would require an E1R to be prepared to address the :3 \ ~ cr '-
potential cumulative impacts from growth. ~olicy 1 0-3 states that development or "i;:' q_ ~ ~ 
~xpansion of public works facUities will be limited to the size needed to serve ~~~ 
build-out of the Land Use Plan. Policy 1 0-9 is similar. It says that the City will ~ }..· ~ 
support an increase in the water supply to capacity which will provide for, bu! nat \~~ q 
exceed, the amount needed fo support budd-out of the land Use Plan of the City ~'(_ 
and Count¥ within the Coastside County Water Distri_£1:. No increase in the ability <il 'N 
til provide water is associated with this project. If permitted in the future, ~ 
however, it has the potential to support an application for water service for about 
50 percent of the current build-out, City and County. Because the General Plan 
is currently being updated, this percentage may be revised. It will not eliminate 
the appropriateness of this line for system flexibility and fire service, apart from 
its ability to support growth, should no future permit for increase in capacity be 
submitted. 

Policy 10-7 states that the City will require agencies providing major public 
utilities to monitor their services and to coordinate all involved agencies to 
establish the ability of individual service system capacities to expand further and 
identify prospective funding sources for the expansion. By Resolution, the City:Jf J I 
Half Moon Bay acknowledged the 16-inch line now proposed as part of the /V {)""]((__ 
current assessment distrid for water service. C(_ l 

Finding 2: The development is consistent with the annual population limitation 
system established in the land Use Plan and the Zoning Ordinance. 

Evidence: This project is not a request for residential construction. No new 
water permits will be available as a result of this Coastal Development Permit. 
The annual population system does not apply to this application, and no 
Measure A certificate is required 

CJJ r ;-

Finding 3: The development is consistent with the use limitations and property • 
development standards as well as the other requirements of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 

Planning Commission Agenda Report. January 28, 1999 page 6 
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Evidence: The project involves infrastructure which is a necessary use in any 
zoning district The pipeline serves the existing rate payers in the district and 
those with the-current right to connect, both in the County unincorporated area 
as well as within the City Limits. 

Finding 4: Evidence-. has. been. submitted that the proposed development will be 
provided. with ad equate services ·and infrastructure in a manner that is consistent 
with the Local Coastal Program. 

Evidence: The water line, when finished, will serve existing rate payers with 
flexible service as well as increased fire protection. The project itself iS: 
infrastructure. Should the water pipe form the basis of infrastructure for additionar 
growth, then the conditions of approval of this permit would allow the Coastal 
Permitting authority to require the preparation of an EnvironmenJ_aJ)!itpact Report 
prior to processing of the Coastal Development Permit toAilater f!apacity to the 
system. Any expansion of the current ability to deliVer water would ~1 N~ <f 
additional development that would need a Coastal Permit. {f1;;tvt v"f 

Finding 5: This project is located between the sea and the first public road; it t!:J,.~ r. 
conforms to the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the -7-z-'o/ ~ 
California Coastal Act ~q we

a..p~ $a.,..va._ 

Evidence: This project is located between the sea and the first public road. It 9~~-: 

does not involve construction that will have significant effect on coastal access. {,..q_ rt Cicft~r_, 
Construction closures are designed to be minimal for any access along the route ~t-~ i(~ 
of the project s (4d....fl- 4X... ~ 

.[f- ~ ~fQ.Yito.? 
F. ATTACHMENTS: wurL-~ 

~~R.i. 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Resolution of Approval and Exhibit A, Conditions of Approval 
Location map 

0(1/e ~ 

5. 

6. 
7 . 
8. 

Q .... 

Plan sets 
Casa del Mar Pipeline Replacement Project, Narrative in Support of a 
Coastal Development Application. CCWD July 24, 1998 
CCWD Initial Study, response to comments and Negative Declaration 
Resolution (Distributed to Planning Commissioners Only. File copy 
available at City Hall for inspection) 
Half Moon Bay request for additional information 
CCWD response to this request 
CCWD Memo regarding the City Council resolution authorizing Water 
service assessment district 
Public comment sent to the Planing Commission 
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C_t\.SA DEL MAR PIPELINE REPLACEMENT PROJECT 
COASTSIDE COLTNTY WATER DISTRICT 

I. Introduction and Summary 

This doi::ument is -a description of the proposed Casa de! Mar Pipeline Replace:ffii;.tp~~ject, a 

capital improveme.."l.t project proposed to be unde....-f:aken by the Coastside County WatE!: District 

in 1998. Basic information about the project is summarized below: 

Project Sponsor: 

Contact: 

Project Location: 

Proposed 

Improvements: 

Project Purpose: 

II. Background 

Coastside County Water District 

766 Main Street 

HalfMoon Bay, CA 94019 

Robert R. Rathbome, General Manager 

(650) 726-4405 

East side of the Highway 1 Frontage Road, from the south side of the Sewer 

Plant Road to approximately 200 feet north of Wave Ave.."l.ue in the City of 

Half Moon Bay 

The project involves the replacement of a 2,200 foot long segment of the 

e."<isting 10-inch diameter water transmission pipeline located on the west 

side of the Frontage Road· with a 16-inch pipeline to be constructed in a 

trench on the east side of the Frontage Road. 

The project is an infrastructure improvement and maintenance project.. It 
involves the replacement of a particularly leaky segme.."lt of the 48 year old 

El Granada Pipeline, which is nearing the end of its use..ful life. The 

replacement pipeline will be six inches larger in order to have adequate 

capacity to se:rve both existing and projected demands in the northe..-r:n 

portion of the District,. consistent with the adopted Half Moon Bay and San 

Mateo County Ge.."le....-ai Plans and Local Coastal Programs. 

The Coastside County Water District is a special district providing water to custome..-rs within its 

boundaries, which include the Oty of Half Moon Bay and several unincoiporated coastal 

communities in San Mateo County, including Miramar, Princeton by the Sea and B Granada. 

2 
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The District Boundaries e.'<.tend approx:imately9.5 miles north to south along the coast and 1.5 miles 

east to west. See Figure 1. The District has aooroximatelv 5,000 connections and se...-ves an ... ... " 
estimated population of 15,000 people. 

The Districtobt:rins water from three sources, ope.."'ates two treatme.."l.tplants, ten storage tanks and 

a distribution system. These supply sources. and facilities are briefly described l::!e!ow •. ; .: . ~·,•······ · 

1. San Francisco Water Deparl:ment. The District is entitled to the wholesale purchase of 

water from the San Francisco Water Department under the te..'"IllS of a 1984 agreement 

Water purchased .from the Department can come .from one of two rese..."loirs: 

a. Pilarcitos Lake. Water from Pilarritos Lake is transported to the Nunes 

Treatment Plant via gravity pipelines. 

b. Crystal Springs Reservoir. The District can pump water from Upper Crystal 
Springs Reservoir through an 18-inch diameter pipeline to the Nunes Treatme..."1.t 

Plant Crystal Springs Reservoir is a part of the San Francisco Water Department's 

Hetch Hetchy system. It became available in October 1994, and has eliminated the 

• 

District's e..xclusive dependence on local rainfall. Water from this source is more • 

e..'<:pe...""lSive than water from other sources due to pumping costs. 

2. Pilarcitos Well Field. This well field, located in Pil.arc:itos Canyon upstream of Highway 

92, is owned and operated by the District See Wells Pl - P5 on Figure 1. This is a small 
source of supply with seasonal limitations and ve...ry-low yield in droug..l,.t years. 

3. Denniston Project. This source, located east of the Half Moon Bay Airport, at the north 
end of the District, consists of both stream diversions and wells. The sur:face supplies have 

seasonal limitations and the ove.."'all production in drought years is low to very low. 

4. Treatment Plants. The District operates two water treatme.'l.t plants. The Nunes Water 

Treatment Plant, located on Carter Hill northeast of Half Moon Bay, has a capacity of 4.5 

mg/day. The Nunes Treatment Plant treats water from Pilarritos Lake, Crystal Springs 

Rese..1"Voir and the Pilarritos Well Field. 

The Denniston Water Treatment Plant, in ope..ration since 197 4, is located above De.'1Iliston 

Cree..l<: and has a capacity of 1.0 mgd. It treats water from the Denniston Project. 

5. Storage and Distribution. The District has ten treated water storag-= tanks with a total 

capacity of 7.65 mg. They are located on hillsides at eight separate sites. (See Half Moon • 

Bay (HMB) Tanks, Granada Tanks and Alves Tank on Figure 1.) Major transmission 

pipelines are shown on Figure 1. Treated water is distributed from the treatme..Tltplants to 

3 
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two maJ·or geoo-r-aohical zones via 8- 10- 12- and 16-inc:...~ transmission lines. The nvo zones are o--..,. I ~ I 

interconnected by a 10-inch trans:mission line (theE Granada Pipeline) to facilitate tr-ansfer of 

water between the zones. The Casa del Mar Pipeline Replaceme.!lt Project involves a segme-'lt of 

this key transmission line . 

. IJI· Projet=t Description _.;:_,. .. -· .:.. . ..; 

A.. SITE LOCATION AND· EXISTING FACIUTIES 

The e."<is~g 10-inch El Granada. Trc:a.Il.Smission Pipeline is located on the weste....:rt edge of the 

Hig.ltwayOne right-of-way from a short distance north ofHighway92 to Mirada Road ID.Miramar, 

where it crosses Highway One and continues on local streets to El Granada Tank No. 1. In the 

segment alongside the.Casa del Mar subdivision in Half Moon Bay, the pipe!ine is located about 

3 feet west of the frontage road. For much of this distance it lies be_.,eath the sidewalk. 

• 

Althoug.lt the E Granada Pipeline will eve_.,tually be replaced along its full length, the District's · 

first priority is the leaky, high maintenance, Casa del.Marsegm.ent. It e.xtends from the south side 

of the entrance ro~d to the Sewer Authority MidCoastside (SAM) sewage treatment plant to a short· 

distance north of Wave A~enue, a tota.l'of about 2..200 f~t. See Figure .2. This is about 12% of '!:he .·. • 
entire 18,600 foot long El Granada .Pipeline. The District has identified this project .as the Cas a Del · 

~ Pipeml.e. Replaceme.1·tt Project. _It is, efiectively,· the first phase of the. El Granada Pipeline 

replacement.· 

2. PROPOSED NEW FACILITIES 

The e.'<isting 10-inch diameter welded stee pipe would be replaced with a 16-inch ductile iron pipe_ 

The new pipe would be laid in a 3 - 5 foot defp trench e.xcavated along the east side of the e."'<i.sting 

frontage road. • 

About six distribution pipelines,· 3 fire hyc:Irants and 1.5 - 20 individual service connections are 

tapped into the transmission pipeline in this segment. The project would include the transfer of 

the distribution pipeline. connections and individual connections to the new pipe along with 
installation of new fire hydrants, valves and other supporting facilities. The old pipeline would be 

ta..ke.Tt out of se.T"Vice, sealed and left in place. 

3. CONSTRUCTION PROCEDURES 

Construction would begin with a mobilization task in which the selected contractor and the pipe • 

supplier would transport equipme.."l.t and mate....Jals to the corridor. The first phase of construction 

would involve the installation of the new 16-inch pipe along the east side of the frontage road. 

5 
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· SITE PHOTO~- FIGURES 

-:.::.;: 

' . 

View North along Frontage Road from South end of project corridor. The wharf hydrant_~left 
is conneded to the e:ds_ting pipeline. New pipeline would be located on the-right side-of tru::~d. 

View North from near the center of the corridor. The e."<isting pipeline is beneath the sidewalk. The 
new pipeline would be installed between the edge of the pavement and the tref!s. 
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· SITE PHOTO~ FIGURE6 

- . . 

View South from Wave Avenue. Valve covers for the existing pipeline are in the street. Pipeline 
lies beneath the sidewalk. It will be relocated to the other side of the Frontage Road. 

View South along corridor. New pipeline will be installed adjacent to left edge of pavement in 
center of the photo. 

1() 



Tre.."'lching, pipe installation and backfilling would be unde..."i:aken in a continuous sequence. The 

pipe would be buried appro:xim.ately 3 feet below the ground surface, including several locations 

whe...Y'f! small drainage cilannels would have to be crossed. It is e.'q'ected that the contractor could 

install betwee.Tt 200 - 400 feet of new pipe per day. 

• 
· ... ··· ·· ' ·Once the new pipe is·in place the· ends W;.o'Qid be te:mporarily sealed, and. the new pipeline waul~:;;.,;~~~-·"-'.;:.-:'' · •. 

... ~·.,('fl; .. -:-:-.:. ~be presSUl'f!te.sted and's~:with·a chlorine solution.. Once testing is complete the end.s-wa'l1lct~e"7- :·•· 

be connected to the e."<isting lQ-iru:h pipeline and both. facilities would be in service. The contractor 

would then e.'Ctend all the affected distribution lines and individual water connections to the new 

pipeline and make the connections. In this way, service disruptions would be limited to the time 

required to transfer each .individual pipe .from the old pipeline to the new pipeline. Bar.ring major 

unforseen problems, no customer would be out of service ove.."ll.ight New fire hydrants would 

also be placed .into service in a similar manner. 

Once all the connections have been trans.fe:tred to the new pipeline segme:nt, the old pipeline would 

be disconnected at both ends,sealed and abandoned in place. 

4.. PROJECfNEED 

The 18,600 foot long,_10-inch. diameter, welded steel El Granada Transmission pipeline is the sole 

water transmission pipeline between Half Moon Bay and El. Granada Figure 7 shows the water 

se...'"Vice area of the El Granada Transmission Pipeline. The e.'<isting pipeline has been in use since 

1950 and is approaching the end of its useful life. The segment adjace.."1t to the Casa del Mar 
subdivision has been parti.cularl.y prone to leaks in recent years. Accordingly, it has bee."1 identified 

by the District as the first segment of the El. Granada Pipeline to be replaced. 

In the ne."'<t 3- 5 years the District expects to replace th.e existing 10-inch pipe with 16-inch pipe for 

the entire le...~gth of the El Granada Transmission Pipeline because the existing 10-in.ch diameter 
pipe is too small for existing peak day, and projected future average day, demands. In order to 

unde-""Stand why the Casa del Mar pipeline, and ultimately the entire El Granada pipeline, needs 

to be enlarged from 10 inches to 16 inches, it is necessary to unde:rstand the ways in which th.e El 
Granada Transmission Pipeline functions. 

The E1 Granada Transmission Pipeline, including the Casa del Mar segme.Ttt, not only se..'TVes 

cu.stome..TS along the Highway One frontage between. Half Moon Bay and El Granada but also 

allows the District to transfer water either north or south depending on operational needs, which 

change in conjunction with the quantities of water available from the District's various supply 

sources: 

a. Normal Operation. Normally, most of the northe.'"Il area of the District can be se...'TVed 
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from the De . .>1n:iston Treatme.."'lt Plant at the northe..1"!1. end of the District. See Figure 1. This 
facility treats water from surface and groundwater sources in the De.."'l..li..ston Cree.."< basin 

(called the De..'liliston Project). However, eve..'1. under normal operating conditions, the 

District must occasionally augment the supply of water in the northe..?D. portion of the 

se.."Vice area with water from. the Nunes Treatment Plant (which is primarily water that :is 

· · puttlia.seddrom the·-San Francisco Water. Depart:l::nent). This is accorriplished by 
... :.'.-;.""' -·:tr.a:rii;porting water north. ward through the El Granada .Transmission Pipeline from the 

Carter Hill tanks in Half Moon Bay to the Miramar Storage Tank in the north. The 

Frenchman's Cree-lt Booster Pump is often activated to assist in this transfer of water. 

b. Winter Surplus in the Denniston Project. When the.."'e is a winter surplus in the 

De..-rm:iston Project, which is common in years of normal to above normal rainf-all, the El 

Granada T:riutsmissionPipeline is used to move water south toward HalfMoon Bay, so that 

the purchases of San Francisco Water Department water can be reduced or eliminated. The 
amount of Denniston Project water supplied to HalfMoon Bay customers can be increased·

by pumping with the bi-directional Frenchman's Cree.."< Booster Pump. 

c:.. Drought Period. During droughts, the supply of De..'1.Iliston Project water is greatly 

reduced and is sometimes not even sufficient serve all of the District's custome..""S north of 

Miramar. In this case the El Granada Transmission Pipeline and the Fre..Ttchman's Creek 

Booster Pump are used to move water through to the Miramar area and further north, to 

Granada Tank No. 1, to augment the supply of Denniston Project water to customers in the 
northern end of the District's service area, including the Oipper Ridge, Princeton, El 

Granada and Granada Highlands communities. 

d. Denniston Proj ed Not Operable. If the De..'lniston Project is inoperable because of water 

quality problems, equipment malfunctions, power failure, etc. all of the water supply for 

the northern portion of the District would have to be met using water from the Nunes 

Treatment Plant and the Carter Hill storage tanks. The District Engineer has determined 

that the e.'<isting (1996) average daily water usage in the District north of Highway 92 (the 

area se.."'Ved by theE Granada Transmission pipeline) is about 760 gpm. Existing peak day 

usage is estimated at 1,140 gpm1
• 'This demand will increase as new development is 

approved and constructed. 

Currently, the El Granada Pipeline/Frenchman's Creek Booster Pump can transport a 

max:imum of 350 gpm northward. This is not sufficient to meet the ave-""3.ge or peak day 

needs of the area served by the El Granada Transmission pipeline. Eve-"1. assuming full 

1James Teter, P. E., El'rginemng Master P!Jm, EI Graruzd.a Transmission Pipeline Repiacemmt Project, June 30, 1997. 
Reproduced as Appet"ldix A in the Revised Initial Study 
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storage tmk.s1 and the booster pump operating at full capadty, the District would have only'~ -<_t$1' IJ.)~ 
1 - 2 days to bring an inoper-able Denniston Project back m operation. After this pe..riod of \J.. ~ ~~~ 

_ ~ time, the storage tanks would be depleted to the point where fire fi.g..h.ting rese.."'Ves would ~ \ • (} \~~ 
""-l • nM'J'{ p 

4 -'\. .::q be impaired. 2.1'\x.,oi~ 

\,ol'\.. c/ ~ ~ 6.(!"' 
4.}-~()f' ~sa Co~id:-ri.ng ~at a maj~r landslide can muddy:.~thei·stu;:fac:e wa~)~rdays andd;l;tat_a:-"':~ \\': ·· 
i' .. ·~ ,fF .f7 speaalized ptec:e of eqmpment can take wee..l.cs to replace; the:t!JStricb-ciees'11othave a:· 

{f' ~ ~ ,'1't'{)~ realistic and workable back-up system in the event that the De..'1.Il.iston Project water 

' 0 . X:.~ t' becomes unavailable for an extended period. This could require an emergency declaration 

\.,_; y ,d) a§ if the Denniston Projectwe....-e inoperable on warm days or any other high-demand period. 

\JJ! \. o'lr Furthe..rmore, the e.'<isting 10-inch pipeline is inadequate to meet future demands from 

~ ~ · projected increases in population and water connections in its service area. 

• 
The need for enlarging the E1 Granada Transmission pipeline from 10 inches to 16 inches has been 

dete..TUtined from calculations of water demand th.at are based on the adopted Half Moon Bay and 

San Mateo County Local Coastal Programs and Land Use Plans. Each La> conta:ins requireme..'1.ts for 

two levels of population growth: the Phase I level and the Buildout level. Since the Phase I level 

will be reached in the relatively near future, and the new pipe will have a long useful life, the 

District's criteria for the proposed replacement pipeline is to limit its size so as to not exceed the 

projected LCP buildout population water usage level. 

San Mateo County area: 

The San Mateo County Local Coastal Program Policies estimates the future average day water 

demand at buildout of the Land Use Plan for areas of the Coastside County Water District that are 

within County jurisdiction at 1.31 to 1.66 mgd, including bot.."l commercial and residential usage. 

Peak day usage would be 236 to 2.99 mgd (180% of average day usage). 2 

Half Moon Bay area: 

Future land use development in the Half Moon Bay portion of the area served by the E1 Granada 

Transmission pipeline is gove..."''l.ed by the City's Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,3 amended 
1993. Table 9.1 entitled, "Categories of Undeveloped Lands in P..alf Moon Bay" provides the 

maximum potential for new residential units under the Land Use Plan. The CCWD has reviewed 

• 
1
3.1 million gallons G'ln be stored in the northern portion of the District. 

2-county of San Mateo, E.'lvironme!'ltal Services Age."'lcy, Planning and Building Division, Local Coastal Program PaliC:.es. 
August 1992. Table 2.10. 

3
Clty of HalfMoon Bay. Lor:ai Coastal Program, Land Use P!Izn, Ame."'lded 1993, 244 pps. 
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the projections for the geographical areas within the E Gr-CJD.ada Pipeline se._'Vice area and upated 

the data to reflect units constructed since 1993.1 Attachment 1 prese._T'lts the District's tabulation of 
this data. 

The LCP anticipates 2,026 reside._T'ltial new units in the geographic area se._.-ved by the El Granada 

TrallSIIlissionPipeline.atbuildout. The District estimates that the remaining pote.."'l.tial residential 

build out is 1,836•units;housing a maximum of 4,782 additional residents. At an ave.."<lge day water 
usage of 93 -134 gallons per day per capita and peak day usage at 180% of ave:rage day usage, the 

ave._"<lge day demand from these future residents is calculated at 0.44 to 0.64 mgd while the peak 

day demand would be 0.79 to 1.15 mgd. Cutrent average day usage in this area is 028 mgd and 

estimated peak day usage is 0.52 mgd. 

The total estimated water usage within the area se._.-ved by the El Granada Transmission Pipeline 

is summarized in Table 1, below. 

TABLEl 
ESTIMATED BUILDOUT WATER USAGE IN 

EL GRANADA PIPELINE SERVICE AREA 

GEOGRAPHICAL AREA AVERAGE DAILY USAGE PE..<\K DAY USAGE2 

County of San Mateo 1.31- 1.66 mgd1 

City of Half Moon Bay: 

Current Usage 028mgd3 

City of Half Moon Bay: -

Future Additional Demand 0.44- 0.64 mgd4 

Total Demand at Buildout 2.03- 2..58 mgd 

1 County of San Mateo, Lacal Coastal Pragmn Policies, Table 2.10. 

:Peak day usage assumed to be 180% of ave:age daily usage. 

2.36 - 2.99 mgd 

O.S2mgd 

0.79 - 1.15 mgd 

3.67- 4.66 mgd 

3De..rived by Dist:rlc:t: Engineer from CCWD meter records. En!inu.ring Master Plan, El Grrmm:la Transmission 
Pipeline kpUz.c::ement Project, June 30, 1997. 

"Developed from HalfMoon Bay LCP /LUP Table 9.1 data for theE Granada Transmission Pipeline Service Area. 

The buildout water demand projections were applied to the District Engineer's four primary 

engineering criteria to ascertain the optimal pipe size and capacity for the El Granada Pipeline 

replacement. The criteria used are summarized as follows: 

• 

• 

1. Se._TVice A.rea and Se..TVice Capability. The replacement pipeline, whe..T'l complete, should • 

1
James Teter, P. E., Engineering Master Plan, E! Granada Transmission Pipeline Replacement Project, June 30, 1997. 

1,.. 
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• have sufficient capacity to se.."'Ve the entire northern se..'"Vice area 1mder the "De.."llliston 

Project Not Ope.."'able" mode. The minimum requirement should be to meet average (not 

peak) day needs at a development level not greater than LCP buildout. 

2. Operational Energy. It is acceptable to use the booster pump station to meet future 

estimated peak day demands. Pumping should not be reqt.J.i,reg-_!o x_:ne~t average day 

demands, so as to reduce e.."lergy costs and have adequate gravity flows to maintain 

adequate se..."'Vice if the pump station is inope....-able. 

3. Txa:nsmission Pipeline Redundancy. Sound engineering practice favors the construction 

of parallel pipelines. The El Granada replacement pipeline should not be so large that a 

future parallel pipeline would increase capacity beyond what is allowed by the LCP' s. 

4. Construction Cost. Project costs can be substantially reduced if the pipeline is sized 

below peak day demands. If future demands occur which e.xceed the capacity of the 

replacement pipeline, they could be met with parallel pipelines in future developments or 

by increased booster pump capacity. 

• Using these crite.ria, the District Engineer has ide.."'l.tified 16 inches as the optimal pipe size for the 

El Granada Transmission Pipeline. This, of course , includes the Casa del Mar seg:me.."lt which is 

the subject of this application. 

• 

When completed, the 16-.inch .El Granada Transmission Pipeline replacement will have the ability 

to meet future ave_..-age day requirements at buildout of the Gty and County LCP' s. It will supply 

55% of the peak day demands at buildout, well below the allowable LO? maximums. It is therefore 

in conformance with both the Gty and County planning crite..":ia for new public works facilities. 

The 16-inch diameter pipeline will also conform with the District's enginee..":ing criteria because, 

1) it will have sufficient capacity for the average and peak day requireme.."lt of e..xisting 

customers and average day requireme..."lts at build out. This could suffice if the De.."llliston 

Project is inoperable. 

2) e.."lergy demands will not be e.xcessive because ave_..-age day demands can be met with 

gravity flows. 

3) options for constructing redundant par.J.lel pipelines in future developme..T'lts will not be 

foreclosed, because the capacities pe.."11litted under the LCP' s will not be e.'Cceeded. 

4) the construction cost is the minimum required to se.."'Ve existing customers and water 
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HALF M-->N BAY NEIGHBO~ 

PO Box 291, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 
650-726-9525 

May 5, 1999 

Bill Van Beckum, Coastal Planner 
California Coastal Oommision EXHIBIT NO. 11 

45 Fremont Street, Suite 200 APPLICATION NO. 
San Francisco, CA 94105 A-l-tl.I"-Lt5-YY-LU 

(CCWD) 

Dear Mr. Van Beckum, CXlffiESroNDOCE (IVERffiN) 
(Page 1 of 2) 

MAY 0 7 1999 

This; is to support the appeal of Coastal Development Permit 
PDP -'+4-98 for the Coastside County Water District (CCWD) 
Water Transmission Pipeline Expansion. 

The Half Moon Bay Neighbors' Alliance hes, since 1987, support
ed efforts to preserve the natural resources and quality of 
life in the Half Moon Bay area •• It has played a major role in 
growth and development issues as they relate to community in
volvement and action. This includes subject 00\'vD project. 

It is, clear CCWD and this project are out of compliance with 
Coastal Act policy and should be denied a CDP. Expansion of 
infrastructure of this magnitude (replacement of a 10 11 pipe 
with a 16 11 pipe) will most definitely have significant im
pacts on resources •. Ye,t OOWD proceeded without benefit of a 
full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) without demonstrating 
fUll compliance with Coastal Act policies as required for such 
infrastructure pro 1jects. Claims such &.s "fixing leaks", ltto 
increase; pressure", "to provide for operational flexibility", 
and to even mitigate MTBE im adjoining ditrict's' production 
wells are not criteria required for granting o:f a CDP. All 
criteria must be addressced relative to this project., 

Of particular significance is 00\vD' s assumption that expan
sion is essential to meet build out numbers for Half ~1oon 
Bay and the unincorporated San Nat;eo County areas it serves 
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bui]d out numbers that are in ract ·out or date and are pres
ently being revised d'ownward .. Beside which, d:eterm·ination of 
build out numbers is not within the powers of OCWD but with 
Halr Moon Bay and the county •. covm numbers are entirely with.-. 
out basis •. 

CCWD must be required to reapp]y with a total description and 
environments] analysis of the entire phase 2 expansion to in
allude, other pipe lines, new sources of water, new: storage fac
i]ities,, pumping facilitj.es, expanded treatment capacity, im-. 
pacts on al'l natural resources, and factual, documented data. 

Neighbors• Alliance urges in the strongest terms denial of per-i 
mit #44-88 until the roregoing are fully addressed according 
to Coastal Act policy •. 

fi :-r ~./.7f/IP . ...A ~__....-....-. 
4"~on , Neighbors' 

David Iverson,. President 

• 

• 

• 
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April 30, 1999 

Bob Merrill/ 
Jack Liebster 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street - Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

MAY 0 ~11999 

COASTAL C0/\1. 

Sybject: Coastside County Hater District (CC!W) CDP request for 
El Granada Transmission Pipeline Expansion Project (Phase 1 & 2) 
A-1-99-20 

Dear Bob and Jack: 

Per our phone discussion a week ago regarding the status of the appeal 
for the above, I am forwarding the following additional information for 
your review: 

(1} Letter dated l1arch 25, 1999 from Roger Chinn, Foreperson of the 
San Mateo County Grand Jury regarding the continuing investigation 
of Coastside County Water District regarding the above proposed projects . 

(2) ~1emo dated March 24, 1999 from th.e iHdCoast Community Council to the 
project planner, ~1ichael Schallel') at the County regarding Coasts ide 
County ~,later District's application for COP for Phase 2 of the 
El Granada Transmission Pipeline Expansion Project. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara K. t·tauz 
P.O. Box 1284 
El Granada, CA 94018 

Phone: (650} 726-4013 

EXHIBIT NO. 11 

APPLICATION NO . 

A-l-HI'1B-99-20 
(CCWD) 

lk':l~':i.l"'JN!!~ {..MAUZJ 
Page 1 of 8) · 
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March 25, 19~9 :·· 

~ Robert Rathbone, and 
District Manager 

1999 Grand Jury 
of the County of San Mateo 

Roger Chinn, Foreperson 
Hall of Justice 

400 County Center 
Redwood City, California 94063 

tela: (650) 599-1711; fax: (650) 363-4698 

Mr. James Teter 
District Engineer 

CALi FORI'-!!/-\ 
COASTAL COMMISSIOi'.! 

\ .- - .-.. - -- .. ··-

M"R 2 9 1999 
··- .... 

Coastside County Water District 
766 Main Street 

Coastside County Water District 
2529 Greenwich Street 

Half Moon Bay,· CA 94019 San Francisco, CA 94123 

Dear Messrs. Rathbone and Teter: 

• 

The Special District Committee of the Grand Jury desire to meet with both of you to 
provide information on the decisions to enlarge the pipes in the Water District's 
transmission system in the replacement program to reduce the loss water from the • 
system. Other issues for discussion include your District's progress with updates i.n the 
procedures and public information program in Recommendations #51 and #52 of the 
1998 Grand Jury Report. · 

Please meet with the Committee on Tuesday, April 20, 1999 at 3:00 p.m. at one of the 
two conference rooms off pf Room 2A, Second Level, 400 County Center (formerly 
Hall of Justice, 401 Marshall), Redwood City, CA. 

As you may be aware, all matters to be discussed with the Grand Jury is to be held in 
strictest confidentiality until the matter, if deemed with merit, in incorporated into the 
Final Report of the Grand Jury. 

Please confirm your attendance of the meeting requested by calling me at the above 
number. Your_ cooperation is appreciated. 

cc: Special Districts Committee 
file • 



• 
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Memo 

To: San Mateo County Planning and Building Division 

Michael Schaller, Planner 

From: MidCoast Community Council 

Date: 03/24/99 

' . 
M~Y 0 3 1999 

CAUFOf~i"'J!,~ 
COASTAL COfvVv\ISSIO~.,; 

Re: Comments on CCWO's COP Application for El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project
Northern Section 

How has the applicant demonstrated that the project complies with the LCP? 

The main information being presented by CCWD is their reasons for expanding the pipeline, which 
includes leak reduction, increase of fire flow capacity, and operational flexibility in moving water up and 
down the Coastside. None of these reasons represents LCP compliance criteria or COP acceptance 
criteria. 

The County application gives no justification or reason for the replacement of the 1 0" pipe with one 
156% larger. The claim that the pipeline expansion is needed to fix teaks conflicts with the most recent 
CCWD Water Supply Report (3/98). This report indicates that system leakage is relatively insignificant 
(less than 5%). The County LCP allows for a 15% leakage loss on its numbers for Phase I and bulldout 
capacity. The numbers used by CCWD are over-factoring supplying by 10% . 

The claim that we have a fire flow problem conflicts with the fire chiefs recent presentation to the MCC. 
Chief Delgado stated, for the record, that no concern of fire fighting capacity exists at this time. He 
suggested that by building larger holding tanks we could increase fire response capacity. The claim that 
expanding the main transmission pipeline is the quickest and most efficient way to handle any fire flow 
problem that may exist now or In the future, has not been seriously reviewed, or compared for 
effectiveness with what other districts do. The claim that the expanded pipe Is needed to prevent the 
reserve tanks from emptying during several days of peak use was not related to the probability of the 
worst case scenario posed, or the tact that Coastside peak use is a relatively short weekend 
phenomenon. 

LCP: Public Works Component (pg. 2.2) 
*2.6 Capacity limits 
Umit development or expansion of public works facilities to a capacity which does not exceed 
that needed to serve bui/dout of the Local Coastal Program. 

The project is titled, in writing, as a pipeline •replacement" project. This is a misrepresentation to 
the County, City of HMB, and to the public. The reality Is that the expanded (16-inch diameter) 
pipeline has a flow area 2.6 times the existing (10-inch diameter) pipeline. The expansion is 
justified, throughout the report (Initial Study), by statements that the expansion Is needed to meet 
" buildout requirements". not maintenance requirements. We must understand what the project 
actually consists of to determine if it conforms with the Coastal Act. 

Capacity issues: 

• A..Page1 



Current overall system transmission capability, even in drought conditions, 
Is rated at 3,383 gpm In the latest CCWD Water Supply Evaluation report (March, 1998- Pg. 11-3). 
In CCWD's calculations for sizing of the replacement pipeline (Appendix C of the Revlaed 
Environmental Study), the number used to for peak day usage at bulldout for Half Moon Bay and 
the MldCoast Is 3,331 gpm. CCWD has stated that this pipeline would only deliver 54% of the 
water needed for current projected buildout in HMB and the MidCoast. 

A system that currently has nearly the required capacity to support buildout Is increasing its 
transmission capability by 156%. CCWD states that this will result in only 54% of the water It 
currently has. Clarification of this discrepancy is necessary. 

The issue of the Frenchman's Creek pumping station also h~;~s contradictory reports: The Water 
Supply Evaluation report treats the Imminent replacement of the pump as a standard part of the 
plan, while also mentioning the proposed 18" replacement pipeline. The studies In the 
Environmental Study talk about eliminating or minimizing the need for the pump. An important 
consideration is that the replacement of the Frenchman's Creek Pump with a newer, higher 
capacity unit, later, would allow excessive amounts of water to be moved through the system If 
the 18" pipeline Is installed. 

Based on CCWD Water Supply Evaluation Report 3/98 and related reports -with the current SFWD 
agreement and current the CCWD transmission, treatment and distribution facilities, 
(1) the CCWD "safe yield" (reliable supply during drought) is 407 to 541 miUion gallons per year. 
(2) the CCWD "normal yield" (avg. rain season) Is 1066 million gallons per year; 
(3) the CCWD projected demand for 1998 is 862 million gallons. 

In short. development has already occurred beyond the safe yield. 

LCP: Public Works Component 
2.12 Timing and Capacity of Later Phases (pg.2.4- 2.5) 
c. Establish the capacity by: (1) estimating the capacity needed to setve the land use 
plan at buildout, (2) considering the availability of related public works to establish 
whether capacity Increases would overburden the existing and probable future capacity 
of other public works and (3) considering the availability of funds. 

California Coastal Act 
Section 30114 ( oa. 12) 
Public works' means the following: (b) All public transportation facilities, including streets, 
roads, highways, public parking lots and structures, ports, harbors, airports, railroads, and 
mass transit facilities and stations, bridges, trolley wires, and other related facilities ... 

How does the applicant show that the project Is being phased In accordance with the probable 
future capacities of other public works elements, Including highways (as required by LCP 
PoHcy 2.9 and 2.12)? 

By increasing the current 10-inch pipe to 16-lnches, it will allow for servicing an Increased number of 
residents, larger than our current highway infrastructure can tolerate. 

A.Page2 

Ref. 1: 6197 CCAG Traffic Modeling Study) See Coastside Capacity Report- Summary of 
Recent Countywide "Traffic Analysis" 
Especially during commute hours, SRs 1 and 92 have had high traffic volume to capacity (vic) 
ratios since at least 1990, and are projected to have the highest vic ratios in San Mateo 
County at LCP buJ1dout. This translates into Cattrans Level of Service index F (prolonged 
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gridlock; average traffic speed for affected highway segment approaches zero ;SR 92 "F" 
segments up to 8 miles long) 

' . 
It is clear that currently we have no additional highway capacity- this dire situation will remain the 
same even with every foreseeable highway improvement taken into account. If we do not have the 
transportation capacity to service the current users of a 1 0-lnch diameter pipe, how can our 
infrastructure accommodate the increased number of users being serviced by a sixteen-Inch pipe? 

How does this project conform to the California Coastal Act Section 3006.5? Is this project 
part of a larger project? What Is the largest population this 16-lnch pipeline Is capable of 
serving? Is this part of the Phase II expansion project? If yes, what other parts are there? 
What are the cumulative Impacts on growth of greatly expanded water transmission 
capabilities (even though obtaining additional water is not specifically Included In this 
particular element of CCWD's buildout Implementation plan)? 

California Coastal Act, Section 3006.5 (pg.4) 
The legislature further finds and declares that sound and timely scientific 
recommendations are necessary for many coastal planning, conservation, and 
development decisions and that the commission should, in addition to developing Its own 
expertise in significant applicable fields of science, interact with members of the scientific 
and academic communities in the social, physical, and natural sciences so that the 
commission may receive technical advice and recommendations with regard to its 
decision making, especially with regard to issues such as coastal erosion and geology, 
marine biodiversity, wetland restoration, the question of sea level rise, desalination 
plants, and the cumulative impact of coastal zone developments. 

"Piecemealing" : The project is not being presented in its full scope. There needs to be analysis of this 
entire project and how it relates to other proposed CCWD projects•. How do the projects noted below 
relate to growth patterns and infrastructure in the MidCoast and In Half Moon Bay? 

*Proposed CCWO projects: 
• Expansion of 3.5 mile El Granada Transmission Pipeline from 10 to 161nch diameter (goes from 

92 & 1 north) without an EIR; 
• Expansion of 2.5 mile Carter Hill West Pipeline from 12 to 24 inch diameter (goes from 92 & 1 

south); 
• Planning to expand Denniston Creek Treatment Plant to the full capacity allowed by CCWD's state 

Water Rights Board permit 
• Planning to convert a 40 acre feet agricultural water storage pond (with a 10 foot high dam) east of 

the airport Into a 500 acre feel storage reservoir with a 30 to eo foot high dam; 
• Transferring the remaining "priority'' water connections (-1000 unused ones left) into "non-priority'' 

connections 
• An additional 305 connections of "non-priority'' water connections 
• Studying "reclaimed" water (partially treated sewage) for agricultural and other non-residential uses 

which equals 100 million gallons per year 

CCWO is currently proposing a dual 10" transmission pipe line to the Moss Beach Highlands project at 
the north end of its district. Review of the capability of this line by an engineer of the Montara Sanitary 
showed a potential of service to a population far in excess of the 400 or so in this development- is the 
new transmission capacity of the replacement 16" pipe related to future service to the north of the 
existing district? 

CCWD is proposing an increase in the storage capacity of Denniston reservoir. Is this increased 
capacity being considered in the project proposal? A reading of the reports and the negative 
declaration seems to indicate the pipeline replacement is not taking this increased generation 

I..Page3 
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and storage capacity in its analysis of water storage and supply. 

The recent shutdown of two MTBE-contamlnated wells operated by Citizens' Utilities, as weil as 
Citizens' continuing shortage of water for the Montara-Moss Beach area has prompted discussion of a 
possible takeover of their water supply service by CCWO. Is the excessive capacity of the new pipe 
possibly planned for this purpose? 

LCP: 2.13 Coordination with the City of Half Moon Bay (pg 2.5) 
Coordinate with the City of Half Moon Bay's certified Local Coastal Program to take into 
consideration the policies of the City's LCP when detennining (1) Phase I sewer capacity, and 
(2) when and l1ow much to increase the capacity of all public worlcs facilities etfer Phase I 

How has the applicant demonstrated that there has been joint planning between the . • 
County, the City of Half Moon Bay, CCWD, and the other utility dtstrlcta that serve the 
MldCoast? What communication has existed between the County and the city of HMB In 
ascertaining future water needs? 

For example, there has been no recognition that since mid 1997, the HMB City Council has been 
engaged in an LCP revision process, which has already established a clear direction to significantly 
reduce the bulldout target by at least 2500 houses; CCWO Is using obsolete buildout numbers to size 
and justify the pipe expansion. 

The General Plan Review, in process in HMB, could very well result in slower growth rates and a 
reduced buildout number resulting in the shuffling of excess system capacity toward the Midcoasl 

The issue of increasing the potential capacity for water, a critical step in enabling new development, 
needs to be considered and reviewed by a joint-planning session of the jurisdictions Involved as 
recommended In the recent ABAG report: Coastslde Subregional Planning Project (sponsored by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments) 

California Coastal Act Section 30001.5 
The legislature further finds and declares that the basic goals of the state for the coastal zone 
are to: 
(a} Protect, maintain, and where feasible, enhance and restore the overall quality of the 

coastal zone environment and Its natural and artificial resources. 
(b) Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone resources 

taking into account the social and economic needs of the people of the state .... 

How does this project meet the primary goals established by the Coastal Act? What 
Information has been provided by the applicant to ahow how Coastal reeoun:ee will be 
protected by the larger capacity the pipeline would provide? What are the cumulative Impacts 
on growth of greatly expanded water transmission capabilities (even though obtaining 
additional water Is not specmcally Included In this particular element of CCWD's buDdout 
Implementation plan)? What are the economic Impacts on district resoumes and ratepayers, 
Including cost, allocation and funding plans? How does this relate to the easement across the 
Mirada Surf property? 

Despite the request of HMB and MidCoast Citizens, HMB City CounCil and the Midcoast Community 
Council that an EIR be prepared, the CCWO declared a mitigated negative declaration. Compliance 
with the LCP is the only environmental review the MidCoast can use to review the environmental 
consequences of this major infrastructure expansion project. See attached letter submitted to CCWD 
including Environmental Checklist and comments. 

A.Page4 
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In particular, the environmental impacts of the County section of the project should be revisited in 
the Mirada Surf area, where the project would pass through an area that Is currently under 
investigation regarding the extent of its wetlands (an area that is referred to as an "abandoned 
field" in the Negative Declaration). The earlier proposed Mirada Surf DEIR also brought out 
issues on the drainage problems Inherent In the sections of El Granada this pipeline passes 
through, drainage problems not addressed in the CCWD Environmental document. 

Midcoast Communjtv Council Recommendation: 

1. Deny approval of Coastal Development Permit. The project does not comply with the policies of 
the local Coastal Program. 

2. Deny approval of Coastal Development Permit The project does not comply with the Coastal ~· 

3. In addition, the applicant needs to document the status of the coordination of other required agency 
permits and reviews i.e. Army Corp. of Engineers, Fish & Game, etc. prior to the County taking 
action on this project application. 

4. HMB's COP for the Carter-Hill Pipeline is currently under appeal to the Coastal Commission. 
It would be premature for the County to move ahead with approval of this COP. CCWD and 
their engineer confirmed that if a segment of the pipe (of the entire project) was not Increased 
in size, hydraulically, the project would not function. 

Additional Resources Consulted: 

Terry Burnes, Planning Administrator, Introduction to local Coastal Program Polices, San Mateo 
County 
All development in the Coastal Zone requires either a Coastal Development Permit or an exemption 
from Coastal Permit requirements. For a permit to be issued, the development must comply with the 
policies of the Local Coastal Program and those on:Jinances adopted to implement the LCP. 

Zoning Regulations, San Mateo County 

A. Page 5 

Section 6328.12 Standards for Application Review 
The officer, commission or bban:J acting on a Coastal Development Permit shall review the 
project for compliance with: all applicable plans, policies, requirements and standan:Js of the 
Local Coastal Program, as stated in Secoons 6328.19 through 6328.30 of this Chapter; the 
County General Plan; requirements of the underlying district; and other provisions of this Parl. 
Section 6328.14 
Approval of a Coastal Development Permit shall be conditioned as necessary to ensure 
conformance with and implementation of the Local Coastal Program 

Section 6328.15 
Findings. A Coastal Development Permit shall be approved only upon the making of the 
following findings: 
a.) That the project, as described in the applicaoon and accompanying materials required by 

Section 6328.7 and as conditioned in accon:Jance with Section 6238. 14, conforms with the 
plans, policies, requirements and standan:Js of the San Mateo County Local Coastal 
Program 

b.) that the project conforms to specific findings required by policies of the San Mateo County 
Local Coastal Plan 

•• 



General Plan, San Mateo County 
C. Coordinating water supolles with land use plan§. pg. 10.44 

A.Page6 

Ensuring the capacity of public water systems correspond to the /eve/ of development 
promoted in the land use plan is a key strategy In the Local Coastal Program. Th/s 
coordinated approach supports land use decisions and allows for logical and orderly development. 
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Residence at: 12 Sunset Terrace, Half Moon Bay, 94019 
Mat( to: Post Office Bo~ 394 

~ntara, CaCifornia 
94031 EXHIBIT NO. 11 

TELEPHONE I lAX ( 6SO) T 12-9554 

AprtC 15, 1999 

APPLICATION NO. 

A-1-HMB-99-20 
(COO) 

QlffiESR)Nl)(P flfqE (KAY) 
.age 1 of 9J 

FAXLTR TO: California Coastal Commission 8415-904-5400, 
North Coast Area Office 

ATTN: Each Member of the commission, and Planner Bill Van 
Beckum 

SUBJECT: A New Event in Appeal # A-1-HMB-99-020; Coastside 
County Water district, applicant I Cupp, Appellant 

FROM: The Undersigned, Kay, a member of the public, as 
Friend to the Commission 

ATTACHED: Only for your convenient reference the 
March 26, 1999 commission Notification of Appeal: 

ATTACHED: Coastside County Water District 
announcement of expansion 8 miles northward into the 
northern sector of the California Mid-Coast area; The Half 
Moon Bay Review newspaper for April 14, 1999: This ie the 
.runLevent. 

ATTACHED: summary in the San Mateo county Times 
newspaper, September 19, 1998, of the report by Governmental 
entity, the Association of Bay Area Governments, showing 
that the area presently served By CCWD, and the new area 
ccwo is expanding into, cannot support such growth 
inducement as the excessive water capability CCWD would 
provide with a system water pipe of 16" replacing a 10" 
system pipe: 

ATTACHED: Only for your convenient reference a 3 
page document which is already provided to you in the 
appellant's submission to the Commission; The legally 
enforceable pledgo made to a concilatory, trusting, high 
ran~ing California court that full EIR would be made if 
further expansion of CCWD system capabilitY was undertaken: 



,_.:~'----------

April 15, 1999 Page (2) 

The subject appeal was heard De Novo by the HMB City 
council and tied 2-2. 
I respectfully ask the commission to hear this appeal 
De Novo in view of the above. 

p. 3 

Further, I respectfully ask the Commissioners to consider 
all documents listed above in the light of your common-sense 
regarding whether a replacement system water pipe of 2.6 
times capacity is growth inducive. 

Remember school days ••. the area of a circle is pi times the 
radius squared; The 16" pipe could carry 2.6 times the 
water flow of the existing 10" pipe. To build such 
excessive capacity would be illegal in that it is Non-LCP 
compliant as set forth in the appeal. The Coastal Act 
forbids such excess capacity. 

According to what CCWD promises their giant new system pipe 
would be more empty than used. Sure. Then, there is the 
Easter Bunny. And, there is the promise (attached) of CCWD 
to an Appeals court Judge to provide SIR if they expanded 
capability. 

Sincerely, 

}.;~~ 
Larry M. Kay 

• 

• 

• 
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COMMISSION NOTIFICATION OF APPEAL 
DATE: March 26, 1999 

TO: Bill Ambrosl Smith, Planner 
City of Half Moon Bay, Building & Planning Department 
601 Main Street 

FROM: 

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 ~d/1-1-~
Bill van Beckum. Coastal Planner 

RE: Comml$slon Appeal No. A-1-HMB-99...020 

Please be advised that the coastal development permit decision described below has been 
appealed to the California Coa$tal Commission pursuant to Publio Resources Code Section 
30602 or 30625. Therefore, the decision has been ctayed pending Commisaion action on the 
appear pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30623. ' 

Local Permit #: 

Applicant( s): 

Description: 

Location: 

Local Decision: 

Appellant(&): 

PDP-44-98 

Coastsido County Water District, Attn: Bob Rathborne 

Replacement of 2,200 lineal feet of an existing 10 fnch weJded steel 
water line with a 16 inch ductile iron water line to be constructed on 
the east side of the Frontage Road from the south aide of Sewer 
Plant Road to approximately 200 feet north of Wave Avenue. 

In the Highway One median, approximately 200 feet south of Bev 
Cunha's Country Road and 200 feet north of Wave Avenue, Half 
Moon Bay (San Mateo County) 

Approved 

Carol Cupp 

Date Appeal Filed: 3126/99 

The Commission appear number assigned to this appeal Is A-1·HMB-99-020. The Commission 
hearing date has been tentatively set for April 13-18, 1999 in Long Beach. Within 5 working 
days of receipt of this Commission Notification of Appeal, copies of all relevant documents and 
materials used In the City of Half Moon Say's consideration of this coastal development permit 
rnust be delivered to the North Coast Area office of the Coastal Commission (California 
Administrative Code Section 13112). Please include copies of plans. relevant photographs. 
staff reports and related documents, findings (if not already forwarded), all corTespondence, 
and a list. with addresses, of all who provided verbal testimony. 

A Commisslof1 staff report and notice of the hearing will be forwarded to you prior to the 
hearing. If you have any questions, please contact Sill Van Beckum at the North Coast Area 
office. 
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Half Moon Bay Review 

~dful of .longstanding politieal tensions with its 
~~·al!l?ors to the n.orth, the Coastside County Water 
· •strict 9oard of Du:ectors decided Tuesday to prepa.i-e . 

·an. ~~re.:ment to temporarily supply water to Citizens 
Utihties customers in Montara and Moss Beach 

C:itizens ~~ti~s last month aske(J the district to 
constder ass.'sung lt after the private water purveyor 
shut t~o of Its wells found contaminated with MTBE 
a suspected carcinogen. ' 

Water 
Continued fl'om Page lA . 

The CCWD board voted unani
mously to enter into negotiations 
with Citiz.~ns U:tilities to come up 
with a proposal on how the district. 
will supply water to its neighbor. 

"We want to help out, but we 
don't want to get a political black 
eye," said Director Roger Goodrich. 

A final agreement could come 
back to the CCWD board at its reg-· 
ular meeting next month. · 

Meanwhile, Citizens last week 
released test samples for March for 
MTBB in the two contaminated 
wells. 

In the Drake well, there was an 
increase in MTBE levels of a cou
ple micrograms per liter. The other 
contaminated well, the Wagner 
well, however, registered a drop to 
a non-detectable level. 

State health officials said the 
level of contamination is slight and 
the water in both wells is still safe 
for drinking. 

'"The conditions in the Drake · 
and Wagner wells do not currently 
constitute a public health emer
gency,'' reponed Physical Engineer 
Clifford Bowen of the San Francis
co District Drinking Water Field 
Operations office of the state 
Depanment of Health. 

However, Citizens Utilities 
Engineer Rob Roscoe cautioned 
that the lower reading in the Wagn
er well may be due to the fact that· 
Citizens has not been pumping 
water from it. 

At 1\lesday's CCWD . meeting 
there was an underlying current of 
tension between· CCWD and the 
Mid-Coast over past IUld current 
political differences. To illustrate 
the resistance some Citizens cus
tomers feel toward CCWD, 
Goodrich brought in a rusty wreath 
of barbed wire. 

Gary Warhaftig, with the Moss 
Beach-Montara Watcr·Improvement 
Association, once commented that 
he would rather floss his teeth with 
barbed wire than be served by 
Coastsidc County Water District's 
system. The comment surfaced 
again in a recent discussion involv
~g Citizens' current dilemma. 

At Tuesday night's meeting, the 
CCWD })pard considered three dif
ferent aceaartos for :how. ·it could 

.. asSt~Citlz«m·Otfiltie!F. .... "· ·· · · · 
• Pumping untreated water from 

the Denniston Water Tank near the 
·. lWf Moon Bay·Airpon. 

'-.. 
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1".1000 • M 

·, 
" .. 

• Trucking in ~ ~le 
wt~ter' from CCWD's auppliea at. the 
Denniston Water Treatment PWnt. . 

• Con,nectintl me two watel' com
panics directly lhroup a half-mile
long pipeline along the west aid!s ol 
the airpon along Airport Road. · 
· No decision was mado on which 
supply method would be used. Any · 
CCWD assistance would bf 7 
temporary, directors said. ffA a 

Roscoe said he preferred • 
ing treated, potable Willer instead of 
untreated well water from the Den
niston Water Tank, as recomlncnd
ed by CCWD staff. 

"We're not asking for you to put 
your customers in jeopardy ••• 
We'll take water during off peak 
time if we have to," Roscoe said. 

Using water pumped from Den
niston Well No. 9, located actOss 
fiom the Half Moon Bay Airpolt on 
the east side, would entail extensive 
treatment because of high iron and 
manganese levels, he pointed out. · 

• 

An additional demaDd on the 
district's treated water s:y'Stem 
would reduce Cllpacity to JNintain • 
~ levels for fire flows and may 
affect the supply to Coastaide 
County Water ,District customers 
during extreme. peak demand peri-
ods, staff reported. Directors repeat-
edly stated that they do not want 10 
serve Citizens customers at the 
expense of their own customers. 
· . While the supply details are yet 
to be worked :out. Citizens has 
bought a carbon filtration system to 
treat its two contaminated weU.. It . 
will keep them open for u10 U. 
times of high demand: Roscoe said 
they may be operating the new fil· 
tration system by mid-May~ 
depending upon how lona it taka 
to secure county, permits. . 

T&e price of~thc wacer CitizeDa 
would ·receive from the DeoniatoQ . 
wcil was a topic·of concern by boCb 
Citizens and so.Qle of its cuatomen 
in the audience.,~:, 

The district proposed sellina the 
untreated water at its usual com
mercial rate price of $2.40 per hun· 
drcd cubic feet .. , ' . 

'"The citizens of Montara and 
Moss Beach would be paying 
Cadillac prices for Yugo water," • 
said Paul Perkovic, chair of the 
Midcoast Community Council. 

Such a price reflects three times 
whit'lh~ Sab Ptan~lst!O';WJltei- ·Dis:.:· 
trict charges at bulk: rate for its prlt• 
tine supply from the Hetcli licldl)'., 
according to Perkovic. 

··--·'f·.' - '·~4 
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SATURDAY: September 19, 1898 The Penimula's Hometown Newspaper 
----------------------------

Growing, struggling 
' 

By Sinh Weld 
CORRESPONOI!NT Study: Coast can't support more. development 

Wh1le most of San Mateo 
County struggtes wuh loo many 
jobs and not enough houses, the 
coast faces the reverse problem. 

Over the next 20 years. the 
number of homes ln Half Moon 
Bay and the Mldcoast commu
nities of Montara, Moss Beach, 
Princeton. El Granada and M1· 
ramar ls expected to jump by io percetlt,. according to a SQ!· 

nment re ~:*' 

• 

redicted to grow 'by only 20 
srceni. : -

' In the rest of The Cowtty. 
Ulls would be good news. but on 
the coast thls means a bigger 
stralo on everything from a 
shrinking water supply to 
closged bfghways. 

"I'm waJ.i.lng for someone to 
come up with a magtc bullel (o 
solve all these problems," said 
Michael C~abtree. Pacifica's cUy 

planner and one of tlle report's 
authors. "In order to keep it the 
way It ts, we have to grow. 
Where Is the magtc off·ramp to 
take us to the promised land?" 

CI.ASSIF'IEO ADS ... 1-8QO-S95-9!595 

71 cant:a' 

~B\T.==eol'nm1un11~aa of Half Moon Biy, El Or•nada, Moea 
.. r .. ,,. .. ..," M~ntara and Miramar ate expected to see the 

'l~lWfJ14lfiP.,Q_n grDwttlln The County between 2000 and 2020~ 
·-~ ~iajt .. ~n HOUI~~oldl .. r:ri:~~ 

&2% 53% 60% 
47% 49% 56% 
3% 5% 9% 

StaH 

what coast . re&ldents already 
know - tramc ts bad and u:s 
.gc~ Worse. And more people 

<.could iWW1 trouble for the · 
·. t!Di.et'J natural atienery. 

Increased 125 percent from 
1995 to 1996 - more than 
double any other Bay Area 
cou.nLy, according to the report. 

• 
· 1'h~ area ~ some or the 

' woret· ruah·hour trafl'lc tn San 
.: M•~ c;:oun~. where congestion 

' 

And as a group. coastal com· 

Please sae Cout. NEWS-14 

. .... 
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(Cite as: 28 Cai.App.3d 512, 104 Cai.Rptr. 714) 
• • 

• View California Official Reports version 
ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND, INC., et al., Plaintiffs and Appellants, 

v. 
COASTSIDE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT et al., Defendants and Respondents; 

People of the State of California, Intervenor and Appellant. 
Civ. 31455. 

Court of Appeal, First District, Division 4, California. 
Nov. 3, 1972. 

Appeal from an order of the Superior Court, San Mateo County, Louis B. Dematteis, J., 
dissolving a preliminary injunction 
Nhlch prevented further construction of water supply and storage system until 
environmental impact report was submitted to 
the County Planning Commission. The Court of Appeal ordered the water district to 
file a supplemental report, 27 Cai.App.3d 
o95, 104 Cai.Rptr. 197. In a supplemental opinion, the Court of Appeal, Devine P.J., 
1eld that environmental impact report 
Nhich was filed in response to order of the court was adequate under statute, wher. 
t covered those matters which the court 
deemed to have been inadequately reported, and where it also pledged that the water 
:fistrict would prepare an additional 
detailed report before making any decision to proceed with the alternatives 
:fescribed, and. that the district would further 
:onduct studies as to the environmental Impact associated with any water system 
expansion beyond that presently to be 
.. mderta ken. 
Stay order recalled, appeal from order dissolving injunction dismissed as moot. 
:.nvironmental Defense Fund, Inc. v. Coastslde County Water Dlst. 
<eyCite this headnote 

· 1 99 HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT 
1 9911 Regulations and Offenses-
1 99k25.5 Environmental Protection in General 
1 99k2 5.1 0 Environmental Impact Statement 
199k25.1 0(6) Content, Sufficiency, and Accuracy 

199k25.1 0(6.5) k. Dams, waterways, and water projects, generally. 
:ormerly 199k2S.1 0(6), 199k25.1 0 
:ai.App. 1972. 

- 1 -
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.. 

~nvironmental !mpact report which was filed in response to order of the court was 

•

uate under statute, where it covered, 
e matters which the court deemed ·1:o have been inadequately reported previously, 

and where it also pledged that the 
water district would prepare an additional detailed report before making any decision 
to proceed. with the alternatives 
described, and that the district would further conduct studies as to the environmental 
impact associated with any water 
system expansion beyond that presently to be undertaken. West's Ann.Public Resources 
Code, § 21 000 et seq. · 
**714 

(Cite as: 28 Cai.App.3d 512, 104 Cai.Rptr. 714, **714) 

*512 
(Cite as: 28 Cai.App.3d 51 2, *51 2, 1 04 Cai.Rptr. 714, **714) 

Thomas J. Graff, Berkeley, for appellants Environmental Defense Fund et al. 
Evelle J. Younger, Atty. Gen., E. Clement Shute, Jr., Donates Januta, Deputy Attys. Gen., 
San Francisco, for appellant 
People of the State. 
~son, Bridgett, Marcus & Jenkins, David J. Miller, San Francisco, for respondents. 

*513 
(Cite as: 28 Cai.App.3d 512, *51 3, 104 Cai.Rptr. 714, **714) 

DEVINE, Presiding Justice. 
On September 1 2, 1 972 this court decided that it is a judicial function to consider the 
adequacy of an Environmental Impact 
Report which has been filed under the Environmental Quality Act of 1 970 (Pub. 
Resources Code, s 21 000 et seq.) and that 
the Environmental Impact Report th~retofore filed was inadequate in certain respects. 
The court ordered the filing of a 
supplemental report. (Environmental Defense Fund, Inc. v. Coastside County Water 
District, 27 Cai.App.3d 695, 104 
Cai.Rptr. 1 97.) A comprehensive report has been filed, which covers those matters 
which the court deemed to have been 
inadequately reported .aruLaJ..s..Q__ges the district to prepare an additional 
detailed Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
before making ary decision to proceed with the alternative described Lmder the 
t,ding Denniston Creek II and further ....tQ. 

duct studies as to the environmental impacts associated with any. 
water sy.stem expansion beyond that presently to be 

-2-
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undertaken. The district states its expectation that If the project be built, the 
district will be -required to perform an on-going 

" 

surveillance program to monitor groundwater conditions. Counsel for plaintiff 
Environmental Defense Fund, as well as the • Attorney Gener·al appearing **71 5 

(Cite as: 28 Cai.App.3d 512, *513, 104 Cai.Rptr. 714, **71 5 } 

for the People as intervenor, have stated to the court that they do not now obJect to 
the lifting of the supersedeas (although 
they do not thereby commit themselves to approval of the entire repor,t). The court 
finds that the Environmental Impact 
Report which was filed in response to its order is an adequate report under the 
statute. Accordingly, the stay order is recalled, 
the appeal frol'l!l the order dissolving the injunction is dismissed as now moot, and 

'j: 

costs on appear are awarded to appellants. 

RATIIGAN and BRAY, [FN*] JJ., concur. 

FN* Assigned by Chairman of Judicial Council. 

END OF DOCUMENT 
Copr. (C) West 1999 No Claim to Orlg. U.S. Govt. Works • 

• 
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this is a fax first sheet; ~ pages incCuding this page. 

Residence at: 12 Sunset Terrace, HaCf Moon Bay, 94019, 
~i( to: Post Office Box 394 

Montara, CaCifornia 
94037 

TELEPHONE I lAX {650) 1'12-9554 

Apri( 15, 1999 

FAXLTR TO: California Coastal Commission @415-904-5400, 
North Coast Area Office 

ATTN: Each Member of the commission, and Planner Bill van 
Beckum 

SUBJECT: A New Event in Appeal # A-1-HMB-99-020; Coastside 
County Water district, applicant/ Cupp, Appellant 

FROM: The Undersigned, Kay, a member of the public, as 
Friend to the Commission 

ATTACHED: Only for your convenient reference the 
March 26, 1999 Commission Notification of Appeal: 

Coastside County Water District 
announcement of expansion 8 miles northward into the 
northern sector of the California Mid-Coast area; The Half 
Moon Say Review newspaper for April 14, 1999: This is the 
new event. 

p. 1 

summary in the san Mateo county Times 
newspaper, September 19, 1998, of the report by Governmental 
entity, the Association of Bay Area Governments, showing 
that the area presently served By CCWD, and the new area 
CCWD is expanding into, cannot support such growth 
inducement as the excessive (legally excessive} capability 
CCWD would provide with a system water pipe (16") replacing 
a 10' system pipe which now even at peaks is only one
third full: 

Only for your convenient reference a 3 
page document which is already provided to you in the 
appelants submission to the Commission; The legally 
enforceable pledge made to a concilatory, trusting, high 
ranking California court that full EIR would be made if 
further expansion of CCWD system capability was undertaken: 

INTERRUPT 
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• OFFICES 

"-" "'COEVITT ffij ~~~~WI~ IDJ Hnnson 
ATTOI\NEY AT lAW 

8RID6HJ DIRECT DIAL415 995 5010 

APR 2 1 1999 
April20, 1999 CALIFORNIA m ~ H ~ ~ 

COASTAl. COMMISSION ijl~~~~ 
• ~ij~~·llr 

Mr. Bill Van Beckum 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 VIA HAND DELIVERY 

Re: A~l~HMB-99-020 

Coastside County Water District 

Dear Mr. Van Beckum: 

Enclosed is an original and three copies of Coastside County Water District's 
Statement of Opposition to Appeal. I am sending a copy of the Statement of 
Opposition to the City of Half Moon Bay. 

My review of the Commission's regulations did not indicate that the District is 
obligated to send a copy of the enclosure to anyone else, including the appellant. If I 
am mistaken in this, please let me know and I will see that a copy is sent 
immediately . 

If you have any questions about the project, the permit, or the appeal (and the 
District's opposition to it), or if there is any additional information we can furnish, 
please call me at (415) 995-5010. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 

Rth~~ 
EXHIBIT NO. 11 

APPLICATION NO. 

A-1-HMB-CJ)-20 
(CCvJD)-

REM:ld @lilllroNDE1'~ (M::Devi tt 
(Page 1 of 71 

Enclosures 

cc: Board of Directors, Coastside County Water District 
Robert R. Rathborne, General Manager, Coastside County Water District 
James S. Teter, Engineer, Coastside County Water District 
Bill Amrosi Smith, City Planning Department, Half Moon Bay 

SAN FRANCISCO MARIN 

333 MARKET STREET· 23RO FLOOR 80 E. SIR FRANCIS DRAKE BLVD-SUITE JE 

SAN FRANCISCO· CA 94105-2173 

TELEPHONE 41 S · 777 · 3200 

FACSIMILE 415·541·9366 

email: sfirhansonbridgett.com 

LARKSPUR· CA 94939 

TELEPHONE 415 · 925 · 8400 

FACSIMILE 415·925·8409 

marinl!hansonbridgett.com 6917361 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

In the matter of Appeal by Carol Cupp 
from Coastal Development Permit 
decision by City of Half Moon Bay for 
water pipeline replacement (PDP-44-98) 

) 
) 

~rm ~ ~ ~ ll w-~-ffWB-99-020 
APR 2 1 1999 f_blj 
CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 

STATEMENT OF OPPOSITION TO APPEAL 

Coastside County Water District opposes the appeal of Carol Cupp and requests that it 

be dismissed because (1) appellant has ignored Commission regulations and (2) the appeal 

raises no substantial issue . 

I. THE APPEAL SHOULD BE DISMISSED BECAUSE THE APPELLANT HAS NOT 
COMPLIED WITH COMMISSION REGULATIONS, SPECIFICALLY TITLE 14 

CODE OF CALIFORNIA REGULATIONS SECTION 13111{c) 

The Commission's regulations (14 CCR § 13111 (c)) require an appellant to notify the 

applicant and the local government of the filing of the appeal. Notification "shall be by 

delivering a copy of the completed Notice of Appeal." The regulation concludes: 

"Unwarranted failure to perform such notification may be grounds for 
dismissal of the appeal by the Commission." 

The "Appeal Information Sheet" made available to prospective appellants emphasizes 

the importance of this requirement. The instructions provide: 

"Section III of the appeal application form is for the identification of persons 
interested in the project being appealed. An additional important step is that 
the appellant notify these persons and the local government of the appeal 
filing, within one week of the filing. Notification must be by mailing or 
delivering a copy of the completed appeal application form, including any 

1 690956.1 



attachments, to all interested parties, at the addresses provided to the local 
government." (Emphasis in original.) 

The instructions conclude with the warning: "Failure to provide the required 

notification may be grounds for Commission dismissal of the appeal. 14 Cal.Admin.Code 

Section 13111(c)." 

Appellant Carol Cupp has completely ignored this requirement. She has delivered 

nothing to either the applicant, Coastside County Water District, or the local government, the 

City of HalfMoon Bay, as of Monday, April19, 1999. 

Disregard of these clear, simple requirements is unwarranted. Ms. Cupp may or may 

not be a lawyer, but she had identified herself as acting on behalf of the "Coastside Legal 

Resource Fund" (Appeal, Enclosure 3), and she is clearly no stranger to complex procedural 

• 

requirements. In fact, much of her appeal boils down to an argument that the Water District • 

and the City's Planning Commission made some sort of procedural error. The Water District 

believes the argument is erroneous, but it illustrates that the appellant is certainly capable of 

comprehending and following procedural instructions. 

Moreover, the District has been prejudiced by appellant's failure to comply with the 

Commission regulations. CCWD's access to the appeal was delayed: it has a copy only 

because it took the initiative of dispatching its attorney to go to the Commission office and 

arrange for a copy to be made. In fact, two visits were necessary because the appeal was 

incomplete as initially filed, and it was only later that it was discovered that the materials 

copied from the Commission's file did not represent the complete appeal package. In addition, 

• 
2 690956.1 



-· ··-·· -------------------------

• apparently a videotape was submitted as Enclosure 4 to the appeal, which the District still does 

not have and has not seen. 

Appellant argues that a project long planned by the responsible water agency and 

considered at length by the City Planning staff, Planning Commission and City Council should 

be halted because of alleged procedural errors. It is entirely appropriate to require appellant 

herself to adhere to simple procedural rules clearly brought to her attention by the Commission 

staff. Her appeal should be dismissed. 

II. THE APPEAL RAISES NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 

A. Background 

In August 1985, the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors granted CCWD's 

• application for a CDP to construct the Crystal Springs Water Supply Project. This was a 

complex, large-scale public works project consisting of a pump station adjacent to Crystal 

Springs Reservoir, approximately seven miles of pipeline to convey the water to Half Moon 

Bay, and substantial expansion in capacity of the water treatment plant located just east of the 

Half Moon Bay city limit. Two appeals were filed with the Coastal Commission challenging 

the Coastal Development Permit. The Commission found that neither appeal raised any 

substantial issue and, overriding a contrary staff recommendation, dismissed the appeals 

without hearing in September 1985. (Comm. Appeal #3-SMC-85-206.) 

A central issue in planning and permitting the Crystal Spring Project was ensuring that 

it was appropriately sized to meet, but not exceed, demand for water in the City and in those 

portions of the County within the District. It was also crucial to ensure that the phasing built 

3 690956.1 



into both City and County LCPs was implemented in an effective, and intelligent, way. The 

solution was to build the pipeline large enough to meet "buildout" (not expected to occur for 

20 or more years) and control water delivery for the immediate "Phase I" (10 years±) by (1) 

limiting the capacity of the pumps and (2) limiting the capacity of the expanded water 

treatment plant. This sensible solution has provided sufficient water for the initial phase of 

development in the City and County Coastal Zone without requiring the District to incur the 

huge and wasteful expense (and the environmental costs) of replacing the newly built pipeline 

with a larger one or building a separate parallel pipeline. 

It was recognized at that time that the remaining element in a complete water supply 

system required enlargement of the transmission line running north-south, generally along or 

parallel to Highway One. While both the City Council and the County Board of Supervisors 

approved these pipeline replacements in 1987 as part of the formation of an assessment 

district, they were not made part of the CDP application because the need for their 

replacement wasn't imminent. The CCWD plan was for the enlarged pipeline to be 

constructed in segments, over time, financed with revenues from the continuing sale of 

"priority" water connections. 

The plan was good, but the demand for priority land uses was very slow to materialize. 

The District currently holds in reserve, for Phase 1 priority uses, unsold capacity sufficient for 

well over 500 standard sized water connections. 

Eventually, as the customer base gradually increased and water use rebounded from the 

artificially suppressed levels achieved during the drought (which lasted from 1987 through 

1991), the capacity of these 50-year old pipelines began to be reached. The need for 

4 690956.1 
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• replacement could no longer be prudently deferred. 1 The District therefore borrowed money, 

completed design and environmental analysis of the entire 3.5 mile northern pipeline segment 

• 

• 

(called the El Granada Pipeline) and applied in July 1998 for a CDP for the initial section of 

2,200 feet because it is both the leakiest and the easiest to construct. 

B. The appeal raises no substantial issue of compliance with the City of Half Moon 
Bay Local Coastal Plan. 

The California Coastal Act limits the grounds for an appeal from a development permit 

application granted by a local government. The only grounds on which such a permit may be 

appealed is "an allegation that the development authorized by the permit does not conform to 

the standards set forth in the certified local coastal plan or the public access policies set forth 

in this division." Public Resources Code §30603(b) . 

The existing steel pipeline installed in 1950 is 10 inches in diameter. The District 

intends to replace it with ductile iron pipe 16 inches in diameter, exactly as shown in the plans 

submitted to and approved by the City Council and County Board of Supervisors over 12 years 

ago. Since the Commission found in 1985 that the CDP for the overall water supply project 

for the mid-coast raised no substantial issue, it is difficult to see how this prosaic replacement 

of a small segment of a 50-year infrastructure pipeline involving no increase in water supply 

could present such an issue. 

1 In June 1997, the District's Engineer reported that the El Granada Pipeline "is at or near its 
maximum transmission capacity . . . and a new, larger transmission pipeline is required to 
accommodate the increased use which is occurring within the pipeline service area." 
(Attachment Two, p.2, emphasis added.) Moreover, the District could foresee the completion 
of the SAM water treatment plant expansion to "buildout" capacity, expected to occur in 
1999, which would allow property owners who held Phase I water connections, but who had 
been prevented from building by the lack of sewer capacity, to proceed. 

5 690956.1 



In fact, it does not. 

The City of Half Moon Bay Planning Commission has found that the pipeline 

replacement conforms to the Local Coastal Program and, with respect to the short stretch 

(approximately 200 feet) where the frontage road west of Highway One is the nearest public 

road paralleling the sea, that it conforms to the public access policies in the Coastal Act. 

Resolution P-03-99. (Attachment One.) There is ample evidence supporting those findings. 

The Half Moon Bay certified LCP, as amended through 1993, addresses public works 

in Chapter 10. Water Supply Policies are found in Section 10.5.2. The most relevant policies 

regarding water are Policy 10-3, Policy 10-9 and Policy 10-10, which provide respectively: 

Policy 10-3: The City shall limit development or expansion of public works 
facilities to a capacity which does not exceed that needed to serve build-out 
of the Land Use Plan, and require the phased development of public works 
facilities in accordance with phased development policies in Section 9 and 
probable capacity of other public works services. 

Policy 10-9: The City will support an increase in the water supply to 
capacity which will provide for, but not exceed, the amount needed to 
support build-out of the Land Use Plan of the City and County within the 
Coastside County Water District. 

Policy 10-10: The City will support phased development of water supply 
facilities (chiefly pumping stations and water treatment facilities) so as to 
minimize the financial burden on existing residents and avoid growth
inducing impacts, so long as adequate capacity is provided to meet City 
needs in accordance with the phased development policies (including 
expected development to the year 2000) and allocations for floriculture uses. 

District planning began with a detailed Engineering Master Plan analyzing existing and 

projected demand in the portions of the City and County served by the El Granada Pipeline. 

• 

• 

• 

This important document was incorporated as Appendix A to the Initial Environmental Study • 



• 

• 

• 

and is part of the record, but was not presented to the Commission by appellant. For 

convenience, a copy is attached marked Attachment Two. 

The Engineering Master Plan, in turn, began by looking to the City and County LCPs. 

It recognized the governing significance of these policies, and their counterparts in the LCP 

adopted by the County Board of Supervisors, since a portion of the overall pipeline to be 

replaced is located in the County. Please see Attachment Two, p.5-8. 

As explained at pages 8-10 of Attachment Two, constructing a pipeline at the 

maximum size permissible under the City and County LCPs, while legal, would not be 

desirable based on other engineering considerations. Instead, as summarized on pages 12-14, 

"the engineering criteria for sizing of the proposed pipeline recommends that it be sized with 

less capacity than permitted at Buildout of the Local Coastal Programs in order that in the 

future parallel transmission pipelines can be constructed in order to provide water service 

redundancy capacity." Attachment Two, p .13, Paragraph 4. Paragraph 5 summarizes the 

benefits of a pipeline no larger (and no smaller!) than 16 inches. Paragraph 6 explains why 

the 2,000 foot long segment which is the subject of this appeal should be replaced first. 

Paragraph 7 explains why the Engineer recommends proceeding with replacement 

immediately. 

The capacity of the pipeline and its perceived potential to induce growth was the central 

theme of most comments on the District's Initial Study/Preliminary Negative Declaration. The 

final Mitigated Negative Declaration attempted to explain that replacing the old 10 inch 

pipeline did not presage or facilitate any development beyond that allowed by governing 

LCPs. One obvious point made by the District was that expanding the diameter of the pipeline 
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allowed for a portion of Buildout demand to be met but did not guarantee it, since the District 

still had to independently develop additional sources of water, as well as expand the treatment 

plants and other "upstream" bottlenecks. (See, e.g., Responses Number 3, 5, 7, 16, 19, 44 

and 73.) 

The City Planner posed a series of pointed questions to the District, focused on the 

growth implications of the pipeline, and accepted the application as complete only when the 

questions were answered to his satisfaction. (Please see Attachment Three.) 

After extended analysis, the City Planning Department concluded that the development, 

as conditioned, conforms to the LCP, referencing a number of LCP policies it considered 

relevant, including Policies 6-4, 10-7, 10-8 and 10-9. Planning Department staff 

recommended the permit be granted, subject to a number of conditions, including Condition 

No. 2, which addressed the City's concern for full-scale CEQA review of any future District 

projects aimed at actually increasing water supply: 

This Coastal Development Permit authorizes only the replacement of a 
portion of a water transmission pipeline as described herein. It does not 
authorize any development which would expand or enlarge the applicant's 
sources of water supply or create a new source of water supply. Before 
conducting any development which would enlarge or expand its sources of 
water supply or create any new sources of water supply, the applicant shall 
secure a Coastal Development Permit for such development, and, if 
requested to do so by the agency issuing such Coastal Development Permit, 
shall prepare an Environmental Impact Report on such development. 

The Planning Commission adopted Resolution P-03-99, granting the permit and 

imposing several conditions, including Condition No.2. 

8 690956.1 
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The City Council, on a split vote (2 to 2 with 1 abstention) took no action, thus 

allowing the Planning Commission's decision issuing the permit to become final. 2 

Appellant's challenge to the permit appears to consist of three elements: 

• first, a simple recitation of a large number of sections extracted from the Coastal 

Act and the City LCP, coupled with the assertion that every CDP issued by a local 

government must be accompanied by a recital that all LCP provisions whether or 

not they are remotely applicable to the specific project - are complied with; 

• second, the contradictory suggestion that the City should have ignored its certified 

LCP and denied the permit based on the possibility of revisions to the LCP at some 

undetermined future date; and 

• third, the claim that the City may issue no future CDPs because of traffic on 

Highway One and Highway 92. 

None of these have merit nor do they raise substantial issues as to the project's 

compliance with the LCP. 

First, the basic issue is whether a permitted development is consistent with a certified 

LCP. Resolution P-03-99 finds "the development, as modified by conditions, conforms to the 

2 The District agrees with the City Attorney's legal analysis of the effect of a tie vote under the 
City ordinance. However, we must point out that if, as appellant suggests, the Council's 
failure to act did not allow the permit to become final, then the City has violated the Permit 
Streamlining Act (Government Code Section 65950 et seq.) by taking no action on the permit 
application for six months and the permit has been issued without any conditions . 

9 690956.1 



Local Coastal Program." This is clear, simple and sufficient. There is nothing in the Coastal • Act that requires local governments to include formulaic recitals that list every policy in an 

LCP, even if it has no bearing on a specific development application, before issuing a CDP. 

In addition to the categorical finding quoted above, the Planning Department and Planning 

Commission considered the relevant LCP policies in depth and found that the project, with the 

conditions imposed, conformed to the LCP. It is appellant's task to show that some other 

policy, not expressly addressed, prohibits the development. With one exception, discussed 

below, appellant has not attempted to do so. Instead, she merely paraphrases a lengthy list of 

policies without attempting to demonstrate either (1) how they apply to the specific project at 

hand, or (2) how they have been violated. The findings made by the Planning Commission are 

sufficient and are supported by substantial evidence. 

Second, the Coastal Act is clear that the certified LCP is the governing document. • 
Appellant is entitled to be dissatisfied with the existing LCP. The City Council has indeed 

begun a process of reevaluating its LCP, looking to different scenarios for build out. When, 

and if, this process culminates in amendments to the City's LCP, which are approved by the 

Commission, the Water District will of course incorporate them into its own planning. If 

changes in the amount and/or composition of City buildout reduce the projected demand for 

water which the District must furnish, the District will plan accordingly. 3 

3 The District has recently engaged Peter Banning, former San Mateo County LAFCO 
Executive Officer, to review the alternative scenarios under consideration by the City's 
consultant, in order to understand the significance of possible changes to other water 
infrastructure project now in early planning stages. Interestingly, Mr. Banning's preliminary 
analysis suggests that none of the alternatives has a substantial effect on the amount of water 
needed at Buildout. This is because (1) the Water District serves the County as well as the 
City, (2) a substantial amount of demand is already in place so that changes in future levels of • 
(continued ... ) 
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But, unless and until that occurs, the District, the City and the appellant must follow 

the rules on the books. If it were otherwise, and applicants and local governments could 

ignore certified LCP requirements because they "might" be revised, the Commission's task 

would become impossible. Wisely, the Coastal Act precludes those applying for permission to 

develop, and those opposed, from basing decisions on imagined futures. 4 

Finally, the only LCP policy which appellant specifically mentions is misapplied. 

Policy 10-3 provides: 

The City shall limit development or expansion of public works facilities to a 
capacity which does not exceed that needed to serve build-out of the Land 
Use Plan, and require the phased development of public works facilities in 
accordance with phased development policies in Section 9 and probable 
capacity of other public works and services. 

The City found that the replacement pipeline did not exceed the capacity needed to 

serve buildout. Because of the number of other segments of the El Granada Pipeline itself 

which remain to be permitted and built, it is certainly phased in such a way as to allow the 

District to easily respond (if needed) to reductions in City Buildout levels accomplished 

through an amendment to its LCP. Appellant insists nonetheless that the concluding phrase 

"and the probable capacity of other public works and services" precludes the City from 

approving the CDP application because of existing levels of traffic on Highways One and 92. 

( ... continued) 
development are at the margins, and (3) commercial/industrial development, which is 
proposed to be substituted for residential units in the "low growth" scenario, have relatively 
similar demands for water. 

4 So does the Half Moon Bay LCP itself. In Section 10.4.1, page 193, it states: "The CCWD 
is the only provider of public water services in the City of Half Moon Bay. It must make 
determinations regarding expansion of water supply capabilities consistent with the County and 
City LCPs." 
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In effect, the argument is that because peak hour traffic is congested, no public works project 

may move ahead. This interpretation is incorrect for several reasons. 

First, it is not consistent with previous decisions by the City and this Commission, 

specifically the approval of a major expansion of the regional sewage treatment plant to a 

capacity sufficient for ultimate buildout. 

Second, it is not consistent with the text of the LCP accompanying and elucidating the 

policies. (Please see Attachment Four.) 

Third, it would require that the City deny all applications for CDPs and impose a 

moratorium on all development until road improvements effect an improvement in service 

levels on Highways One and 92. But the City has no interest in bringing all development (and 

most particularly priority development) to a complete stop. 

Fourth, it is based on incomplete data which is misleadingly presented. Appellant 

attaches a few pages extracted from a 1997 Alternatives Report prepared by the City/County 

Association of Governments in San Mateo County. This report is identified in its Preface as a 

"draft" and as "the first phase in the development of the Countywide Transportation Plan." 

The document is focused on the 101 Corridor and primarily the impacts of the BART 

extension to SFO, Caltrain and major freeway improvements. It does not address east/west 

public transit issues such as increased bus service, nor does it consider transportation system 

management (TSM) options such as employer-sponsored commute vans or ridesharing. And 

the only improvements to Highway 92 west of Interstate 280 and east of the Half Moon Bay 

city limits which are assumed are those already under way. 
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Nevertheless, even given those constraints, the scenario submitted by appellant shows 

an improvement in traffic flow within Half Moon Bay city limits due to improvements on 

Highways One and 92 within Half Moon Bay. And other scenarios which appellant did not 

furnish with her appeal show improvements on Highway 92 east of the city limits as well. 

The point here is not that traffic levels are not a source of frustration to those who 

commute on Highway 92. Rather, the point is that there is no basis for appellant to select one 

particular scenario out of one draft document prepared for other purposes and claim that it 

represents the "probable future capacity" of a roadway which was given only peripheral 

attention in that report. The future capacity of the expanded sewer plant is already known and 

is well in excess of water supply, even assuming that the El Granada Pipeline is enlarged to 16 

inches for its entire length. The probable future capacity of roads within Half Moon Bay is 

shown to be substantially expanded and improved by the very material appellant has submitted 

and other material from the Alternatives Report which she omitted shows a considerably less 

crowded future on the highways outside city limits as well. 

Finally, the replacement of the El Granada Pipeline is phased, just as Policy 10-3 

envisions Completing it will require other CDPs from both the City and the County for other 

segments. And even then, its hydraulic capacity will remain limited by the "upstream" 

pipelines and the Water Treatment Plant. The City can use the phasing of development built 

into its current LCP (3% per year maximum growth) to control new construction of traffic 

generating buildings, which is what the LCP contemplates. LCP, pp .194-195 . 
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C. The appeal raises no substantial issue of compliance with the Coastal Act's 
access policies. 

The 2,200 feet of pipeline to be replaced lie in the Highway One frontage road to the 

west of the highway. At the northern end, for about 200 feet, the frontage road is considered 

the nearest public road parallel to the sea. The Planning Commission found that the project 

poses no obstacle to public access any more than does the existing pipeline, for the simple 

reason that both are located underground, beneath the public right of way. 

Appellant presents no evidence that the project is somehow inconsistent with the Act's 

policies. It is self-evident that it does conform to those policies, as the City found, and there 

is really nothing more that needs to be said. 

CONCLUSION 

Coastside County Water District requests that Carol Cupp's appeal be dismissed. 

Date: April 20, 1999 

14 

Respectfully submitted, 

Ray E. McD~vitt, Attorney for 
Coastside County Water District 
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Planning Commission Resolution P· 03 -99 
PDP-44-98 Coastal Development Permit 

WHEREAS, an application was sutimitted requesting approval of a Coastal 
Development Pennit; and 

WHEREAS, the project is described as replacement of 2,200 lineal feet of an 
existing 10 inch welded steel water line with a 16 inch ductile iron water line, to 
be constructed on the east side of the Frontage Road from the south side of 
Sewer Plant Road to approximately 200 feet north of Wave Avenue. This first 
phase of the El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project has been named the 
Casa del Mar Pipeline Replacement Project. (See "Casa del Mar Pipeline 
Replacement Project, Narrative in Support of a Coastal Development 
Application," CCWO July 24, 1998); and 

WHEREAS, an Initial Study and proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration for this 
project was submitted to the California State Clearinghouse On March 8, 1998, 
and the Coastside County Water District prepared a revised Initial Study in 
response to the comments received during the. review period; and 

WHEREAS, the project that is described herein is a 2,200 lineal foot portion of 
the approximately 3.5 mile Casa del Mar pipeline replacement project that was 
studied in the Revised Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration 
referenced herein; and 

WHEREAS, at its June 9, 1998 meeting the CCWD Board heard public testimony 
and certified the mitigated negative declaration as complete, correct and 
adequate and prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality 
act and· applicable State and County Guidelines and represents the independent 
judgement of the Coastside County Water District, and 

WHEREAS, The City of Half Moon Bay, as responsible agency, has used the 
environmental analysis of the Coastside County Water District, the lead agency, 
as required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15367; and 

WHEREAS, On the basis of the Initial Study, comments thereto, and testimony 
presented and considered at the public hearing, that there is no substantial 
evidence that the project with the incorporated mitigation measures thereto 
contained within the Mitigated Negative Declaration, will have a significant effect 
on the environment; and 

WHEREAS, the procedures for processing the application have been followed as 
required by law; and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed hearing on the 
matter on January 28, 1999, at which meeting all those in attendance were given 
an opportunity to be heard on the matter; and 

ATTACHMENT ONE 



-· 

·. 

WHEREAS, the Planning· Commission considered aJI written and oral testimony 
presented for their consideration; and 

WHEREAS,. the Planning Commission· has found and determined that 

1. The development, as modified by conditions, conforms to the Local Coastal 
Program. 

2. The development is eansisterit with (not subject to} the annual population 
limitation system established in the Land Use Plan and the Zoning Ordinance. 

3. The development is infrastructure, consistent with the use limitations and 
property development standards of the applieable Zoning Districts as well as 
the other requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 

4. Evidence has been submitted that the proposed development will be provided 
with adequate services and infrastrucbJre in a manner that is consistent with 
the Local Coastal Program. . . 

5. This project is located between the sea and the first public road; it confonns 
to the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the 
California Coastal Act 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that, based upon the above 
Findings and the Conditions of Approval of Exhibit A, the Planning Commission 
approves the amendment to prior approvals. 

PASSt.;:D AND ADOPTED by the Half Moon Bay Planning Commission at a 
meeting held on January 28, 1999 by the following vote: 

Cqm,missi~ners King, Fe~reira, Taylor, Sullivan and 
AYES, Chajrman Hansen 

NOES, Conmissienel"s Ben.iamin and Heinz 

ABSENT ________________________________________ _ 

ABSTAIN,----------------------------------

APPROVED: 

s/Robert Hansen 
Robert Hansen. Planning Commission Chairman 

Planning Commission Resolution. January 28, 1999 page 2 . 
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1. 

EXHIBIT A 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

PDP-44·98 
January 28, 1999 

Development shan be in substantial conformance with the approved site 
plan except for any changes that may be required by these conditions of . 
approval. Any changes to the approved plan shalf be submitted to the · 
Planning Director for review and approvaL In the event that the Planning 
Director determines that any of these proposed changes warrant further 
Planning Commission review and approval, the applicant shall submit the 
revised plans for consideration at a public' hearing before the Planning 
Commission. 

2. This Coastal Development Permit authorizes only the replacement of a 
portion of a water ~nsmission pipeline as described herein. It does not 
authorize any development which would expand or enlarge the applicant's 
sources of water supply or create a new source of water supply. Before 

· conducting any development which would enlarge or expand its sources of 
water supply or create any new sources of water supply, the applicant 
shall secure a Coastal Development Permit for such development. and , if 
requested to do so by the agency issuing such Coastal Development 
Permit, shall prepare an Environmental Impact Report on such 
development. 

3. This Coastal Development Permit PDP-44-98 shall expire one year from 
the day that the City Council appeal period ends, unless construction of 

· the project has commenced. 

4. During construction, the applicant shall minimize the transport and 
discharge of stormwater from the project site by instituting construction 
site practices that include but are not limited to the following best 
.management practices: 

• Use silt fence barrier, straw bale barrier, sand bags, brush or rock filter, 
filter fabric stormwater inlet filtration devices, or other appropriate 
measures as necessary to minimize the quantity of sediment laden 
runoff from the site and into the storm drain system. 

• Stabilize any areas that have been stripped of vegetation and maintain 
erosion control measures bet:v.leen October 15 and April 15. 

• Ensure that erosion control by revegetation is performed just prior to 
the rainy season unless on-site irrigation is provided. Select seed to 
minimize fertilizer and water use. Limit watering to the amount and 
frequency which can be absorbed on site . 

Planning Commission Resolution, January 28., 1999 page 3 



• Avoid stockpiling of soils or materials when rain is forecast. Cover with 
a waterpn,Jof tarp during periods of rainy weather to control runoff. 

• Avoid cleaning, fueling, c;>r maintaining vehicles on site, except in an 
area designated to contain and treat runoff. 

5. Pursuant to Chapter 14.40 of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code, the 
hours of operation shall be limited to 7:00a.m. to 6:00p.m. Monday 
through Friday, 8:00a.m. to 6:00p.m. Saturday, and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 
p.m. Sundays and Holidays. 

6. Any public utilities requiring relocation as a result of the construction 
performed under this permit shall be relocated at the applicant or owners 
expense. 

7. The applicant shall demonstrate the issuance of a Caltrans Encroachment 
permit prior to the commencement of the project. 

8. If historic or archaeological resources are uncovered during grading 
activities, all work shall stop and the applicant shall retain a qualified 
archaeologist At the applicanfs expense, the qualified archaeologist will 
perform an archaeological reconnaissance and develop mitigation 
measures to protect archaeological resources. 

9. The applicant shall monitor surface conditions above the abandoned 10-
inch pipeline on the west side of the frontage road. Should slumping or 
surface deformations form, the CCWD is responsible for repair of the 
areas involved. 

10. The applicant shall prepare and implement a detailed dust control plan 
during all phases of construction. At a minimum, the dust control plan shall 
require the following measures of all contractOrs: 

• Water or cover stockpiles of soil, sand or other materials that can be 
blown by the wind. 

• Minimize drop heights when loading vehicles with excavated materials. 

• Sweep adjacent streets of all mud and debris from the project area, 
since this material can be pulverized and later re-suspended by vehicle 
traffic. 

• Limit the speed of all construction vehicles on unpaved surfaces to 5 
miles per hour while on site. 

• Cover or wet all materials transported on or from the site that have 
exposed soil surfaces with an appropriate dust suppressant or cover 
them or re-seed them as quickly as practicable. 

Planning Commission Resolution. January 28., 1999 page 4 
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11. 

• Suspend earthmoving or other dust-producing activities during periods 
of high winds whenever dust control measures are unable to prevent 
visible dust plumes. 

Prior to excavation, the applicant shall perform lead testing per Caltrans 
standards and shall take all appropriate steps to minimize all of the 
associated health and safety hazards . 

Planning Commission Resolution, January 28, 1999 page 5 

TnTC>I 0 ~'7 



• 

• 

• 



• • 
-~ .\ 

• -• 

Coastside County Water District 

ENGINEERING MASTER PLAN 
EL GRANADA TRANSMISSION PIPELINE REPLACEMENT PROJECT 

June 1997 

Introduction 

In 1987 the Coastside County Water District began detailed engineering planning of a 
major water supply expansion project which was named the Crystal Springs Project 
because the source of water supply for the expansion was Crystal Springs Reservoir. 
The principal components of the Crystal Springs Project were identified in a report 
entitled Conceptual Design Report, Crystal Springs Water Supply Project & 
Infrastructure Pipelines, July 1987. by James S. Teter. Consulting Engineer. That 
report identified the Crystal Springs Pump Station, the Crystal Springs Pipeline, and the 
Nunes Water Treatment Plant Expansion as the facilities required for the transmission 
and treatment of Crystal Springs water. It also identified a series of infrastructure 
transmission pipeline projects required to accommodate the supply system expansion: 

·1n addition, H will be necessary to increase the capacity of the CCWO's transmission 
pipeline system to accommodate the additional demand created by the new customers 
provided water service by the Crystal Springs Project (the hydraulic equivalent of 3,550 
residential size service connections). Based. on an analysis of the applications received 
from persons desiring water service from the Project capacity, a preliminary 
infrastructure pipeline system has been developed as shown on figures SA and 58. 
Following receipt of the signed contracts by applicants for water service, the 
infrastructure program will be reanalyzed. However, the necessity of constructing all of 
the currently proposed Infrastructure pipeline projects is not expected to change - only, 
perhaps, the timing of their construction. The.location and magnitude for Phase I growth 
as defined by the LCP's prepared by the County of San Mateo and City of Half Moon 
Bay is reasonably well defined under current plans or those agencies, and all of the 
proposed infrastructure pipeline projects will be r:equired to provide adequate water 
service for Crystal Springs Project applicants purchasing water service connections In 
those areas proposed for Phase I growth. • 

The cbnstruction of the Crystal Springs Pump Station, Crystal Springs Pipeline, and 
Nunes Water Treatment Plant Expansion have since been completed, and the District 
is now focusing its attention on constructing the remaining portions of the overall 
Crystal Springs Project, the infrastructure pipeline projects. This report continues the 
engineering planning for the infrastructure pipeline project discussed in the Crystal 
Springs Project Conceptual Design Report as follows: 

-s. El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project 
The El Granada Pipeline begins at the terminus of the Carter Hill Pipeline, and extends 
northward to El Granada. It is the sole transmission pipeline between Half Moon Bay 
and El Granada. It is operated bi..(iirectionally depending on the source of supply. 
Water from the Denniston source is transmitted southward, and water from San 
Francisco Water Department sources ls transmitted northward. Gravity now through this 
pipeline is controlled by the water level of storage tanks at 3 sites: Carter Hill tanks, 
Miramar tank, and El Granada Tank No. 1. Because of the relatively small difference in 

1 

ATTACHMENT TWO 



elevation between the Carter Hill tanks and the Miramar tank, it is necessary to locate a 
pump station between these locations to direct flow either northerty or southerty. The El 
Granada Pipeline is 18,600 linear feet long, and it is proposed to replace the existing 10.. 
Inch pipeline wit!! 16-inch pipeline because of the insufficient capacity of the existing 
pipeline. The existing Frenchmans Creek Booster Pump Station will be replaced by a 
new pump station at a nearby, but currently undetennined location. Because of the 
annual limitation on building pennits In the County portion of the CCWD setvice area, 
the entire El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project need not be constructed initially. 
Initial replacement (Section 1) will include sections of pipeline from El Granada Tank No. 
1 to Santiago Ave. and from Frenchmans Creek Subdivision to Seahaven Subdivision; 
also, the first stage of the El Granada Booster Pump Station. Deferred construction will 
include the remainder of the pipeline replacement and the second stage of the booster 
pump station. • 

It has now been 10 year since that description of the El Granada Pipeline Replacement 
Project was prepared. The primary purpose of this master plan report is to update the 
preliminary engineering work performed 10 years ago, including an updated final 
recommendation regarding size and alignment for the proposed replacement 
transmission pipeline. This report is also intended to serve as the project description 
document to be utilized in the preparation of the subsequent documentation required 
for compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act and for preparation of the 
required Coastal Development Permit applications. 

Existing El Granada Transmission Pipeline 

The water service area of the existing El Granada Transmission Pipeline is shown on 
attached Figure 1: Project Area Map. The existing pipeline to be replaced was 
constructed in 1950, and consists of 1 0 inch diameter welded steel pipe. During recent 
years there have been numerous leaks in certain portions of the overall pipeline, 
particularly in the Casa Del Mar subdivision area. Repair of new pipeline leaks 
becomes increasingly difficult because of the number of repair clamps and plugs 
already installed on the old pipeline; some repairs require removing existing repair 
clamps and installing new, longer ones. The areas of the pipeline where the ·majority of 
the leaks occur should be replaced in the near future, both because of wastage of 
water and because of the cost of labor and materials for the repair work. In addition, 
the existing pipeline is at or near its maximum transmission capacity during peak 
demand periods which occur during hot weather, and a new larger transmission 
pipeline is required to accommodate the increased water usage which is occurring 
within the pipeline service area. 

The alignment of the existing El Granada Transmission Pipeline is shown on Figure 2. 
The pipeline begins 400 feet south of the intersection of Main Street and Lewis Foster 
Drive in Half Moon Bay (near Ocean Shore Hardware), extends northward within the 
right of way of State Highway No. 1 to Miramar, continues through Miramar on The 
Crossways, crosses to El Granada through an undeveloped area to Santiago Avenue, 
and continues through El Granada on Columbus Street to the pipeline termination point 
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at the intersection of Columbus Street and San Clemente Road. The total length of the .~ 
pipeline is approximately 19,000 feet (3.5 miles). A booster pump station was 
constructed on the pipeline in 1972 at Frenchmans Creek (see Figure 2B) to increase f 
the flow capability of the pipeline. This pump station has a capability of pumping 250 
gpm (gallons per minute) southward and 350 gpm northward. 

The El Granada Transmission Pipeline functions in various operating modes depending ( 
on the water supply quantity available from the District's various supply sources: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Normal Operation. During ~he majority of the year, the water supply available 
from the Denniston Project {located northeasterly of Clipper Ridge) is sufficient 
to meet the requirements of Clipper Ridge, Princeton, El Granada and the 
Granada Highlands. Under this condition, the flow in the northem portion· of the 
El Granada Transmission Pipeline is from north to south (conveying Denniston 
water to the southem El Granada area) and the flow in the southem portion of 
the pipeline is from south to north (conveying water from the Carter Hill storage 
tanks in Half Moon Bay to the northem Half Moon Bay area and Miramar). 
Sometimes operation of the Frenchmans Creek Booster Pump Station is 
required to convey water from the Carter Hill storage tanks to the Miramar 
storage tank which provides service to the Miramar area. 

Winter Surplus Denniston Project Water Operation. During some winter periods. 
the available supply of Denniston Project water exceeds the usage requirements . 
of the Clipper Ridge, Princeton, El Granada, and the Granada Highlands areas. 
Under this condition the portion of the El Granada Transmission Pipeline in 
which flow occurs from north to south extends southward to Miramar and 
sometimes beyond. During these periods the Frenchmans Creek Booster Pump 
Station is operated to convey Denniston Project water southward towards Half 
Moon Bay at rates of flow varying from 50 to 250 gpm. 

Drought Period Operation. During droughts, the supply of Denniston Project 
water is greatly reduced and is sometimes insufficient to meet even the total 
requirements of Clipper Ridge, Princeton, El Granada and the Granada 
Highlands. During these periods the Frenchmans Creek Booster Pump Station 
is operated to convey water from the Carter Hill storage tanks in Half Moon Bay 
northward through the El Granada Transmission Pipeline to provide water 
service to the El Granada area and fill Granada Tank No. 1 which provides water 
service to the Granada Highlands area. 

Denniston Project Not O~erable. If the Denniston Project is inoperable because 
of water quality problems, equipment malfunctions, power failure, etc., all of the 
water requirements of the northern service area must be met using water from 
the Carter Hill storage tanks in Half Moon Bay. During these periods flow in the 
Et Granada Transmission Pipeline is totally northward, and the Frenchmans - · 
Creek Pump Station is used to maximize this flow to 350 gpm. This 350 gpm is 
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insufficient to meet the water requirements of the northern service area, and the 
District is currently proposing to increase the pumping capability of the 
Frenchmans Creek Pump Station for northward flow to 700 gpm. 

Water usage during mid-1996 for each of the geographical areas within the potential 
water service areas of the existing pipeline (see Figure 1) as recorded in the water , 
meter books is listed below. The District records residential water usage and 
commercial water usage in different water meter books. The residential water usage 
tabulated below is contained in separate water meter books identified by the 
geographical areas as described. Commercial water usage for all of the area north of 
Highway No. 92 is contained in one water meter book. 

Table 1: Project Area Water Usage During Mid-1996 

Geographical Area 
Grand Blvd. 
Terrace Ave. 
Casa Del Mar/Kehoe 
Grand View Blvd. 
Frenchmans Creek 
Naples Beach 
Miramar 
El Granada 
Granada Highlands 
Princeton 
Clipper Ridge 
Residential Subtotal 
Commercial 
Project Area Total 

Ave. Daily Water Usage 
12.1 gpm 
44.2 
58.5 
35.1 
42.1 
31.7 
30.6 

138.2 
41.3 
41.2 
47.3 
522.3-gpm 
237.9 
760.2 gpm 

* Estimated at 150% of average day usage during mid-1996. 

Peak Day Water Usage* 
18.2 gpm 
66.3 
87.8 
52.6 
63.1 
47.6 
45.9 

207.3 
61.9 
61.8 
71.0 

783.5gpm 
359.8 

1,143.3 gpm 

The geographical areas listed above which are provided water service by the El 
Granada Transmission Pipeline include areas within the City of Half Moon Bay and 
areas within the County of San Mateo. Using the data from the table above, the 
proportion within each governmental planning area is as follows: 

Governmental Planning Area 
City of Half Moon Bay 
County of San Mateo 
Project Area Total 

Ave. Day Water Usage 
192.0 gpm 
330.3 
522.3 gpm 

Percent of Total 
37% 
63 

100% 

For engineering planning purposes, it may be assumed that the proportions of 
commercial water usage within the City of Half Moon Bay and the County of San Mateo 
governmental planning areas are approximately the same as those for residential water 
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usage: 37% City and 63% County. Within the City of Half Moon Bay area, the entire 
Strawflower Shopping Center receives its water from the El Granada Transmission 
Pipeline. Within the County of San Mateo area, major commercial users include 
Nurserymans Exchange (Miramar area) and Pillar Point Harbor (Princeton area). While 
it would be possible to determine the exact current commercial usage within each 
governmental planning area by tabulating eaph page. of the commercial water meter 
book. this effort would not be of any practical value since the purpose of this " 
engineering master plan is to size the proposed replacement El Granada Transmission 
Pipeline for future water usage, not current water usage. No data is available 
regarding projected commercial water usage for the project area. 

Planning Criteria for Sizing of the Replacement El Granada Transmission Pipeline 

The project area is within the Coastal Zone, and public works projects classified as 
developments such as the proposed pipeline project require a Coastal Development 
Permit (COP). For a COP to be issued, the development must comply with the policies 
of the Local Coastal Program (LCP) and those ordinances adopted to implement the 
LCP. The proposed El Granada Transmission Replacement Project is located partially 
within the County of San Mateo LCP area and partially within the City of Half Moon Bay 
LCP area, and therefore the criteria for sizing of the proposed pipeline must conform to 
each of the LCP documents. Each LCP contains requirements for 2 levels of 
population growth: the Phase I level and the Buildout level. Since the Phase I level will 
be reached in the near future, the District's criteria for the proposed replacement 
pipeline is to size it for conformance with the LCP Buildout population water usage 
level. 

County of San Mateo Criteria: 
Criteria for sizing the portion of the El Granada Transmission Pipeline Replacement 
Project pipeline within the San Mateo County portion of the project area is contained in 
the document entitled Local Coastal Program Policies, August 1992, Environmental 
Services Agency, Planning and Building Division, San Mateo County. Table 2.10: 
Estimate of Water Consumption Demand from Buildout of Land Use Plan Coastside 
County Water District Within County Jurisdiction estimates this future average day 
water usage at 1.31 to 1.66 mgd (million gallons per day) including both residential and 
commercial water usage. A copy of Table 2.10 is attached as Appendix A Peak day 
water usage is estimated at 180°,(, of average day water usage (2.36 to 2.99 mgd). 

City of Half Moon Bay Criteria: 
CriteriC:t for sizing the portion of the El Granada Transmission Pipeline Replacement 
Project within the City of Half Moon Bay portion of the project area is contained in the 
document entitled City of Half Moon Bay, Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, 
Amended 1993. While this document does not discuss water usage as such, it does 
discuss proposed future development in the project area. Chapter 9 of the Land Use 
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Plan discusses the general topic of "Development", and contains the policies and 
conditions for development at Buildout of the Local Coastal Program. Table 9.1 
entitled •categories of Undeveloped Lands in Half Moon Bay" provides the maximum 
potential for new residential units under the Land Use Plan. A copy of Table 9.1 is 
attached as Appendix B. Table 2 below lists the maximum potential for new residential 
units within the pipeline project service area and provides an updated CCWD estimate 
of current maximum residential unit potential. The updated estimate reduces the 
maximum number of units shown in the LUP because of subsequent changes in the 
LUP and for units constructed since preparation of the LUP in 1993. As summarized , 
in the Table, CCWD estimates that the maximum number of future residential units that 
could be constructed within the Buildout provisions of the LCP is 1,836 units. 

Table 2 
Maximum Potential for New Residential Units Within Pipeline Project Area 

Geographical Area Maximum Units Current Estimated 
Under LUP Maximum Units 

Category 1: 
Miramar 75 75 
City of Naples 71 71 
Grandview Terrace 66 66 
Newport Terrace 25 25 
Casa del Mar 40 0 
Frenchmans Creek 5 0 
Seahaven 0 0 

Category 2: 
Surf Beach 100 100 
Venice Beach 60 60 
Highland Park 95 5 

Category 3: 
Lands between Casa del Mar and 15 15 

Venice Beach 
Lands between Grandview Terrace and 150 150 

Newport Terrace 
Guerrero Ave. site between Miramar 46 4 

and City of Naples 
Lands east of Frenchmans Creek 50 50 

Subdivision 
Dykstra Ranch 228 215 
Land north of greenhouses with driving 80 80 

range, Nurseryman's Exchange 
(Hester-Miguel) 

Category 4: 0 0 
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Category 5: 
Land between Frenchmans Creek 50 50 

and Young Ave. 
Land beteen Frenchmans Creek 60 60 

and Venice Beach 
Land beteen Casa del Mar and 0 0 

Pilarcitos Creek 
Podesta property west of High School 110 110 
Lands surrounding Sea Haven 650 650 

Categorv6: 
Hester-Miguel 50 50 

Total Residential Units 2,026 1,836. 

This estimated maximum number of future residential units may be converted into a 
number of persons by use of the factor of 2.61 persons per household contained in 
Table 1.1 of the City LUP. Using this conversion factor, the maximum number of future 
residents is estimated at 4,782 persons. The City LUP contains no criteria for per 
capita water usage. For purposes of calculating water usage by future City residents, 
this master plan report uses the same criteria as used by the County of San Mateo in 
calculating the estimated water usage for the County area of the proposed pipeline 
project: average day usage is estimated at 93 to 134 gallons per day per capita and 
peak day usage is estimated at180% of average day usage. Using this criteria, 
average day water usage by the future City residents of the project area is calculated 
at 0.44 to 0.64 mgd (million gallons per day) and peak day usage at 0. 79 to 1.15 mgd. 

Project Water Usage Summary: 
Both County of San Mateo and City of Half Moon Bay criteria for estimating water 
usage at LCP Buildout for the geographical area of the proposed El Granada Pipeline 
Replacement Project have been discussed above. The County LCP criteria includes 
both existing and proposed water usage. The City of Half Moon Bay LCP criteria 
includes only future water usage; current water usage has been tabulated earlier in the 
master plan report Using this information, the estimated water usage within the 
service area of the proposed project at LCP Buildout is summarized as follows: 

Table 3 
Estimated Water Usage in MGD Within Pipeline Service Area at Buildout 

. Geographical Area 
County of San Mateo 
City of Half Moon Bay: 

Current Usage 
Future Usage 

Total Water Usage at Buildout 

Average Day Usage 
1.31-1.66 mgd 

0.28 
0.44-0.64 
2.03-2.58 mgd 
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Peak pay U§age 
2.36-2.99 mgd 

0.52 
0.79-1.15 
3.67-4.66 mgd 
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The water usage shown in the table above is that required for water service for the 
geographical water service area of the El Granada Replacement Transmission Pipeline 
for the maximum Buildout growth projections contained in both the County of San 
Mateo and City of Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Programs. 

Engineering Criteria for Sizing of the Replacement El Granada Transmission 
Pipeline 

The planning criteria for sizing of the replacement El Granada transmission pipeline 
provides sizing data for the maximum size pipeline permitted under the LCP's for the 
project area, but this maximum size is not necessarily the recommended size under 
other criteria. Engineering considerations related to the recommended size pipeline to 
be constructed are as follow: 
• Service Area and Water Service Capability. A prior section of this report describes 

the various operating modes of the El Granada Transmission Pipeline depending on 
the water supply quantity available from the District's various supply sources. One 
of the operating modes is the •oenniston Project Not Operable• mode, during which 
the El Granada Transmission Pipeline must provide water service to the entire 
northem service area. There are a number of reasons that the Denniston Project 
could be inoperable including a water quality problem, treatment plant equipment - ~·'!#' 
malfunction, loss of electrical power. broken transmission pipeline, and damage 
following an earthquake. Clearly the proposed pipeline must have sufficient 
capacity to provide water service to meet this operating scenario. However, this 

·operating mode is expected to occur infrequently, and therefore the service to be 
provided could be classified as emergency rather than normal. Emergency service 
would be described as a sufficient water supply to meet average day usage 
requirements and fire protection requirements, but not necessarily peak day usage 
requirements. 

• Electrical Energy vs. Pipeline Diameter. The existing El Granada transmission 
pipeline includes a booster pump station (Frenchmans Creek Booster Pump 
Station) which functions during the various operating modes to convey water either 
northward or southward. The replacement pipeline can be sized sufficiently that no 
pumping is required (to meet the maximum estimated peak day demands for the 
Buildout LCP growth projections) or it can be sized somewhat smaller which may 
require pumping to meet future peak day demands. 

• Transmission Pipeline Redundancy. Good waterworks engineering design practice 
recommends construction of more than one pipeline in order to provide system 
redundancy and emergency service capability. The construction of a single piperine 
to meet the total future service requirements of the El Granada transmission 
pipeline would not be in conformance with good engineering practice. 
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• Construction Cost. While the proposed replacement pipeline could be sized to 
meet the entire water service requirements for the maximum growth permitted by the 
area LCP,s this would result in the requirement for current customers and water 
service connection applicants to pay the full cost of a transmission pipeline system 
which will also serve future customers. Also, the maximum growth permitted under 
the Buildout ~stimates of the LCP's may never occur or new land use plans could be 
prepared which would permit a lesser amount of future development. A 
replacement pipeline sized to meet the maximum currently projected growth as 
allowed for at Buildout of the LCP's may be larger than will be required in the future. 

The recommended engineering criteria for pipeline sizing are as follow: 

• Service Area and Service Capability. The replacement pipeline should be sized 
with sufficient capacity to provide service to the entire northern service area as · 
required for the ·oenniston Project Not Operable• operating mode. The minimum 
service level would be to provide the water required for average day requirements 
(and fire protection) at some future growth level not greater than that permitted by. 
the LCP's. 

• Electrical Energy vs. Pipeline Diameter. Since peak demand periods occur only for 
a few days each year, it is not necessary to size the proposed pipeline to meet 
future peak day demands solely by gravity flow. Use of the existing Frenchmans 
Creek Booster Pump Station or a replacement booster pump station to meet future 
estimated peak day demands is acceptable in that the resulting total electrical 
energy usage will be low. Use of a booster pump station to meet average daily 
demands is not recommended because of the resulting high energy usage and 
because of the inability to provide adequate water service if the pump station is 
inoperable. · 

• Transmission Pipeline Redundancy. Currently the El Granada Transmission 
Pipeline is the sole transmission pipeline conveying water between Half Moon Bay 
and El Granada, and this condition will remain following construction of the 
replacement pipeline. However, good engineering practice requires the 
construction of parallel pipelines as growth occurs. It is recommended that a 
parallel 12 inch diameter transmission pipeline be constructed easterly of the 
proposed El Granada transmission pipeline. The beginning of this project would be 
to provide a 12 inch pipeline to serve the proposed Dykstra Ranch development 
from the Carter Hill West transmission pipeline. Similarly, a 10 inch diameter 
transmission pipeline should be constructed westerly of the proposed El Granada 
transmission pipeline (Note: this 10 inch pipeline exists through existing 
developments, but it is currently incomplete and therefore serves as a distribution 
system pipeline but not as a transmission system pipeline). 
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• Construction Cost. It is not recommended that the replacement pipeline be sized to 
meet the entire water service area peak day demands for the maximum growth 
permitted by the area LCP's in order to minimize construction cost to currently 
known water supply requirements. A smaller diameter pipeline is recommended 
with sufficient capacity to meet at a minimum current peak day requirements 

·together with some future growth capability. If future demands occur which exceed 
the transmission capacity of the replacement pipeline, they can be met by 
construction of a larger booster pump station or preferably parallel transmission 
pipelines which are constructed within new developments and are paid for by the 
developers. 

Recommended Sizing and Alignment of El Granada Replacement Transmission 
Pipeline 

Prior sections of this master plan report have discussed the various operating modes of 
the existing and proposed El Granada transmission pipeline, planning criteria which 
describe maximum permitted growth under existing land use plans, and engineering 
criteria for sizing of the proposed replacement pipeline. There is no obviously "correct'" 
size for the replacement pipeline since the major issue is future growth within the 
pipeline project service area and the exact amount of future development that will occur 
or the exact locations where the growth will occur cannot be determined at this time. 
Therefore, the decision on selecting the size of the replacement pipeline is dependent 
on evaluation of the following known information: (1) existing water requirements of the 
pipeline project service area, (2) projected water requirements for the maximum 
Buildout development permitted by the LCP's, (3) nominal diameters in which water 
pipeline is manufactured, (4) project cost considerations, and (5) knowledge that future 
additional transmission capacity can be provided by increased booster pump station . 
capacity and/or parallel transmission pipelines. 

The proposed replacement El Granada transmission pipeline must function in the same 
four operating modes as the existing transmission pipeline as described earlier in this 
report. For pipeline sizing purposes, the most critical operating mode is the "Denniston 
Project Not Operable Mode" under which the pipeline must serve the water 
requirements of the entire northern service zone as shown in Figure 2 . 

It would be technically feasible to develop a computer program (hydraulic network 
analysis) for sizing of the proposed replacement pipeline. However, this program 
would require currently unavailable definitive data on amount and location· of future 
water usage, and therefore the usefulness of the results produced by the computer 
analysis would be somewhat limited. Also, preparation of a computer hydraulic 
network analysis would be time consuming and expensive. 
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Instead, it was decided to utilize a simplified hand calculation method as the approach 
to sizing of the replacement pipeline. Basically, this approach consisted of reducing 
the number of water usage locations into fewer ones in order to make hand calculations 
practical. It was decided to apportion the total water usage for the proposed pipeline 
into 3 primary service distribution points: Half Moon Bay, Miramar and El Granada, and 
then to evaluate propos~Q pipeline sizes for 4 wat~r.us~ge conditions (1).existing . , 
average day usage, (2) existing peak day usage, (3) future Buildout average day 
usage, and (4) future Buildout peak day usage. The detailed methodology used for the 
calculations is included as Appendix C: Calculations for Sizing of Replacement 
Pipeline. The first set of calculations was performed for a 16 inch diameter pipeline, 
the size that was proposed for construction in the Concept Design Report for the 
Crystal Springs Project. The 15 inch pipeline was determined to have a transmission 
capacity equal to future average day water requirements at Buildout but insufficient 
capacity to meet future peak day water requirements at Buildout. Peak day usage is 
estimated at 180% of average day usage. Therefore the proposed 16 inch pipeline has 
55% of the required capacity to meet future Buildout peak day requirements. An 
evaluation of a 16 inch pipeline with the project criteria follows: 
• Planning Criteria. The maximum capacity of a 16 inch diameter is only 55% of the 

capacity allowed at LCP Buildout development level. Therefore it is in conformance 
with the planning criteria. 

• Engineering Criteria. The 15 inch diameter pipeline conforms to all of the 
recommended engineering criteria (1) the capacity is sufficient for the average and 
peak day water requirements of existing customers and the average day 
requirements of future development at Buildout growth which is sufficient for 
emergency service, (2} construction of a new booster pump station will not be 
required initially, if ever, (3) transmission pipeline redundancy can be constructed in 
the future as part of future development projects without providing more capacity 
than allowed by the LCP's, and {4) the construction cost is the minimum project 
required by current customers and water service applicants. 

Since a 15 inch diameter meets all of the project design criteria, it is selected as the 
size for construction. 

As shown on Figure 2, the recommended alignment for the replacement pipeline is the 
same as for the existing pipeline except for 2 small changes at crossing locations of 
State Highway Route 1 as shown on Figures 2A and 20. Locating the new pipeline 
along the same alignment as the existing pipeline is important from a cost standpoint in 
that it facilitates the reconnection of all of the existing water distribution pipelines and 
the total abandonment of the old, leaky pipeline. Selection of a new alignment would 
result in the requirement for additional construction of distribution system pipelines for 
connection to the new transmission pipeline or the continued use of portions of the 
existing transmission pipeline to serve as a connector between the new transmission 
pipeline and the existing distribution system pipelines. 

The existing pipeline crosses under existing creeks in some locations. The new 
transmission pipeline will cross over all creeks both for the purpose of not causing 
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environmental damage to the stream channel and to facilitate pipeline leak detection 
and repair . 

It will probably be necessary to construct the proposed 16 inch El Granada 
Transmission Replacement Project in sections because of lack of available 

. construction financing to construct the entire project a one time. The section identified 
for earliest construction is the replacement of the existing pipeline between Grand View 
Avenue and Wave Avenue in Half Moon Bay, a distance of approximately 2,000 feet. 
This section has been determined to have the highest priority for replacement because 
of the frequent number of pipeline leaks in the existing pipeline. No other pipeline 
sections are identified for early replacement because of leakage, but the entire pipeline 
replacement project should be completed at the earliest practicable date to provide 
additional transmission capacity to meet peak demand periods and to maximize usage 
of water from the Denniston Project during winter periods when streamflow is available. 

Summary and Recommendations 

1. The overall Crystal Springs Water Supply Project includes the replacement of 
certain existing water transmission pipelines, termed infrastructure pipeline 
replacement projects, which have been identified to have insufficient capacity for 
the additional water service connections provided by the project. One of these 
identified infrastructure pipeline projects is the El Granada Transmission 
Pipeline Replacement Project which proposes the replacement of approximately 
3.5 miles of existing 1 0 inch diameter pipe. 

2. The El Granada Transmission Pipeline, which begins in central Half Moon Bay 
and ends in El Granada provides water service to the entire north one-half of the 
District's service area. The flow direction within the pipeline varies, depending 
upon the available water supply from the Denniston Project which is located 
northeasterly from the northem end of the pipeline. There are 4 operating 
modes for the pipeline under which water flows from south to north, north to 
south, or partially north to south and partially south to north. There is an existing 
booster pump station (located at Frenchmans Creek) which has bi-directional 
flow capability. 

3. The maximum capacity of the proposed replacement pipeline is limited by the 
water usage requirements of the pipeline service area at the Buildout 
development level as described in the Local Coastal Programs prepared by the 
County of San Mateo and the City of Half Moon Bay. This water usage at LCP 
Buildout has been determined to be an average day usage of 2.03 to 2.58 
million gallons per day and a peak day usage of 3.67 to 4.66 million gallons per 
day. 
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4. The engineering criteria for sizing of the proposed pipeline recommends that it 
be sized with less capacity than permitted at Buildout of the local Coastal 
Programs in order that in the future parallel tr~nsmission pipelines can be 
constructed in order to provide water service redundancy capability. 

5. The recommended size of the replacement pipeline is 16 inch diameter which 
provides a capacity of 55% of the maximum permitted at Buildout of the local 
Coastal Programs. This size pipeline provides compliance with all of the 
recommended project engineering criteria: 

6. 

7. 

A. 

B. 

c. 

0. 

Capacity. The proposed 16 inch diameter pipeline will provide sufficient 
capacity for existing average day and peak day water usage 
requirements. The proposed 16 inch diameter pipeline will provide 
sufficient capacity for average day water usage requirements at Buildout 
of the lCP's, but not peak day water requirements at Buildout. The 
capacity provided is sufficient for emergency service at LCP Buildout. 
Electrical Energy. The proposed 16 inch diameter pipeline will eliminate 
the need for use of the existing Frenchmans Creek Booster Pump Station 
once the entire pipeline project is completed, and therefore reduce use of 
electrical energy (Note: at some time in the future a new, larger booster 
pump station may be required if construction of parallel transmission 
pipelines is not accomplished as described below). 
Transmission Pipeline Redundancy. The proposed 16 inch diameter 
pipeline has sufficient capacity for only 55% of the peak day water 
requirement at lCP BuildolJ!, thereby reserving capacity for future 
construction of parallel transmission pipelines. It is recommended that a 
parallel transmission pipeline system be constructed as part of future 
developments at cost to the developers. 
Construction Co~t. The proposed 16 inch diameter pipeline has sufficient 
capacity for the water requirements of existing customers and future 
Crystal Springs Project customers, but not all future developments at 
Buildout. This sizing keeps project costs to a minimum and results in 
financial equity in that future customers will be required to finance 
additional transmission pipeline capacity. 

It is probable that the project will need to be constructed in sections because of 
the unavailability of financing of the entire pipeline as one project. The section 
of the existing pipeline with the highest priority for construction is the 
approximate 2,000 foot section between Grand View Avenue and Wave Avenue 
in Half Moon Bay. Pipeline leaks have been occurring in this section of pipeline 
frequently in recent years. 

Replacement of the entire existing pipeline is recommended as early as is 
practicable because (1) existing water usage during peak day periods is at or 
close to the capacity of the existing pipeline, and (2) additional available 
streamflow from the Denniston Project could be transmitted southward to Half 
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Moon Bay, and (3) the number of leaks in the existing pipeline will increase as 
the pipeline becomes older . 
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. TABLE 2 .10· 

ESTIMATE OF WATER CONSUMPTION DEMAND FROM BUILDOUT10F LAND USE PLAN 
COASTSIDE COUNTY. WATER DISTR~CT·WITHIN. COUNTY-JURISDICTION 
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TABLE 2.10 (continued) 

ESTIMATE OF WATER CONSUMPTION DEMAND FROM BUILDOUT OF LAND USE PLAN 
. COASTSIDE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT WITHIN COUNTY JURISDICTION 

Land Use 

PUBLIC RECREATION2 

Parks and Beaches 

ELORICULTURAL' 

Developed 

Expansion · 

TOTAL 

Number Number Water Generation 
Of Acres1 ·Of People Factor 

Water 
Generation ( 

(GPO) 

318:1 11.5 gal/day{capita 3,700 

230,000 

(60,000) 

(170,000) 

1, 306. 1 oo-1, 658 ;soo-

NOTES: I 

1. Commercial and industrial acreages based on planimeter measurements of the~ 
LCP Land Use ·Plan. These figures, as revised in 1991, do not include roads. : 

2. Water generation factors for commercial, industrial and public recreation 
uses derived from estimates of sewage generation in the Sewer section of this 
component and the estimates of the relation between sewage generation and 
water consumption by Williams, Kuebelbeck and Associates, Inc., in the Pillar 
Point Harbor·Project Environmental Impact Report. A ISS system loss is 
included. 

3. Based on an estimate of average daily visitors to Fitzgerald Marine Reserve 
at buildout. 

4. Floricultural water usage is estimated as follows: 

Develooed 

Expans1oQ 

(.2 mgd) 
60,000 gpd 

·140,000 gpd 

50,000 gpd 

120,000 gpd 

CCWD actual 1978 floricultural usage. 
CCWD County areas (30S of actual). 
Half Moon Bay (70S of actual). 

Water usage by existing Pilarc1tos Valley flori
culturalists now relying on creek and well 
water. 

100% expansion of existing floricultural use a.t ... 
buildout. 

2.30 
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Table 9.1 
City of Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program and Land Use Plan 



TABLE 9.1 

CATEGORIES OF UNDEVELOPED LANDS IN HALF MOON BAY 

CATEGORY 1: Existing Neighborhoods 

'· 

1. Miramar 
2. City of Naples 
3. Grandview Terrace 
4. Newport Terrace 
5. Cas a del Mar 
6. Ocean Shore Terrace 
7. Pilarcitos Park 
8. Community Core/Spanish

town' (Arleta Park East) 
9. Arleta Park(& Miramontes 

Terrace South of Kelly)· 
10. Ocean Colony 
11. Canada cove 

Mobile Home Park 
12. Frenchman's Creek 
13. Sea Haven 

Category 1 Subtotal: 

CATEGORY 2: 

Existing 
Units 

117 
51 
84 
52 

241 
95 

275 

318 

597· 
189 
288 

177 
166 

2,650 

Undeveloped ••Paper" Subdivisi·ons 

1. Surf Beach 
2. Venice Beach 
3. Miramontes Terrace 

(North of Kelly) 
4. Highland Park 
5. Wavecrest 
6. Redondo View 
7. Redondo 
8. Bernardo Station 
9. Ola Vista 
10. M&nhattan 
11. Lipton-by-the-sea 

Category Z Subtotal: 

2 
6 

6 
0 
0 
0 
0 

19 
1 
1 
0 

35 

Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Units Under 
Exist.Zoniifg 

75 
68 
31 
20 
45 
32 

235 

300 

482 
861 

69 

5 
0 

2,223(1) 

91 
85 

66 
66 
*(2) 
*(2) 
*(2) 

121 
*(2) 
*(2) 
*(2) 

429 

Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Units Under 

LUP 

75(5) 
71(5) 
66 
25 
40 
76 

213 

272 

349-414 
861 
71 

5(5) 
0 

2,124-2,189 

100(5) 
60 

0-15 
95 

*(2) 
*(2) 
*(2) 

70(2) 
*(2) 
*(2) 
*(2) 

325-340 

• ell 

• • 
• 
I 
I 
I 

-: 
I 
I 

• 

I 

I 

I 



• 

• 
• • • • • • • 

• • • • • 
' • 

TABLE 9.1 

CATEGORY 3: Unsubdivided Lands, Either Contiguous with Existing 
Development or Generally Surrounded by Development, 
Without Significant Resource Value 

Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Existing Units Under 
Units Exist.Zoning 

1. Lands between Casa del 
Mar and Venice Beach 

2. Landa between Grandview 
Terrace and Newport Terrace 

3. Land zoned R-3 near 
High School 

4. Guerrero Avenue site 
between M1ramar and City of 
Naples (including lots on 
Alameda) 

5. Land east of Frenchman's 
Creek Subdivision 

6. Dykstra Ranch 
7. Carter Hill 
8. Land north of greenhouses 

with driving range 
Nurseryman's Exchange 
(lower Hes~er-Miguel) 

Category 3 Subtotal: 

0 

0 

l 

0 

0 
0 
2 

0 

3 

65 

175 

80 

46 

14 
227 

47 

100-300 

754-954 

Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Units Under 

LUP 

15 

150 

20 

46(5) 

50{5) 
228 

50 

80(5) 

639 

CATEGORY 4: Unsubdivided Lands Not Contiguous With Existing 
Development and Having Agricultural, Coastal 
Recreation, or Habitat Value 

l. Unsubdivided other 
lands between Seymour 
and.south ~ity Limits 

Category 4 Subtotal: 

. . 

2 

2 
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1,597-1,697 

1,597-1,697 

1,000 

1,000 



TABLE 9.1 

CATEGORY 5: Unsubdivided Lands Contiguous With 
Development and.Having Agricultural, 
Recreation, ... or Habitat Value 

Existing 
Coastal 

Maximum Maximum 
Potential Potential 

New New 
Existing Units Under Units Under 
Units Exist.Zoning LUP 

1. Land between Frenchman's 0 100-120 50(5) 
Creek and Young Avenue· 

2. Land.petween Frenchmans 5 40-50 60 
Creek and Venice·Beach 

3. Land between Casa del Mar 
and Pilarcitos Creek 5 310-390 0 

4. Land between Kelly. and 
Pilarcitos Creek 15 600-900 42 

5 Andreotti Property on 
Main Street l 225-270 130 

6 Podesta property 
west of high school 0 360(3) 110 

7. Strip along Main Street and 
Hwy 1 south of Colonel Way 
South Main Street/Cassinel1i 0 200(3) 35 

8. Lands surrounding Sea Haven 4 360(3) 650 

Category 5 Subtotal: 30 2,195-2,650 1,077 

.. 
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TABLE 9.1 

CATEGORY 6: Unsubdivided Lands Not Contiguous With Existing 
Development and Having Agricultural, Coastal 
Recreation, Habitat, and Scenic Value 

Maximum Maximum 
Potential Potential 

New New 
Existing Units Under Units Under 
Units Exist.Zoning LUP 

l. Hester-Miguel lands 0 600-700 50( 5) . 
2. Cabral Property 0 85 *(2) 
3 • Southeastern annexation 

acro$s.from Canada Cove 0 0 0 
4 . Land east of Arroyo Leon 6 100(3) 50 

Category 6 Subtotal: 6 785-885 100 

TOTAL, ALL CATEGORlES: 2,726(4} 7,983-8,838 5,265-5,345 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

TABLE 9.1 
FOOTNOTES 

Count assumes that consolidations occur so as to maximize 
buildable sites. Actual total could be 200-400 units lower • 

Collectively accumulated in Category 4. 

Units permitted under former General Plan where existing 
zoning is agricultural. 

1980 Feder~l.Census • 

Denotes units in El Granada Sewer District. (Total 532 units.) 

. .. 
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APPENDIXC 

CALCULATIONS FOR SIZING OF REPLACEMENT PIPELINE 

Step 1: 

In order to simplify the calculations, assign all of the water usage for the project 
to 3 primary distribution points (1) Half Moon Bay, (2) Miramar, and (3) El 
Granada and northward including Granada Highlands, Clipper Ridge and 
Princeton. 

Step 2: 

Assign the existing water usage shown in Table 1 on report page 4 to its 
respective primary distribution point. Divide the commercial usage equally 
between the distribution points: 

Prima[Y Distribution Point Ave. Da~ Usage Peak Da~ Usage 
Half Moon Bay: 

Grand Blvd. 12.1 gpm 18.2 gpm 
Terrace Ave. 44.2 66.3 
Casa Del Mar/Kehoe 58.5 87.8 
Grand View Blvd. 35.1 52.6 
Frenchmans Creek 42.1 63.1 
Commercial 79.3 119.9 
Distribution Point Total 271.3 gpm 407.9 gpm 

Miramar: 
Naples Beach 31.7 47.6 
Miramar 30.6 45.9 
Commercial 79.3 119.9 
Distribution Point Total 141.6 gpm 213.4 gpm 

El Granada: 
El Granada 138.3 207.3 
Granada Highlands 41.3 61.9 
Princeton 41.2 61.8 
Clipper Ridge 47.3 71.0 
Commercial 79.3 119.9 
Distribution Point Total 347.3 gpm 521.9 gpm 

--------- ------------------- ----------
Project Area Total 760.2 gpm 1,143.2 gpm 

1 
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Step 3: ~ 

Assign the "Current Estimated Maximum Units" data shown in Table 2 on • report page 6 for the City of Half Moon Bay planning area to the 
respective primary distribution point: • City Planning Area Half Moon Bay Miramar Dist-

Distribution Pt. ribution Pt. • Miramar 0 units 75 units 
City of Naples 0 71 
Grandview Terrace 66 0 -Newport Terrace 25 0· 
Casadel Mar 0 0 
Frenchmans Creek 0 0 -Seahaven 0 0 
Surf Beach 0 100 

I Venice Beach 60 0 
Highland Park 5 0 
Lands between Casa del Mar and 15 0 -Venice Beach 
Lands between Grandview Terrace 150 0 

and Newport Terrace -Guerrero Ave. site between Miramar 0 4 
and City of Naples 

Lands east of Frenchmans Creek so 0 -Subdivision 
Dykstra Ranch 215 0 
Lands north of geenhouses with 0 80 ·-driving range, Nurseryman's Ex-

change (Hester-Miguel) 
Lands between Frenchmans Creek 0 50 J and Young Ave. 
Lands between Frenchmans Creek 60 0 

and Venice Beach I 
Lands between Casa del Mar and 0 0 

Pilarcitos Creek 
I Podesta property west of High School 110 0 

Lands surrounding Sea Haven 650 0 

Hester-Miguel _Q 50 

I 
Total Residential Units per 1.406 units 430 units 

Distribution Point 

• Total Residential Units 1,836 units 

l 
2 
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Step 4: 

For the City planning area, calculate the water usage requirements for the 
number of future residential units shown for each primary distribution 
point in Step 3: 

Step 5: 

The criteria from the City LCP for number of persons per residence 
is 2.61 persons per household. The criteria for average daily water 
usage (from the County LCP) is 93 to 134 gpd. The criteria for 
peak day water usage is 180% of average day water usage: 

Description 

No. of Residential Units 
No. of Persons 
Ave. Day Water Usage 

Peak Day Water Usage 

Half Moon Bay 
Distribution Pt. 

1,406 units 
3,670 

0.34 - 0.49 mgd 
(2 36-340 gpm) 
0.61 - 0.88 mgd 
(424- 611 gpm) 

Miramar 
Distribution Pt. 

430 units 
1,122 

0.10-0.15 mgd 
(69 -104 gpm) 

0.18-0.27 mgd 
(125 -188 gpm) 

Calculate the water usage at Buildout for the City planning area of the 
proposed pipeline project. This is accomplished by adding the existing 
water usage requirements from Step 2 to the future water requirements 
from Step4. 

Water Usage Parameter 
Existing ave. day usage, gpm 
Future ave. day usage, gpm 
Total ave. day usage@ Buildout, 

gpm 

Exist. peak day usage, gpm 
Future peak day usage, gpm 
Total peak day usage@ Buildout, 

gpm 

*Naples Beach area 

3 

Half Moon Bay 
Distribution Pt. 

271 
236-340 
507 -611 

408 
424-611 
823-1,019 

Miramar 
Distribution Pt. 

32* 
69 -104 
101 - 136 

48* 
125- 188 
173-236 



Step 6: 

For the County of San Mateo planning area, apportion the Buildout water 
usage data (from County LCP Table 10.2) between the Miramar and El 
Granada northward distribution points. Proportion the total usage 
between these two areas using the same percentages of total usage as 
currently exist as shown in the Table on page 1 of Appendix C. 

Miramar Mid-1996 residential and commercial 
ave. day usage: 30.6 gpm + 79.3 gpm 

El Granada northward residential and commercial 
ave. day usage 

Total County planning area ave. day use 

= 109.9 gpm 

= 347.3 
=457.2gpm 

Miramar percentage o~ planning area total = 24% 
El Granada northward percentage of planning area total = 76% 

From County LCP Table 10.2, the estimated total average day water 
usage at Buildout is 1.31 to 1.66 mgd. These usage amounts are then 
proportioned between the Miramar and the El Granada northward water 
distribution points using the percentages calculated above: 

Miramar Buildout ave. day usage at 24% = 0.31 - 0.40 mgd 
El Granada Northward ave. day usage at 76% = 1.00 - 1.26 
Total County ave. day usage at Buildout = 1.31 -1.66 mgd 

Miramar peak day usage at 180% of ave. day 
El Granada Northward peak day usage 
Total County peak day usage at Buildout 

4 

= 0.56-0.72 mgd 
= 1.80-2.27 
= 2.36-2.99 mgd 
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EL GRANADA WATER 

STORAGE TANK NO. 1 

CAPACITY = 0.20 MG 

y i!ASE EL. 235 

EXIST. MIRAMAR WATER STORAGE TANK 

CAPACITY = 1.0 MG 

BASE EL. 310 

I r-- EXIST. a• PIPELINE 

EXIST. CARTER HILL 

WATER STORAGE TANKS, 

CAPACITY = 2.5 MG 

BASE El. 335 

FUTURE PROPOSED ---.....J 
24. CARTER HILL I 
WEST PIPELINE f 

t+- EXIST. 1 o• PIPELINE 

~ 
I I 

I 
I 
I 

+ 
I 
I 

I 
I 
J 

PROPOSED EL GRANADA REPLACEMENT 

TRANSMISSION PIPELINE 

.._ 

' If I ' ( r ~Q: . 
SECTION 2: 7,000 LF f II( 

1 

- - _,... SECTION 3: 7,000 LF SECTION 1: 5,000 LF 

EL GRANADA/NORTHWARD 
WATER DISTRIBUTION AREA 

EXIST. AVE. DAV USAGE • 3U GPM 

EXIST. PEAK DAV USAGE • 522 GPM 

BUilDOUT AVE. DAY USAGE = 875 GPM 

BUil.DOUT PEAK DAY USAGE • 1,571 GPM 

MIRAMAR WATER 

DISTRIBUTION AREA 

EXIST. AVE. DAY USAGE = 142 GPM 

EXIST. PEAK DAY USAGE = 213 GPM 

BUR.OOUT AVE. DAY USAGE = 414 GPM 

BUILDOUT PEAK DAY USAGE • 731 GPM 

HYDRAULIC PROFILE 

HALF MOON BAY 
WATER DISTRIBUTION AREA 

EXIST. AVE. DAV USAGE:: 271 GPM 

EXIST. PEAK DAV USAGE= 408 GPM 

BUILDOUT AVE. DAY USAGE= 611 GPM 

BUILOOUT PEAK DAY USAGE a 1,019 GPM 

SCHEMATIC DIAGRAM OF PROPOSED EL GRANADA REPLACEMENT TRANSMISSION PIPELINE 

NO SC~LE 

'ft 



Step 7: 

Summarize the average day usage and peak day usage for each of the 
three distribution points (Note: to convert the data in Step 6 to gallons 
per minute, divide mgd by 1440 minutes per day to obtain gpm): 

El Granada 
HalfMoon Miramar Distribution 
Ba~ Dis- Distribution Northward 

Water Usage Parameter tribution Pt. Pt. Pt. 

Existing ave. day usage, gpm, 271 142 347 
(from Step 2) 

Existing peak day usage, gpm, 408 213 522 
(from Step 2) 

Buildout ave. day usage, gpm, 507-611 101 -136 694-875 
(from Steps 5 & 6) 215-278 

316-414 

Buildout peak day usage, gpm 823-1019 173-236 1250-1576 
mgd (from Steps 5 & 6) 389-500 

562-736 

Step 8: 

Prepare a hydraulic profile schematic diagram of the proposed pipeline 
indicating the water storage tanks and their elevations, primary water 
distribution points and flow quantities (from Step 7), and pipeline lengths. 

Step 9: 

Prepare criteria for be used for the pipeline sizing calculations. These 
criteria are as follow: 

1. The proposed 24 inch diameter Carter Hill West Pipeline is 
completed. This proposed pipeline conveys water from the Carter 
Hill water storage tanks to the beginning point of the El Granada 
transmission pipeline at the intersection of Main Street and Lewis 
Foster Drive in Half Moon Bay. 

5 
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2. Assume use of ductile iron pipeline, and a pipeline friction factor of 
C = 120. This friction factor is one normally adopted for old 
pipeline. The proposed pipeline will have a life expectancy in 
excess of 50 years, and therefore the calculations should consider 
the entire lifetime of the pipeline, not just when it is new. Also the 
calculations will be made utilizing pipeline length only without 
regard to fittings, valves and other appurtenances which create 
additional friction losses. The adoption of a relatively conservative 
friction factor such as 120 allows for the additional friction created 
by fittings, valves and other pipeline appurtenances. 

3. Assume that the proposed transmission pipeline is required to 
meet average and peak day water usage requirements but not 
peak hour usage requirements. Assume that peak hour 
requirements will be met from water storage tanks (the water lever 
in the storage tanks drops during peak hour usage periods and 
refills during low usage periods such as during the nighttime 
hours}. 

Step 10: 

Perform the detailed hydraulic calculations for the sizing of the 
replacement pipeline. For the first set of calculations assume a 16 inch 
diameter pipeline since that is the diameter shown in the Conceptual 
Design Report for the Crystal Springs Water Supply Project. 

A. 16 inch Pipeline at Existing Average Day Water Usage: 
Pipeline Section · 

Carter Hill West Pipeline 
Section 1: 5,000 LF @ 760 gpm 
Section 2: 7.000 LF@ 489 gpm 
Subtotal to Miramar 
Section 3: 7.000 LF@ 347 gpm 
Total friction loss 

Conclusions: 

Friction Loss 
= 1 ft. 
= 2.5 
= 1.4 
= 4.9ft. 
= 0.7 

1. The friction loss from the Carter Hill tanks to Miramar is less 
than the difference in elevation between the Carter Hill tanks 
and the Miramar tank. Therefore the tank will stay full and 
the proposed pipeline size is adequate to meet the flow 
criteria without use of the Frenchmans Creek pump station . 

6 



2. The friction loss from the Carter Hill tanks to El Granada 
Tank No. 1 is less than the difference in elevation between 
the tanks, and the hydraulic grade line at El Granada Tank 
No. 1 is 106 ft. ( 46psi). This hydraulic grade line represents 
the water pressure in the area of El Granada Tank No. 1. 
The 46 psi water pressure is sufficient to provide adequate 
service to the customers in the El Granada area without the 
need to operate the Frenchmans Creek pump station. 

B. 16 inch Pipeline at Existing Peak Day Water Usage: 

c. 

Pipeline Section Friction Loss 
Carter Hill West Pipeline :: 2 ft. 
Section 1: 5,000 LF@ 1,143 gpm :: 6 
Section 2: 7.000 LF@ 735 gpm :: 3.2 
Subtotal to Miramar :: 11.2 ft. 

· Section 3: 7.000 LF@ 522 gpm = 1.7 
Total friction loss = 12.9 ft. 

Conclusions: 
1. The friction loss from the Carter Hill tanks to Miramar is less 

than the difference in elevation between the Carter Hill tanks 
and the Miramar tank. Therefore the tank will stay full and 
the proposed pipeline size is adequate to meet the flow 
criteria without use of the Frenchmans Creek pump station. 

2. The friction loss from the Carter Hill tanks to El Granada 
Tank No. 1 is less than the difference in elevation between 
the tanks, and the hydraulic grade line at El Granada TaAk 
No. 1 is 87ft. (37psi}. The 37 psi is sufficient to provide· 
adequate service to the customers in the El Granada area 
without the need to operate the Frenchmans Creek pump 
station. 

16 inch Pipeline at Buildout Average Day Water Usage: 
Pipeline Section Friction Loss 

Carter Hill West Pipeline :: 5 ft. 
Section 1: 5,000 LF@ 1,900 gpm = 12.5 
Section 2: 7. 000 LF @ 1.289 gpm :: 7. 7 
Subtotal to Miramar = 25.2 ft. 
Section 3: 7.000 LF at 875 gpm = 4.2 
Total friction loss = 29.4 ft. 

Conclusions: 

7 
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D. 

1. The friction loss from the Carter Hill tanks to Miramar is 
equal to the difference in elevation between the Carter Hill 
tanks and the Miramar tank. Therefore the Miramar tank will 
stay full and the proposed pipeline size is marginally 
adequate to meet the flow criteria. 

2. The friction loss from the Carter Hill tanks to El Granada 
Tank No. 1 is less than the difference in elevation between 
the tanks, and the hydraulic grade line at El Granada Tank 
No. 1 is 71 ft. {30 psi). The 30 psi is marginally sufficient to 
provide adequate service to the customers in the El 
Granada area. 

3. At customer usage rates above average day requirements, 
the 16 inch pipeline conveyance capacity is insufficient to 
keep the Miramar tank full or provide adequate water 
service to the El Granada area. At flow rates above average 
day requirements, additional transmission capacity is 
required from either a parallel transmission pipeline system 
or a new Frenchmans Creek booster pump station. 

16 inch Pipeline at Buildout Peak Day Usage: 
Pipeline Section 

Carter Hill West Pipeline = 
Section 1: 5,000 LF @ 3,331 gpm = 
Section 2: 7.000 LF@ 2.312 gpm = 
Subtotal to Miramar = 
Section 3: 7.000 LF@ 1.596 gpm = 
Total friction loss = 

Conclusions: 

Friction Loss 
16 ft. 
35 

24.5 
75.5 ft. 
11.9 
87.4 ft. 

1. The friction loss from the Carter Hill storage tanks to 
Miramar is greater than the difference in elevation between 
the Carter Hill tanks and the Miramar tank. Therefore, the 
water level in the Miramar tank cannot be maintained {will 
drain totally). · 

2. The friction loss from the Carter Hill tanks to El Granada 
Tank No. 1 is less than the difference in elevation between 
the tanks, and the hydraulic grade line at El Granada Tank 
No. 1 is 13 ft. (6 psi). The 6 psi is insufficient to provide 
adequate service to the customers in the El Granada area. 

8 
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Step 11: 

3. At customer usage rates at Buildout peak day rate, the 16 
inch pipeline conveyance transmission capacity is 
insufficient to keep the Miramar tank full or provide 
adequate water service to the El Granada area. To meet 
this peak day usage criteria, additional transmission 
capacity is required from either a parallel transmission 
pipeline system or a new Frenchmans Creek booster pump 
station. 

In Step 1 0 hydraulic calculation were performed for a 16 inch 
diameter pipeline. This diameter was found to meet the project 
engineering criteria of providing sufficient water capacity for the 
near future and also reserving some capacity at LCP Buildout for a 
parallel pipeline transmission system for redundancy purposes. 
Since the proposed 16 inch pipeline meets projed engineering 
criteria and has a lower (and therefore acceptable) transmission 
capacity than permitted for LCP Buildout population, the 16 inch 
diameter pipeline is seleded as the size recommended for 
construction and no additional calculations for other pipeline 
diameters are required. • 

• 
9 
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CITY OF HALF MOON BAY 

August 6, 1998 

City Hall. 501 Main Street 

Half Moon Bay. CA 94019 

Coastside County Water District 
766 Main Street 
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

Subject: .Ga@~tatus of the Application for Replacement of 
Approximately 2,200 Lineal Feet of 1 0-inch Diameter Welded Steel 
Pipeline with 16-inch Diameter Ductile Iron Pipe 

Dear Mr. Rathbome: 

The Half Moon Bay Planning Department received the application referenced 
above on July 28, 1998. The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the 
additional submittals that are needed before the application can be deemed 
complete. 

Additional Submittals 

Please augment the submitted materials with answers to the following questions. 

• The peak day usage of the service area for the whole pipeline is 1,140 gpm, 
and the average day usage is 760 gpm. Do these calculations include the 
amount of reserve capacity that is needed for fire flow in hydrants that are 
directly connected to the transmission pipe within the Casa del Mar project? 
Or is all fire fighting reserve capacity handled in the reservoirs? If possible, 
please submit a breakdown of the usage in gpm for fire flow, existing 
services, and future services with current rights to connect If applicable, also 
identify future services that may be facilitated by this pipeline extension. 
Please base the calculation on the required fire flow for the Fire District in 
gallons per minute. 

• Please also provide additional discussion regarding the need for additional 
gpm capacity to provide adequate transfer capability to the northern storage 

• tanks to maintain adequate fire fighting reserves. 

ATTACHMENT THREE 



Mr. Bob Rathbome 
PDP-44-98 
August 6, 1998 
Page2 

• Is it conceivable that an increase in the pumping capacity of the Frenchmans 
Creek pump station would be needed in the future? 

• Can it be unequivocally said that this project is not growth inducing? The 
following statements from various documents suggest that the question is 
somewhat complex. The "Casa del Mar Replacement Project, Narrative in 
Support of a Coastal Development Application" document submitted with the 
COP application states that the transmission line is sized for the "entire 
northern service area" under the "Denniston Project not Operable" mode (p. 
16). In the "Revised Initial Study" the response to comments regarding growth 
that could be supported by the pipeline states that it is sized to handle up to 
55% of the build out envisioned by the County LCP and Half Moon Bay LUP 
(RC-23 ). You also stat~ that this pipeline is necessary to provide adequate 
service to existing customers as well as an unknown number of customers 
with a current right to connect (RC-13). You assert that this pipeline will not 
facilitate growth because the Crystal Springs project COP limits the number of 
possible connections. From these statements, it appears that the line is being 
sized larger than would be needed to handle existing demand, additional 

• 

permits that could be issued under the COP and fire flows. Is the relationship • 
between buildout and the number of potential customers with current right to 
connect really unknown? Please explain how to reconcile the statement in the 
Initial Study that this project wm not add to population growth with the 
engineer's assumption that the pipe should be sized to accommodate 55% of 
the potential growth envisioned in the County LCP and the City LUP. 

Additional Processing Fee Deposit 

Thank you for your cover letter to the application stating your knowledge that an 
additional deposit to be applied toward the application fee is required. The 
following breakdown is an estimate of the hours and the additional deposit (at 
$54/hour plus administration) that is required, consistent with the Half Moon Bay 
fee ordinance. 

Task 
Documentation/field work/consultation 
Public contact 
Staff Report Preparation/Public Hearings 
20% Administrative Cost 
Total Deposit Required 
Less Deoosit submitted 
Total Deposit Due 

Hours 

25 
10 

Cost 

$1,350 
540 
378 

3,618 
(205) 

$3.413 • 
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Mr. Bbb Rathbome 
PDP-44-98 
August 6, 1998 
Page3 

Upon satisfactory submittal of the requested additional information and the 
additional application fee deposit, your application will be deemed complete. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to call at 726~250. 

AJC/bas 

Cc: Finance Department 
Bill Ambrosi Smith, Planning 



August 31, 1998 

Mr. Anthony J. "Bud" Carney 
Planning Director 
City of Half Moon Bay 
501 Main Street 
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

Re: Casa Del Mar Pipeline Replacement Project, COP Application 44-98 

Dear Mr. Carney: 

Answers to the questions in your August 6 letter follow: 

Bullet No. l 

Question: 

The peak day .~.!$e of the service area for the whole pipeline is l, 140 gpm, and the average day 
usage is 760 gpm. Do these calculations include the amount of reserve capacity that is needed 
for fire flow in hydrants that are directly connected to the transmission pipe within the Casa del • 
Mar Project? 

Response: 

The referenced peak day and average day usage figures are water usage amounts as described on 
page 4 of the Engineering Master Plan, El Granada Transmission Pipeline Replacement Project 
which is included as Appendix A of the Revised Environmental Initial Study document. The 
calculations are based on actual water usage amounts show_n in the water meter books for 
residential and commercial usage during the referenced tinle period, and they do not include any 
reserve capacity for frre flow in hydrants. Representatives of the Half Moon Bay Fire Protection 
District have stated that the flow requirement of the fire hydrants directly connected to the 
transmission pipeline within the Casa del Mar subdivision is 1,000 gpm and that the frre flow 
requirement for fire hydrants located near large residences within the Casa del Mar subdivision is 
1,200 to 1,500 gpm. 

Question: 

Or is fire fighting reserve capacity handled in the reservoirs? 

Response: 

Water for fire fighting is stored in the water storage tanks. It flows from the tanks to the fire 
hydrants being used to fight the fire through the existing network of transmission and distribution 
system pipelines. For instance, for a fire within the Casa del Mar subdivision, it is probable that 
approximately 2/3 of the flow to the hydrants would be from the storage tanks located on Carter 
Hill (a south to north flow in the El Granada Pipeline) and 113 of the flow would be from the • 
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Mr. Anthony J. "Bud" Carney 
August 31, 1998 
Page 2 

storage tank located in Miramar (a north to south flow in the El Granada Pipeline). Actual flow 
amounts would depend on systei!l wage and actual water pressures within the various pipelines of 
the network at the time of the fire. 

Question: 

If possible, please submit a breakdown of the usage in gpm for fire flow, existing services, and 
future services with current rights to connect. If applicable, also identify future services that 
may be facilitated by this pipeline extension. Please base the calculation on the required fire 
flow for the Fire District in gallons per minute. 

Response: 

This question is not possible to answer with detailed numbers for !:he following reasons: 

1. The required fire flow is not one definite number because it depends on the CCWD 
facilities that are in operation at the time of the fire. For instance, with all CCWD 
facilities in operation, the required fire flow in the Casa del Mar section of the pipeline is 
1 ,500 gpm. However, when the Miramar water storage tank is taken out of service for 
maintenance reasons, the required flre flow in the Casa del Mar section of the pipeline is 
much higher, approximately 2,500 gpm. in order to provide sufficient flow to tight a fire 
in a commercial building in Miramar such as a hotel. Also, the required flow in the 
proposed replacement pipeline is dependent on what type of structures are constructed in 
the future within the pipeline service area. Large strucrures require larger flows for flre 
protection purposes than do small structures. 

2. The exact number of future service with current rights to connect in the area served by 
the El Granada Pipeline is not known, but is approximately 400. 

-:::r 
3. An identification of future services that may be facilitated by this pipeline is not possible. 

The CCWD is not a planning agency. The CCWD provides water service connections to 
applicants that have obtained prior project approval from the planning agency in the 
geographical area in which the connection is to be installed. 

However. in response to the question, estimated values of the requested information for the Casa 
del Mar section of the proposed El Granada Transmission Pipeline Replacement Project are as 
follow: 

Fire fighting flow requirement 

Existing services, peak day usage during 1996 from 
Engineering Master Plan (213 gpm + 522 gpm) 

Future services with current rights to connect: assume 
400 services with a peak day usage of 450 gpd 

Bullet No.2 

Question: 

( 180% of the average day usage of 250 gpd) 

= 1.500 gpm 

= 735 gpm 

= 125 gpm 



Mr. Anthony 1. "Bud" Carney 
August 31, 1998 
Page 3 

Please also provide additional discussion regarding the need for additional gpm capacity to 
provide adequate transfer capability to the northern storage tanks to maintain adequate fire 
fighting reserves. 

Response: 

Please refer to the second paragraph of Response lO in the Revised Environmental Initial Study 
document. The need is for the El Granada Transmission Pipeline to meet peak day flow 
requirements in order that the volume of water in the storage tanks is not drawn down below the 
amount required to be kept in reserve for fire protection purposes. There is no need for 
additional gpm capacity (over and above the ability to meet peak day usage requirements) to 
provide adequate transfer capability to the northern storage tanks to maintain adequate fire 
fighting reserves. 

Bullet No.3 

Question: 

Is it conceivable that an increase in the pumping capacity of the Frenchmans Creek pump station 
would be needed in the furore? 

Response: 

Yes, it is conceivable but not recommended. As discussed in the project Engineering Master 
Plan, the proposed 16 inch diameter El Granada Transmission Pipeline will provide 55% of the 
required capacity to meet furure Buildout peak day requirements. If the furure peak day usage 
exceeds the pipeline transmission capacity, additional capacity will need to be provided by either 
construction of a parallel pipeline or a pump station. · Th~ Engineering Master Plan recommends 
the parallel pipeline alternative -because gravity flow is preferable to pumping. 

Bullet No. 4: 

Questions: 

Can it be unequivocally said that this Project is not growth inducing? 

Response: 

Yes, for at least three reasons. First, the replacement pipeline, while larger in capacity than the 
old pipeline it replaces, still provides significantly less capacity than that which would be needed 
to meet peak day demand at Buildout. By definition, facilities whose capacity is less than 
Buildout cannot be growth inducing. 

• 

•• 

• 

Second, pipeline transmission capacity is not equivalent to additional water suppiy. Supply, • 
treatment capacity and transmission capacity are all necessary components of expanded water 
svstem capacity. 
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Third, .. Induce" means to "bring about, effect or cause". Water pipes do not induce growth. 
City and County land use plans allow tor, foster, encourage audlor limit growth. Market forces 
induce it. 

Question: 

Is the relationship between Buildout and the number of potential customers with current rights to 
connect really unknown? 

Response: 

The District estimates the nuiiJ.ber of customers with current rights to connect in the northern half 
of its service area as approximately 400. (see above). The methodology by which the District 
Engineer estimated demand at Buildout in rbis area is explained in the Engineering Master Plan. 
The location and scale of residential development at Buildout can be determined fairly 
specifically for the City. However, this is not possible for the County, whose LCP is much less 
precise. Also, the location and scale of commercial growth is very difficult to forecast with 

• confidence in either jurisdiction. 

• 

Question: 

Please explain how to reconcile the statement in the Initial Study that this project will not add to 
population growth with the Engineer's assumption that the pipe should be sized to accommodate 
55% of the potential growth envisioned in the County LCP and the City LCP. 

Response: 

The statements do not need to be "reconciled" because they are not contradictory. A larger 
diameter tra.n.smission pipeline in this area will not in itself provide additional water supply. And~ 
even with such supply the pipeline capacity is below that needed for Buildout. The Engineer 
recommended the pipeline be undersized in order to allow for a furure parallel pipeline which 
would add desirable redundancy and safety to the system without at the same time providing 
capacity which might, at that time, be viewed as excessive when measured against Buildout 
demand. 

Very truly yours, 

~~: 
Robert Rathbome 
General Manager 

REM:rmf 

cc: Blair King, City Manager 
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The number of decision-makers complicates the development of • 
unified approach to public works expansion. Each decision-maker 
has its own criteria for public works decisions and certain sources 
and availability of revenues. One purpose of the LCP is to attempt 
to establish a common framework for such decisions; however, this 
will not eliminate all uncertainty about future agency decisions or 
potential conflicts among them. 

Although the City does not have regulatory control through its 
zoning ordinance over projects of special districts or State 
agencies, Coastal Act policies, as applied through adoption and 
certification of the Local Coastal Program, will apply to such 
projects. As a result, in implementation of the Land Use Plan, the 
City (and the County) will be able to regulate the capacity, 
location, and timing of public works in order to ensure consistency 
with the LCP. 

Allocation of Public Works Capacity 

During periods when the capacity of public works is not adequate to 
serve all development allowed by the Land Use Plan, Section 30254 
of the Coastal Act requires that certain priority land uses not be 
precluded from public services by other development. These Coast~ 
Act priority land uses are: coastal-dependent land uses, essenti 
public services, basic industries, and recreation and visito 
serving facilities. 

One approach, in order to assure that all available public works 
capacity is not consumed by non-priority land uses, is to reserve a 
certain minimum capaoi ty for priority land uses. The amount of 
capac! ty reserved would vary for each public work, but the basi.c 
intent of all the reservations would be to protect some publi.c 
works capacity for these priority land uses. 

Phasing Capacity Increases 

The demand for public works over a long time-peri.od cannot be known 
with great certai.nty. The theoretical build-out potential of the 
Land Use Plan may not occur unti.l at least 2020. During this 
period, some changes in the factors influencing demand for services 
could occur, including household size, work hours, energy costs, 
and consumption patterns. The high degree of certainty regarding 
this prediction is due to the fact that the Land Use Plan only 
provides for a portion of the growth projected for the City by the 
Association of Bay Area Governments, based on regional population 
and housing proj actions. Once an adequate water supply is made 
available, it is anticipated that growth will proceed fairly 
rapidly to absorb land allocated for new development under t
Plan. Policies in Section 9 provide for both phasing growth a 
monitoring annual growth to ensure that it is in line wit 
available services. Policies in this section are intended to 
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\

assure availability 
projected. 

in accordance with estimated needs ll~\ 

While it is not desirable to construct more public works capacity 
than required, it is also not cost-effective to underestimate 
potential demand by such an amount that subsequent costly 
expansions will be needed within a short time-period. Construction 
of excessive capacity poses problems of excessive financial burden 
and pressure for growth in excess of that proposed to be 
accommodated. On the other hand, provision of inadequate capacity 
to accommodate expected needs within a reasonable time horizon 
related to the useful life of the facilities can result in 
overburdened facilities and ''stop" and "start" development 
practices resulting from unexpected service moratoria which are 
detrimental to orderly growth. Of even greater importance is 
coordinated phasing of public works capacity increases so that 
expansion of one service does not result in growth which cannot be 
accommodated by another. This is also essential in order to provide 
for reasonable, orderly growth in increments which the City and 
special service districts can monitor and handle without a burden 
on other services, such as fire and police services. The necessary 
response to this problem is coordination of facility expansions and 
management of new development on an incremental basis. 

The Plan proposes to phase both public works capacity 1ncreases and 
new development in order to maintain balance between them. Thi: 
phasing of development over time is incorporated in the policies d'!" 
Section 9, Development. The policies in this section are intended 
to support and reinforce this phased development plan. However, it 
is neither desirable nor feasible to phase or limit all early 
capacity expansions in line with a specific target period of 
growth, such as 10 years or 20 years. The appropriate amount of 
capacity to be provided depends on the relative costs and financial 
impacts associated with construction of varying levels of capacity 
in relation to future potential demand. In the case of water 
supply improvements, major projects required to increase overall 
available supply cannot be undertaken in small increments, either 
technically or cost-effectively. However, some types of water 
delivery facilities can and may appropriately be phased in order to 
minimize addi tiona! cost and possible growth-inducing pressures. 
Road improvements are susceptible to a more refined phasing 
approach, within limits. There are a variety of potential 
improvements, and moderate increases in capacity can be achieved 
prior to commitments to significant changes in highway facilities, 
pending greater certainty about needs and possibly increased 
transit patronage. Generally, sewage treatment plant capacities 
can be expanded in increments, although detailed cost analysis is 
necessary to determine the relative benefits of commitments to 
specific capacities . 

The Plan contemplates phased expansion of public works capacities. 
to meet foreseeable needs through buildout. Since the Plan proposes 
to accommodate less than the potential demand for development 
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during this period, there is virtual certainty that project~ 
development will occur at the rates indicated in Section 9, if 
adequate public works capacity is available. 1 Thus, the Plan 
proposes that the City engage in those projects under its control 
and support those under the control of others which will 
accommodate but not exceed the amount of growth proposed through 

1 ~~ildout, except where there is a documented showing of significant 
~st efficiencies. 

Boundaries of Special Districts and Assessment Districts 

The Coastal Act requires that special districts shall not be formed 
or expanded except where assessment for, and provision of, the 
service would not induce new development inconsistent with the Land 
Use Plan. At present, the Water District's boundaries include a 
substantial amount of rural land outside the City. The County LCP 
discusses the practical problems for floriculturists in reducing 
the district's boundaries and is not primarily concerned with their 
extent outside the City. Within the City, most of the land use 
will be urban. Therefore, it would not be desirable or feasible to 
exclude any area within the City from the Water District. On the 
contrary, adequate water supplies must be guaranteed to flower 
growers. Floriculturists and greenhouse operators have even 
indicated a desire to pay a standby fee to assure an adequate 
supply during droughts. They also must be charged fair rates f. 
water use. 

The City itself is the primary sewage service agency in the City. 
Detachment of areas from the City service raises issues other than 
those pertaining to sewage services. Detachment would only be 
appropriate for land which is to remain in open uses (excluding 
greenhouses), if any. In reality, as a result of Proposition 13, no 
substantial benefits for such land would result from exclusion from 
the City. Other methods can be used to assure that such lands are 
not assessed for urban services until ready for developmen~. It is 
not desirable to remove greenhouses from the jurisdiction of the 
City or from its tax base and they generally require sewage 
services when located in the City. 

An issue does exist with respect to the overlapping of the Granada 
Sanitary District and the City. It would be desirable to 
consolidate the City's position as sole sewer service agency for 
the entire City. This would require detachment of northern Half 
Moon Bay from the Granada Sanitary District and a transfer of sewer 
lines and ancillary facilities to the City. A corresponding shift 

1As indicated in Section 9, regional projections indicate a 
potential demand for 3,700 new dwelling units by 1990 and an 
additional 2,000 in the City by the year 2000. The Plan's phasi. 
proposes to accommodate 2, 500 by 1992 and an additional 2, 927 
3, 073 by the year 2000. It is anticipated that growth will not 
exceed 5,427 - 5,573 new units by 2000. 
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Water Facts 

City of Santa Barbara --Public Works Department -- Water Hotline: (805) 564-5460 
1 "unit"= one hundred cubic feet (hcf) =748 gallons 

1 acre foot= 435.6 hcf= 326,000 gallons 

Water Consumption Data By Calendar Year (potable water, except as noted) 

,----------------- ,....------- ----:------------,..-------,..----
Pre-Drought 1991 1993 1~ i 1906 l 1~ 1997 1Q36 ------ ,----- ---- ____ ,._ ... ___ ----

1 Total Polable Production 1 • 

(AF): 16,:nl' 9,443 , 9,196 10,154 10,7e6 . 11,384 ' 12.~ 12,468 13,(D) 12,362 

i-. ------·---··(;;cf): 7.1iilcoo· i 4,113,371- , 4,005. ii8 4.423.002 f4.Eiim 4.ree.a70 -s-:257~ :s~. m -5.963.364 ·s:334.887 , 

89,249 00,241 
-------· .. -- .......... ···------------- ·-·-------- :·--·------·--

Gross Per Capita 
Consumption (gaVday): 

Residential Metered 
Sales (hcf): 

{ 

163 l 94, 91 

91,047 ' 91,332 92,114 93,144 93,746 • ~.064 

106 131 . 116 . 

2,949,814'3.138,420 3,319,895 3,352,451 ;3,543,771 3,924,900 3,500,015 
~ !-. -Resid. Percapita ---- ,...........--·-

-7 . Consump. (gal/day): 120 71 74 

• 

• 
2 of3 

Average Use per 
! Dwelling Unit (hcflmth): 

-.--,.·~-~~--" 

17 

~----~·..........--·-···----- -------
Median Use per S.F. 
Residence (hcflmlh): 

; Percent Of Potable Sales 
i ByCiass: 

Singte Family 
Residential: 

, Multi-Family Residential: 

-------

;-~ndu&tiiai: ------1~ ,------27'i' 
Irrigation 

(Resid/Ag/Recr/Com): 6<JI. 6<JI. i 

43% 44% 45C!b 46% 44% . 

25% 26% i 21C!b 27'!1, ; 27C!b i 27C!b 27C!b 28C!b 
___ 2_4C!b_, 241. --23'1f.- 23'lf.! m --m; --m 
----- ,---·- -----------

7% 7% 5'16 5C!b 
' 

5% 5'16 51(, t 5%: 
------ ----~,----

Net Recycled Water 
-------- --·~--- ;-----~-----; 

Consumption (.AF): 363 353 004 fR) 647 728 856 .tl'B 

Total System 
Production, 

potable+reqded (AF): 16,:.m 9,849 i 9,S39 10,507 ! 11,370 12,079 ' 12,716 ~ 13,216 14,546 1 12,970 
,---------- .... --~·---· ...... -- -~----- .. ···----- ·-----~-- .. -----~ .. ------ _.... ____ ---- ---~----,__._ ---------- --·~ ~ .......... --~-----~--»-• 
! Total System Metered • i i , · 

Sales (hcf): 6,532,CXXJ i4,016,996 i3,826,299 4,401,EID j4,f53,C116 4,929,32:3. 4,9.c(),934 15,24>,183 5,778,Tl5 \5,194,836 

*Pre-Drought "Total Potable Production" includes an estimated 900 AFY of demand now served by the Water Reclamation 
Project. 

, . I EXHIBIT NO. 12 

APPLICATION NO. 
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DID YOt. K:\0\\ THAT ... ? \\'ATER l S.\GE FACTS 

Hm\· much water is used to supply the fol1ov:1ng activities? 

This infonnation is derived from Introductio11to Environmental Engineering and Science, Gilbert 
Masters, 1991 Prentice Hall. The book in tum derived the data from 1984 U.S. Geological Survey info. 

Penonal~ irrigation, and industrial water usage 
!liten of water .-.• -1-lo.._n_s -of...;..:;.......;._.;.· 

______________ jused 'water used / 

jtotal average home use per person j340 liters :90 gallons j ~ 
jperday l . l 
jdrlnking water per person per day !2liters '0.5 gallons ! 
rc-~:;~~g~r j;rson-per day ·-~- rn-·-·-----~ -6---·------! 
r;atering lawn (per minute) 138 '10 I 
foiiet, per flush [19 5 \ 

!taking a shower (per minute) !8 2 ! 
~g-a bath-- ------- -~-------------· 135-- ___ c ____ . . - ·35 _____ -----l 

I 
!washing machine per load j230 60) I 
I . I . .. . I 
jtotalirrigation per person perday j2.540 liters !670 gallons I 
!to produce one egg fJ 50 liters . . :40 gallons .. _ . 

1 
fon;·SI8S8-or~ik----- -------------- ~8oli!er:s·---· ~oo~ons--1 
~--~~~~------~-=~~~ 

!one pound of flour \285 175 
l,.....o_ne_po_und __ o_f_ri_ce ___ .:___ ______ f2, 120 liters .i ;.._5...;..60_gall:.:__. -ons-. .;.;....:. -= 

)one pound of grain~fed beef 13,030 liters 800 gallons 
[O~e_p_o_un~f~f-co-tton _ _,_ __ j7, 730--·----'-- !2,040) 

~------------------------- ~--------
\4,520 liters 1,190 gallons !total industrial and commercial 

!water use, per person per day 
[cooling water (industrial) per person per 
I 

I 
[3,710 liters 980 gallons 
l i 

·----~~--------;~~----~-~--~~~~~· 
!refine one-g;DO--;Qr"Sasoline from crude oil l38liters . ;10 gallons . 1 

jday 

Ito produre one Sunday newspaper . .. . .. ~06:.....· ·;...;..O_lit;.;...;er;_;c· s-'-...:.. ;280 gallons -~ 

lone pound of aluminum j3,790 .1,000 1 

lone automobile !!:,380,000 liters . i 100,000 ~~ 
! gallons) 

--------------------~------~--- -----
Return to Home Page 
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