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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 grounds 
on which the appeal has been filed. If the Commission does determine at the July meeting that a 
substantial issue exists regarding project conformance with policies of the City of HalfMoon Bay 
certified Local Coastal Program (LCP), staff recommends that the Commission hold a de novo hearing on 
the project at a subsequent meeting. Staff would prepare a separate staff report on the merits of the 
proposed project for the de novo hearing. 

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.· 

Staff suggests that a de novo hearing for the project be scheduled to coincide with any de novo 
Commission hearing that may be conducted for a related Coastside County Water District (CCWD) 
pipeline repair project, north of the city limits, for another section of the same water transmission system. 

• 

That project, briefly discussed in this staff report's Section II.D.1.b, Phasing of Public Works • 
Expansions, recently was denied by the San Mateo County Planning Commission and subsequently 
appealed to the San Mateo Board of Supervisors, and is likely to be appealed to the Commission. In 
correspondence submitted on behalf of the CCWD (pages 3-4 of Exhibit 15, Hanson Bridgett June23, 
1999letter), the applicant's legal representative, Ray McDevitt, supports consolidation of the 
Commission's review of these interrelated projects into one Commission meeting. Prior to any de novo 
consideration of either or both of these projects, staff will endeavor to meet with the CCWD engineer and 
environmental consultant as also suggested by Mr. McDevitt. 

The motion to adopt the Staff Recommendation of Substantial Issue is found on page 5. 

STAFF NOTES: 

1. Postponement from June A~nda. 

The hearing on the substantial issue question originally was scheduled for the Commission's June 7, 1999 
meeting in Santa Barbara. When the applicant requested, by letter dated May 28, 1999 (see E~hibit 14), 
"that the matter be calendared for the next hearings scheduled to heard in the San Francisco Bay Area," 
the question of substantial issue was postponed and rescheduled to the Commission's July meeting in San 
Rafael. According to the applicant, the postponement request was made "In view of the (May 26 staff) 
report's length ... , the extremely limited time within which the District would have to submit 
comments ... , and the inconvenient venue .... " Subsequently, on June 23, additional comments from the 
Coastside County Water District were received, attached as Exhibit 15. Staff's responses to these • 
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comments, are incorporated into this staff report. 

Since the May 26 staff report prepared for the June meeting, the Commission received four other letters 
not previously distributed to the Commission. These letters are attached as Exhibit 16. Two of the letters 
(Mauz and Kay, June 2) urge the Commission to find substantial issue as recommended by staff in the 
May report. Another (Coleman, May 27) urges the Commission to deny the project. The fourth letter 
(Stein, June 2) informs the Commission of the San Mateo County Planning Commission's May 26, 1999 
denial of the CCWD's coastal development permit request for the similar pipeline repair, north of the city 
limits, that is discussed above. The Water District has appealed the Planning Commission's denial action 
to the County Board of Supervisors, which has not yet scheduled the appeal for hearing. Any final County 
action on the Water District's appeal to the Board will be appealable to the Coastal Commission. 

2. 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 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 inthe 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 
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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. 

3. Filing of Appeal. 

The appellant 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 offmallocal action on March 15, 1999. 
On March 26 the Commission sent notice of the appeal to the Coastside County Water District and to the 
City of HalfMoon Bay. Pursuant to Section 30261 of the 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 exis~. 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 hearing. 
Subsequently, all of the remaining file materials were transmitted to the Commission. As discussed 
above, the appeal was subsequently postponed from the June 1999 Commission meeting, at the applicant's 
request, to the July 1999 meeting. 

4. Notification of Appeal. 

The applicant maintains, in correspondence from the District's legal representative (Hanson Bridgett 
4/20/99 and 6/23/99 letters, Exhibits 11 and 15), that the appeal should be dismissed "because the 
appellant has not complied with Commission regulations, specifically Title 14 Code of California 
Regulations Section 13111 (c)," which require an appellant to notify the applicant and the local 
government of the filing of the appefll. Section 13111(c) states: 

' 
The appellant shall notify the applicant, any persons known to be interested in the application, and 
the local government of the filing of the appeal. Notification shall be by delivering a copy of the 
completed Notice of Appeal to the domicile(s), o.ffice(s), or mailing address(es) of said parties. In 
any event, such notification shall be by such means as may reasonably advise said parties of the 
pendency of the appeal. Unwarranted failure to perform such notification may be grounds for 
dismissal of the appeal by the Commission. 

• 
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The appellant has informed staff that she was not aware of these specific requirements and therefore did 
not provide notice in the manner proscribed by Section 13111 (c). The appeal forms used by the appellant 
do not specify the need to notify others of the appeal. However, neither the applicant, the City, nor 
interested persons were left unaware of the appeal for more than a few days as Commission staff sent all 
of these parties at least one notice of the appeal within six days of receipt of the appeal. As noted above, 
the Commission staff sent a notice of the appeal to the applicant, the appellant and the City on March 26, 
1999, the very next day after the appeal was filed. In addition, the Commission staff also, on March 31, 
sent notice of the appeal and notice that a public hearing would be held on the appeal at the Commission's 
April 16 meeting to the applicant, the City, and "persons known to be interested in the application" 
(including persons listed by the appellant in her March 25 appeal to the Commission). See Exhibit 10,. 
On April 16, the Commission opened and continued the meeting. On May 26, the Commission sent notice 
to the same parties that a continued public hearing would be held at the June 7 hearing. That hearing was 
postponed at the request of the applicant. Finally, notice that a continued public hearing would be held 
during the July 15, 1999 Commission meeting was mailed by the Commission on or about June 30, 1999. 
Thus, known interested parties were provided initial or second notice of the appeal within six days of its 
March 25 filing date, and then provided additional notice on at least two other occasions. Although notice 
of the appeal and appeal hearing was provided by the Commission and not by the appellant, any 
insufficiencies in noticing by the appellant have long been remedied . 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE. 

Pursuant to Section 30603(b) ofthe 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. 

Staffrecominends a NO vote on the motion. A majority ofthe 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 conduc.t 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 
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with conditions. The project as apprqved consists of 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. 

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. 

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.1.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.1.f. ofthis report) 

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

(discussed in Section II.D.1~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 
10-7); 

(discussed in Section II.D.1.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.1.a. of this report) 
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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 ofthe ecological balance ofthe 
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 ofthe 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. of this 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 1 0-inch welded 
steel water line with a 16-inch ductile iron water line to be constructed on the east side ofthe Frontage 
Road from the south side of Sewer ~lant 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 
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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 
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 sev'eral phased sections, approximately 3Y2 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 2Y2 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. 

• 
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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 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 of the El 
Granada Pipeline are shown in Exhibit 5 (fig.l 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 



A-1-HMB-99-20 
COASTSIDE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT 
Page 10 

northeast of the Highway 1 and Highway 92 intersection, and, in the north, 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) of the 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: 

With respect to appeals to the Commission after certification of a local coastal program, that no • 
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: 

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-
~· I 

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 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." 
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LUP Public Works Policy 10-9 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 bui/dout 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 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. • 
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: 

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 build out, 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 HalfMoon 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 Districfs 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: 

TABLE I 

ESTIMATED BUILDOUT WATER USAGE IN 
EL GRANADA PIPELINE SERVICE AREA 

GEOGRAPIDCALAREA AVERAGEDAILYUSAGE PEAKDAYUSAGE2 

County of San Mateo 1.32- 1.66 mgd1 2.36 -2.99 mgd 
City of HalfMoon Bay: 
Current Usage 0.28 mgd3 0.52 mgd 

City of HalfMoon Bay: 
Future Additional Demand 0.44-0.64 mgd4 0.79- 1.15 mgd 

Total Demand at Buildout 2.03- 2.58 mgd 3.67- 4.66 mgd 
1 County of San Mateo, Local Coastal Program Policies, Table 2.1 0 . 
2 Peak day usage assumed to be 180% of average daily usage. 
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3 Derived by District Engineer from CCWD meter records. Engineering Master Plan, El 
Granada Transmission Pipeline Replacement Project, June 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 units 
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 under LUP" to be 5,265 - 5,345 units at buildout 
(the year 2020 according to the LUP), for a total buildout level of7,991- 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 S. 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 units. 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 units (1 ,836 units) 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 County of San Mateo in calculating the estimated water usage for the County 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. 

To ascertain "the optimal size and c~pacity 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. • 
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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. TheEl 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 pmnp 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 of the water usage figures that the CCWD 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 ofExhibit p, Hanson Bridgett April20, 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 
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.: 

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 of Policy 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 assunied 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 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-gallday 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 ofthe range (93 to 134 gall 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. 

In the June 23, 1999 materials submitted on behalf of the CCWD, Mr. McDevitt maintains (pages 1-2 of 
Exhibit 15), that it is inappropriate in its analysis of substantial issue for the Commission to use Santa • 
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Barbara per capita water usage figures to draw inferences about Half Moon Bay per capita water usage 
figures. The discussion in the findings above of this decade's actual water usage declines in Santa 
Barbara, however, is not meant to provide any sort of evidence that inappropriate water usage figures 
were used by the CCWD to calculate pipe diameter requirements; rather the discussion is provided to 
illustrate the simple and commonly known fact that water usage figures are quite variable and need to be 
carefully evaluated. 

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 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. TheEl 
Granada Pipeline, which is the sole transmission pipeline between HalfMoon 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 
requirements of the northern portion of the CCWD service area. As described in the engineering master 
plan: 

Under this ("normal opeFation") 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 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. 

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

In the CCWD's June 23, 1999 correspondence (Exhibit 15, page 3), Mr. McDevitt points out that such 
contingency planning is essential and that it would not be plausible to interpret the LUP as not providing 
for such contingencies. The Commission fmds that in a de novo review of the project the Commission 
would need to carefully consider the need to accommodate for contingencies. Nevertheless, a substantial 
issue is raised because the City's approval of the project did not include any discussion or findings to 
support how the assumptions made about the amount of additional capacity needed for contingency 
purposes results in a design capacity for the pipeline that is consistent with the capacity limits prescribed 
by LUP Policies 10-3 and 10-9. 

• 

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 criteiia 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 th(( 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. As a result, a substantial issue is raised as to 
whether the proposed public works facility will be limited to a capacity that does not exceed that needed 
to serve buildout of the Land Use Plan as required by LUP Policy 10-3. 

In the CCWD' s June 23, 1999 correspondence (Exhibit 15, page 3), Mr. McDevitt suggests that there is 
no reason the District would ever turn on a pump on an average day because "if it did, the water would 
spill out of any uncovered storage tank or would cause the pipeline to rupture." Mr. McDevitt does not 
explain, however, how it would ever then be possible to use pumps on peak days, as proposed, and not . • 
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experience the same problems. The fact remains, that utilizing pumps can increase the volume of water 
that can pass through a pipeline and thereby increase the capacity of a pipeline to deliver more water than 
it otherwise could. Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal raises substantial issues regarding the 
assumptions used to analyze the sizing of the waterline and its consistency with LCP Policies regarding 
usage levels assumptions. 

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 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 oflocal 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 supplypipeline 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: 
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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: 

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 of 
LCP 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 10 inch pipeline), a 16 • 
inch pipeline is demonstrably too big to satisfy Local LCP P?licy 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 Avenue to north of Wave Avenue, in 
HalfMoon 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 constmcted 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 apperuable to the Commission.) 

• 
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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, Hanson 
Bridgett 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 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' ofSRs 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
1
lssue: 

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 
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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 Genera/Plan or existing ordinances, on balance, the policies of this 
Coastal Land Use Element shall take precedence. 

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 w1.der 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 PlanJ 

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 "fmdings" that the slandards 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 ofLUP 
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 peimit for the CCWD project states (Finding No. 1) 
that the Planning Commission "has found and determined" that "The development, as modified by • 



• 

• 

• 

A-1-HMB-99-20 
COASTSIDE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT 
Page 23 

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, 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 ofthree of the appellant's contentions as 
discussed below. Therefore, the contention does not raise a substantial issue of conformance of the City's 
approval ofthe 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 ofLUP 
Policy 10-7 requirements regarding determinations of the need and timing for additional services because 
"there is no record ofthe 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, ~ewer, 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 expandfurther and 
identify prospective funding sources for such expansion. 

According to the appellant: 

In terms ofLCP 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 fundi~). g. 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. lfthe Crystal Springs 
CDP applied to the current project, it is near certain that CCWD would not be applying for a 
separate CDP now. 

Discussion 
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According to project history information in the Planning Commission's January 28, 1999 staff report for 
the project, the Half Moon 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 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 of this 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 of Exhibit 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. • 
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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 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 financing, 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 efftctive, 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 that adequate services and 
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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 groun.ds for CDP denial." 

All of the above-identified policies speak in tenns 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. ~erefore the contention does not raise a substantial issue of confonnance 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 infonnation 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 30001 0); 

• 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 • 
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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 ofthese 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 of the Coastal Act (Coastc;rl Act Sections 30210 through 30264) 
cited herein, as the guiding policies of the 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 seryices 
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EXHIBITS 

1. 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. City's 8/6/98 Additional Information Request 
7. LUP Table 9-1 
8. City Resolution No. 39-87 
9. City Final Action Notice 
10. Appeal by Carol Cupp 
11. Correspondence 

David Iverson (HalfMoon Bay Neighbors' Alliance) 
Barbara K. Mauz 
LarryM. Kay 
Ray McDevitt (Hanson Bridgett) 

12. City of Santa Barbara "Water Facts" 
13. "Water Usage Facts" 
14. Applicant's 5/28/99 Postponement Request 
15. Applicant's 6/23/99 Comments 
16. Correspondence since 5/26/99 (initial) Staff Report 

Barbara K. Mauz 
LarryM. Kay 
Eva R. Coleman 
Laura Stein 
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CITY OF HALF MOON BAY 

August 6, 1998 

City Hall. 501 Main Street 

Half Moon Bav. CA 940 l9 

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 buildout 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 Deposit 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 
Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Existing Units Under 
Units Exist.Zoning 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 

Miramar 117 75 
City of Naples 51 68 
Grandview Terrace 84 31 
Newport Terrace 52 20 
Casa del Mar 241 45 
Ocean Shore Terrace 95 32 
Pilarcitos Park 275 235 
Community Core/Spanish-

town (Arleta Park East) 318 300 
9. Arleta Park(& Miramontes 

Terrace South of Kelly) 597 482 
10. 
11. 

Ocean Colony 189 861 
Canada Cove 288 69 
Mobile Home Park 

12. Frenchman's Creek 
13. Sea Haven 

Category 1 Subtotal: 

CATEGORY 2: 

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. M~nhattan 1 
11. Lipton-by-the-Sea 0 

Category 2 Subtotal: 35 
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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 
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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~ 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 
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TABLE 9.1 

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

Existing 
Coastal 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5 

6 

7. 

8. 

Existing 
Units. 

Land between Frenchman's 0 
Creek and Young Avenue 
Land between Frenchmans 5 
Creek and Venice Beach 
Land between Casa del Mar 
and Pilarcitos Creek 5 
Land between Kelly and 
Pilarcitos Creek 15 
Andreotti Property on 
Main Street 1 
Podesta property 
west of high school 0 
Strip along Main Street and 
Hwy 1 south of Colonel Way 
South Main Street/Cassinelli 0 
Lands surrounding Sea Haven 4 

Category 5 Subtotal: 30 
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Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Units Under 
Exist. zoning 

100-120 

40-50 

310-390 

600-900 

225-270 

360(3) 

200(3) 
360(3) 

2,195-2,650 

Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Units Under 

LUP 

50(5) 

60 

0 

42 

130 

110 

35 
650 

1,077 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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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 CATEGORIES: 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 Federal Census. 

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

ATTORNEY AT LAW 

DIRECT DIAL 415 995 5010 

December 29, 1998 

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

Hnnson 
BRIOGHl 

m ~ H ~ ~ 
IJl n ij ij ~ 

~~~Htr 

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 City 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 know, 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 
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SAN FRANCJSCO·CA 9<4105-2173 LARKSPUR ·CA 94939 

TELEPHONE <415· m- 3200 TELEPHONE 415· 925·8400 

FACSIMILE. 415·5<11·9366 FACSIMILE 415·915·8409 

enr.ul: sf:mhansonbridgett.com marin@hansonbndgett.com 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 tnlly yours, 

~V\A'~ 
Ray McDevitt 

REM:eb 
Enclosure 

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

667859.1 

• 

• 

• 



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 
ore 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. 

• 
2. That upon approval of the legislative bodies of any public 

entities with jurisdiction, said Resolution of Intention may be 
adopted, and said Board of Directors tnay 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 assessments. 

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. 

* * * * * 

• 
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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 Coqnty, 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, Councilrnembers: 
Bedesem, Beer, Eriksen, Mello, Patridge 

NOES, Councilrnernbers: 
None 

ABSENT, Councilrnernbers: 
None 

ABSTAIN, Councilrnernbers: 
None 

~ 
APPROVED: 

~~ 
(SEAL) 

Brian Beer, Mayor 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Is 
a true and correct copy of the original , 
document on file In the office of the 1\ 
City ~l<j>fthe City of Half Moon~ 

1 

o ••• ,~~f /~a 1 Clty Cle,;.=42r:z: = y ... y: 

~ 
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Coastside County Water District 

P'ACI.L:ITI.BS PLAN 

CRYSTAL SPRINGS WATER SUPPLY PROJECT 
& 

lNPRAS'l'ROCTURE PI.PEL:INES 

March 1987 

List of Maps 

Facilities Plan: Crystal Springs Water 
Supply. Project 

Infrastruct~).::-e J?j.~·-:;line.;:;: Water Distri-
:· ... t~i-::>n Sy~tem, Southern Area 

Infrastructure Pipelines: Water Distri­
bution System Northern Area 

EXHIBIT A 

• 

• 

• 
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a) 

Coastside county Water District 

CRYSTAL SPRINGS WATER SUPPL~ 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. 

b) 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. 

: 



, 

OUtMt\TO .. , .... 
•• ~.000 ~ 

,• 

8l'IIOGI:POIIT DRIVt 
li'U'ti.INI ,.RO.It<;T 

EL 

.~: ... .... ... ... 

\ ' . 

I.E:GtHO 

---~ -T1lt<:1 - ..... 

---- "•(l••c- •o .. OI•Mcr,. ••o \,A•c;.(A 
- -- ....... Utt( 4• r~ t• OfAM(J~· 

.. ,... ...... t"' ........ ,, • .l..O , ....... ,. 

CCIA$T$1G( cOIIHTY WA f(lt OISTIII(;T 

WATfR DISTRJSUTION SYSTEM 
NORTHERN AREA 

HALF MOON 

" l r--.--
\- J~ \' 

. ..v· 
r-/ 

I 

BAY 

o- 1000 JOQO )000 ......... __ .....;. ___ .,.. ____ .... 

INFRASTRUCTURE PIPELINES 

.'-.../ J : ...... ------, ·' ..... 
.' · .... s. ... - ..... ,~ ~ .' 

• .. 
.... 

, . , 

·'· 

) 

) 

'· 

\ 

• 
\ 



\~' 

• .. 
~-

~ 
.I 

~ 

~'€NJ ent 0{2._\LiiNjt.J_., 
'ZSAe\JJ ~ 1,\.'6\.. 6e.A )JISbA 
l'\%u~ ~?L~~\ 
~P .Yo«:--.., • .,\.(o 11, bt'Ff\UA 

@ 
t0 ~b N~~-

• 

• 

HALF 

MOON 

BAY 

. ____ ..;,;,. _ _;_;.;-.;; _ _:::;"""": ... 

I.!Q(N!) 

--- WSTittCT •ou-.,. 
"'CIMC fOI' DIAI«T(a ANO Ua<OCa 

---"~ •• T- •• ""'"'Uta 
-·•-•·-~ .. OtAIIICT&• .t.JiiO , .. A.U...C• 

C:C.$TSIQC ~ WATER DISTRICT 

WATER DISTRI8UTION SYSTEM .ttlf!..... 
SOUTHERN AREA ~ 

1 

.. --..1 

t--·-· ·-·------ ' 

'-

\ 
.... 

\ 
\ 

I·: 
1 

I 

/ 
i 
I 

~ . .&lV('S OAt•Y "lit· • 
\i.ooo.ooo """ · 
\ 

/ "j . 
(/ 

/: 

/~ 

" . , ·~ 
~. 

'\, ' 

I 
/ 

I 

~--. 
1/ 

/"! 

\ 
\ 

i 
I 
I 

' 

., 
-;I. 

I 

~ 
I 

INFRASTRUCTURE J'IPEI..INES 



····-· -------------- ··- -----

MFIR-15-1999 10:21 CITY OF HMB. 650 726 9389 P.01/15 

- ) c:rrY OF HALF MOON BAx . . ; 
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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 ?Janning 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 . 



MAR-15-1999 10:22 CITY OF 1-1'113. 

Planning Commission Resolution P- .03 .gg 
PDP-44-98 Coastal Development Permit 

65B 726 9389 P.B3/15 

WHEREAS, an application was submitted requesting approval of a Coastal 
Development Permit; and 

WHEREAS, the project is described as replacement of 2,200 lineal feet of an 
existing 10 inch 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 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," CCWD July 24, 1998); and 

WHEREAS, an Initial Study and proposed Mitigated Negative Dedaration for this 
project w~s 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; anq 

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 Oedaration, will have a significant effect 
on the environment; and 

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

WHEru=..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 eonsidered 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, confonns to the Local Coastal 
Program. 

2. The development is eonsisteritwith (notsubjectto) 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 applicable 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 infrastructure in a manner that is consistent with 
the Local Coas~l Program. 

5. This project is located between the sea and the first 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, based upon the above 
Findings and the Conditions of Approval of Exhibit A. the Planning Commission 
approves the amendment to prior approvals. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Half Moon Bay Planning Commission at a 
meeting heJd on .January 26, 1999 by the following vote: 

CollllJissioners Ki.n9. FetTeira, Taylor, Sullivan and 
AYES. Cbajrman Hansen 

NOES, Conmissiener>s Ben.iamin and Hejnz 

ABSENT ________________________________________ _ 

ABSTAIN,------------------------

APPROVED: 

s/Robert Hansen 
Robert Hansen. Planning Commission Chairman 

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

PDP-44-98 
Jan'uary 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 detennines 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 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 expar.td 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 stonnwater 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 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 ~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 waterpr!Jof tarp during Periods of rainy weather to control runoff . 

• Avoid cleaning. fueling. 9r 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 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday 
through Friday, 8:00a.m. to 5:00p.m. Saturday. and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 
p.m. Sundays and Holldays. 

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 applicant's 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 defonnations form, the CCWO 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 aU 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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• 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 excavation, the applicant shall perform lead testing per Caltrans 
standards and shall take all appropriate steps to minimiZe all of the 
associated heaJth and safety hazards. 

Planning Commission Resolution, January 28., 1999 page 5 
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MAR-15-1999 10:23 CITY OF HMB. 

MEMORANDUM 

March 12, 1999 

TO: 

FROM: 

Honorable Mayor and Council 

Blair King 
City Manager 

650 ?26 9389 P.08/15 

City of Half Moon Bay 

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

This is to transmit the decision of the City Attorney Vlrith 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 the County 
Coastsicle Water District 

Pursuant to the Attomey's decision, the Council has acted YJith finality, the 
Plaming Commission's decision was not overturned, and the decision is subjed 
to appeal of the Coastal Commission. 

In consultation with the City Attorney and the Planning Director, the ten YJOrking 
day appeal period to the Coastal Commission commences the first YJOrking 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 
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FROK MEYERS. NAVE, RIBACl SI LVE: ~ LSON (TUE) 3. 9' 99 11:0. ll: 00/NO. 4860102433 P 2 

TO: 

PROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 

CITY OP HAI.F MOON BAY 
INT.E.R-OmCE MEMOBANDUM 

Mayor and Councilmcmbas . 

John Truxaw, City Attamcy 

Effect ofne Council Vote on Coutal Development Pamit Appeal 

Mu:c:b 9, 1999 

Q.uation Presented 

What il the c:ffett of a two-two tie vote of the Half Moon Bay~ Council 
whm deciding an appeal &om a coastal clc:vclopm.cnt permit granted by the aty of 
Half Moon Bay Planning Commission (the Commission)? 

Bdcf.Answcr 

• 

Under the COlDIROn law, the effect of t.he Coundl•s tie vote is that no action • 
was takm. Under the applicable provi.sions of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code 
and Rlcvant cue law. the rcsuh. js that the Colnll11ssi.on•s pe!anlt approval is af6nned. 

Discussion 

a. . Common Law Jlule 

The gmenl rule is that de votc:s among membc:ls of an administratiVe agency 
xesult In no action (a.i '~'· flertluls41JMdt ( 1996) 48 Cal App. 4th 1152, 117 6). All 
a result. the Council's tic vote on appeal from the Commission•s pennit approval 
rr.:sulted in no Council action on the matter. 

b. StatUtory~ 

Court"s rely upon applicable statutca or OJ:dinma:s to determine the dl'cct of 
the appcllat.e bod.y's failure to act em a ch:allenged acdon. The applicable code 
proviaion in Hc:rmoaa Beach provided. that on appeals from planning commission 
decisions the dty council •'shall order that the conditional usc: permit be gran~ 
denied, or modified. •• Following a tie vote. the Hmtuls• .&4tJI c:ourt held that the 
challenged conditional use. pamit approval was nQt affumed, i.e. the permit was 
denied. (ld. at 1175·76). The court reasoned that since the appeal proceedings were • 
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FROM MEYERS, NAVF. RIBACK. SILVEE. ·~rLSON (TUE) 3. 9' 99 11 :OL 

650 726 9389 P.10/15 

•,1: 00/NO. 4860102433 P 3 
' 
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• 

• 

TO: 
FR.OM: 
BE: 
DAn: 
PAGP.: 

Mayor and Council 
John TruxawJI Oty Attome.y 
Effect of Tie Couru:il Vote on Couta1 Development Permit Appeal 
Mardl 9, 1999 
2 

Je JJOJV. the appdlatc body" a fail~ to .aa. did not affirm the c:hallcnged approval. but 
rather cOnstituted a denial of a permit.: The applicable ordinance support.cd the 
court's holding. since it n:quired that on appeal th~ council either gran~ deny. or 
modi.(y the conditional use pe.anit itsdf r.a.tN:r than uphold or overtum th~ planning 
commission ckcision to grant the permit. 

Similarly, the COW't in.AJuien1111 J'. Pittellgrr, cited in HmttDSil &adr., concluded 
that where an ordinance dixcts that the city a:nsncil aa. on zoning variance appeals 
by gr.anting, denying. or modifying the v;u:ianc:e in M P&tWt~ proceedings, a tic vote 
n:sul.ts in no action. (A.ruien011 v. Pittlmgtr ( 1961) Cal. App. 2d 188, 19 5). As in 
HermM« BeatA, the RSUlt W3S denial of the challenged variance. (14.) The co~ in 
REA Ent.prisa v. Ctil!{tlnlill OMstal Ctmuaissitm, also dted in HtmUJSa &ada, held that 
where thcr State Coastal Conunission's vote on appeal is limited to the affilmative 
question of whether the. pcnnit should be granted, a tie vote results in permit de:nial. 
(REA.&terprius P. CJ!fomia. Coastlll c.m.wiml (1975) 52 Cal App. 3d 596. 606-
610). 

Section 18.20.075(P.)(3)(e) of the HalfMoon Bay Munidpal Code provides 
that on appeals from coastal devdopm.cnt permits, "'[a]ft.er the hearing, the appellate 
body shall affinn. modify or reverse tJae wifbulliMisilm. When a decision is modiAed 
or rcvc:rscd, the appellate body slulll st.t/11 1U sp«iJic 'IMSDJU frr 'IIUJflifia1tjD11 111' revti'Sal. • 
(italies added). Unlilce the statutes c:oDSida'ed. in HeTIIUJ$• Bet.leh, AlsilenM and ..REA 
En.tzrpri.w. the Half Moon Bay ordinance relata the Council's a.ppellate power to the 
chaUenged decision. not to the permit soUght. Purthenn~ where the origiNl.; 
decision is modified or rcvc:med. the 01¥ Coundl must state the specific reason$ for 
doing so. In this inst.a.nce, the City Council has been unable to do the things it .. is 
empowered and re.qulred to do m ovenum the appealed &om dedsion. The Council 
has not af.fir.mc~ modified or rcvc:rcd the orlginal ded.aion, and most importantly it 
has not stated any n:asons for any moc'li6c:ation or reversal. Therefore, the decision ol 
the Commission, unaffected by Cound.l action and unaffec:t:cd by reasons stated for 
its modification or reversal, stands . 

., 

97% P.li2!3 



MAR-15-1999 10:25 CITY OF HMB. 
-· T~SON FROM MEYERS. NAVE, RIBACK. SILVE. 

TO: Mayor and Council 
PI.OM: John Truxaw, Cty Attomey 

650 726 9389 P.11/15 
(TUb:) :;. ~ ~~ 11 :0~ •• 

1 l :UU/NU. 4~0UlUJ:'t'' r q 
) 

KE: 
DATE: 

Effect of Tic Council Vote on Coastal Development Pc:nmt Appeal 
Maa:h 9p 1999 

PAGE: 3 

c. Findiup 

t 

• 

The ahavc RSUlt is strongly supporud by other plO'\'iaiON of the Municipal 
Code. and other court cleciaions. Sc:ction 18.20.070 of the Half Moon Bay Municipal 
Code provides that coastal development permits may only be approved or 
condltionaUy appzovcd after the appmvfng agency has made the nec.essaa.y 1indlngs 
regarding the local coastal program, powth ~system, zoning provisions, 
adequate se!Vica and the Califomia. Coastal Act. Section 18.20.07 S F. further 
pn:wides that •[a] decision by the dty on an application for development shall not be 
deemed complete un'til: 1. The local &dsioa ern the application has been made aNi 
all ~eq_uired ftndinp have been ad.optecL ••• 2. All local rights of appeal have been 
aha.usted. .. • Section 18.20.075 L providt:s that •[a]n appellant shall be deemed to 
bave exhausted. local appeals and shall be qualificcl as an aggrieved person where the 
appeUant. has pursued his or her appeal to the local appcJlatc body or bodies as • 
required by the city' a appeal proccd.uru. • 

California Code of Civil Ptcc:ecluD! S«tion 1094.5 establishes the •tandard of 
te.Yi.ew for final admiDistzative dccisi0111 rcsultinc from hearlngs required by law. 
(CaL Code ofCiv. Proc. § 1094.S(a.)). Under Section 1094.S(b), the reviewing court 
IJ\Uit. dctamine whether the respondent had )udsdiction to conduct the proceedings:r 
whether they wae fair, and whctl= they were tainted by pn:judidal abuse of 
disaedon. Prejudid:al abuse of discretian exists if the p:oa:edings ~not as 
required ,by law. Jf the decision is not supponei by the findings. or if the &ndings are 
not supported by the evidence. In T~~p~~~~ftl~for 11. Semi& OJ.mmwri!J' •· Cmm!V 
llj Los Alafilt:s. the Callfomia Supreme Court held that review of administrative 
adjudication lDld.e:r Section 1094.5 rr.quiQs ,dctamiDing whether substantial eviden.c:c 
supports the adminisuative agencys findil\gs. and whether the findings support the 
~s decision. (Tt~p~agaA.ss«itlti~Rc.for tz Staie C'onummi9' 11. Cozm!)t tf Los AlaplG 
(1974) 11 Cal. 3d 506:. 514). Accordingly~ the court in Tt~pap. concluded tbat. 
findings are necessary to satisfy Section 1094.5. (IL at SlS). 

Because tic: votes result in no agency action. they also result in no ~of 
findinp. . Thus, in the: case of a tie Council 'VOte on a coastal devdopmmt permit 
appeal, the .findings ~under Half Moon Bay Code Section 18.20.070 and 

,}. 
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Section 30604 of the Callfomia Coasttl.At:1 have not been made by the City Council. 
l.Jnckr Tl!pllllg4 a lack of findinp in an adjudla&tOl)' proceedings fails to satisfy the 
Section 1094.5 standard of review. 1b.erefaR. a tic Council vote on a coastal j 
development permit appeal results not only in :no agency action, but also no agency 
action that would withstand judicial te\l'kw. 

However, dte .ftndings required by Half Moon Bay Code Sedion 18.20.070, 
Sedion 30604 of the Coutal.Ac.t and CCP Section 1094.5 were JNde by the 
Commission rather than the Council. Consequently. the dfe.ct of Half Moon Bay 
Code Section 18.20.075(E)(3)(e) to treat a tic vote on appeal as affinnancc of the 
Commission's original decision accords with the z:equ.ire:mcnts of Half Moon Bay 
Code Sedion 18.20.070. Section 30604 of the Coastal Act and CCP Sr:ction 1094.5 
as irlteqm:ted by the Supreme Court in Tt1p1111p.. ~ .. : 

Conc:luslon 

Because a tie vote of an administrative body su.c:b as the Coundl n:su1ts in no 
action, and Sedion 1S.20.075(E)(3}(e) of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code Jimits 
the Council's appc11ate authority over coutal development pc:nnits to a considerati?J\ 
of the CQmmission'a original decision, and since to overtum the lower decision the 
appclla.te body must. $Ute :rasons for so doing, a tie vote results in not overtuming 
the lower decision. This result is in acaml with the finding• reqUirements of Half 
Moon Bay Code Section 18.20.070, Section 30604 of the Coastal Act and. Code of 
Civil :Procedure Section 1 094.S under T,.,.,... Since the Code further states that the 
City has ac:tcd with 6nality on a pcnni.t when findings have been made and I~ 
appeals exhAusted, the City has ac:tcd with .&nality on this matter and it is subject. to 
appeal to the Coastal Commission. i.· 

Note 

Different R.esult at Coastal Commission and BCDC 

& the above discussion infers, govemmmt agencies are empowered to 
establish by statute the result of various vote outcomes. In disCUSSions with Coastal 

MAA-09-1999 11: 'if7 
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Commission staff attomey Ann Cheddar. she Jnfonned. me that votes t:alc:en by the 
Coastal Comm1saloa ale Rplatecl by poccdnn:a founcl in ntic 14 of the Califamla 
Code of Rqulatlom.. These regu1atiODa only apply to the Co.tstal Commitaion: 

113092. E&c:t of Vote Under Valiou.s CaNiilkms. 
(a) VOfCII by a COII\IDislkll\ shaD Cll11y be: em. dtc aflilmative qucsUon of whether the 
peanit should be panted; i.e •• a "yeti' '\ICIU ahall be ro pant a pauli1: ('With or without 
conclb::ioDs) and a •no• vote u. deny. 
(b) Any CDDditioa\ t.o a pezmit pRJpOMcl by a ccmunisaionu shall be voted upon oa1y by 
alh:mad.w: vote. 
(c) A majodty of membus pracat it •ea*&.cimt to cu:ry a moticm to requi&e 0&' de1ctc 
paopoaed tams, condilioN or bdiap. 
(d) Unless otbel\viJe specified at 6e time of the~? the action taken shaD be deemed 
tD.ha.w heal taka\ on the basis of tbe zusons set bth itl the stdm::omm.endation.ln 

• 

other 'WOld.. if COilSista\t with the staff ~dol\ and not othaWise JDOCISed, • 
the vote of the commiasion shall be cWmed to adopt the findings and~ 
rec:ouu.nendl!d by the Nff. 

113094.. VotingPJrxzdme. 
(a) Voting upon pe.nnit applicaticms ahaD 'be by soD calL with the cha:iJpeacm being 
poD.ed last:. 
(b) Memben maywte ~·or..._. or IU.J abscaiD. .fmm voting, but m absta:rr:ion 
shall not be deemed a~., vote. · 
(c) Any mC"Dberru.y change Ids 01' hervot.c pdor tD the Wly h.svinc been~ 
by the chaixpcaon. but DOt the~Wte.r. 

!l309S. Voting by Mc:mbe:a .A.b1e:At flom Heaz:b.\c. 
A tacaibcr. or hil o.r bet alcanate, JU.Y'vot.e on any applicatioD. pmvidedl\e or·~ hal 
fam.iliadzecl himlelf Ol' ~widt the paaradon a~ the heu:iagwhc:ze the " 
application was consldaed. aDd with pcrdDalt mataiala relating tD the appHation 
submitted to the commiaion and. has so dec::laxd pdor to the vote. In the abseace of a 
challenp raised by a:a inwested pu1¥, iDadvatent f.ailurw:: co ma.Ja: such a dedanticm. 
prior 'CO the vote sball not mv.ali.date the vote of a member, or his Ol' her altanatc. 

§13096. ComuUuion Findirtp • 
.All decisions of the c:omnUssioA J:da.tiag to permit applk:adrms shall be acx:ompuded by 
Wli.Ucn o:mcluaiON about the COI\SIItcDcy of the applli:aticm. with Pv.bli.c ~ 

P.ee 
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Code, Section 30604. and Public Resoum!s Code Sec:ticm 21000 and foUowing. and 
Bndinp of .act aNI R&SOning suppodilag1he decision. 

§ 13022. Voting- Number R.equiazcl to kltholize .Action. 
Except as othawiK Rquiml by the CaDfi:wnia Coastal .Act of 1976 or in these 
zegulations. actions of the commission ahail be by "VOte of a majorlty of commissioneD 
physically present within the meeting mom. at the time of the vote. 

Ms. Cheddar further informed me th4t the Commission alwa)'l votes by 
motions in the a.ffixxnAtlve. and the failure of a motion in the affhmative to receive 
suflidmt •aye• votes js a vote against the motion. "Dlat is, If the motion is to 

approve CDP xyz, and that motion is defeated by seven •aye• votes and nine •no" 
votes, by the above regulations that vote is tquded as a vote in opposition to the 
penni~ and it is denied. She stated that a tie vote results in a denial for the sa:me 
reason: it failed to obtain sufftdent v~ to pass and therd~ is denied. 

BCDC has an ~clearer provision for tie votes (Ms. Cheddar informs me 
that the Coasul Commission follows the following proa:dure as well. bm I have been 
unable to .6nd a provision similar to the follouving in the regulations of the Coastal 
Commission): 

(e) When the Commission has voted on a permit application in a manner that 
is not consistent witll the ERcudve Ditectois m:ommenda1ion. the Executive: 
Direc::mr shaD pn:pare cJia£t fjqdj9 bated on the: mtc:mcnu made by those 
Commissicm members who voted CUDiistmt with 1:he outcome of the \ltltc aDd 
on such other matedals as the Exrmdft Dm:ctor believes is nece.ssuy t.O support 
the Commission's decision legally or is orhawise appropriate. The Executive 
Diieaol' shaH pre:sellt pmpoacd findmgs U) the Colluuission at the meeting 
following the 'VOte on the applkation, at wlUch time the Commission shall vote 
on the propoaed findings. OnlY duM Omuniuimt ,.,.Jam wluJ 'ltltltl ~llli.rtert with 
tJre p1a'llllint tJtdsiDIIJ119 Jll1t.r Ill 'lflllwtJw tJr llllt ~ •tlDpt tla1 p10pDJt.tl fi'tlllinlf. The 
vetA: shall 'be by a majority of those paatt. and voting. [f those pzesent and 
voting do not adopt the pmposr.clfiNtings that the Executive Director has 
submitted, they em either make sucll changes as they detelmiae ue appropriate 
and adopt the findings at that meeting or dil'ect the Executive Director to 
prepuc further pmposcd findings and submit them to the Commission at the 

MM-09-1999 11: 09 
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next •c:ed.Dg. in which cue thole who 'Voted CODiiltt:Pt with the pazvaiJiDc 
cJecidoo may apin YOta-~to adopt. fu.nllerpopc*dfindiDis. nu. 
cycle shall continue v.ndl r.he Com•illion has adoptad SDdiap to mppon ita 
dcc1tion. 

In the above acapt, you 'WiU note that m.auoe.r in which BCDC gets around 
the problem of adopting findings of dmial when the denial resulta &om a tie vo~ 
Only those 'Who have 'YOtl:d. consistmt with the prevailing ded&lon may vote oa 
findings. Recall that at BCDC and the CCC, a tie vote is a vote in oppodtion to the 
recommenc:le.d motion. Those who vote to deny the proposed motion are considered 
prevailing in this instana: since by oppoaing the motion which results in a tie, they 
have c:::t.u~ed its deniaL Only those who vote against the staff recommendation will 
then vote on the findings that .return to the Board. ( .. 

Half Moon Bay 1w not adopted uplatlons similar to thole above q~ and. 
~the n:sult of a tie 'VOte in Half Moon Bay RqUircs an intapm.ation based on 
common Jaw, and the various pertinent provisions of the Municipal Code. 

.. ·1'\ 
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Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing 
This Form. 

SECTION I. AppellantCsl 

and telephone number of appellant(s): 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

3. Development's location address, assessor's pa eel.~ 
, cross st~eet, etc. =~~~-~~~~7-~---£~--~~--~~~~~~~ 

a. 

b. 

,.. ...... 

Approval; no special conditions: ______________________ ___ 

Apprpval with ,special conditions: C!J(J IDf-l.{f-1£ dcr--
~~~1: f~J- &y;a~u t/w/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: Pr- 1- HM er qtf .. ozO 
- ---~"" 

DATE FILED: 3 Jq.sf1 q EXHIBIT NO. 10 

DISTRICT: ________________ __ APPLICATION NO. 

H5: 4/88 

CUPP 

ll . 



--------- ---------------------------

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT CPage 2) 

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one): 

a. __ Planning Director/Zoning c. ~lanning Commiss~on 
~dministrator ~~OV~ ~~/' 

a 
\. 

• 
b. · v~city Council~oard of d. __ other ) 

supervisors (_flOQ .· Arttu.J. tl(~- N[J clRe.tJuvr ?r/-ao ~ 
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.) 

a. N~me and~nq address ot p~t ap~licant: 

~~l!;~t;=!~~ 
b. Names and ma-iling addresses as available of those who testified 
(either verbally or in writing) at the city{county/port hearing(s). 
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should 
receive notice of this appeal. • 

c1> (Mv--tJ.M£-~ ~u) 6-&._nta.AL-

~~~ CA q\(QLg 

(4)~$ 

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.) 

CXL ovfftcit.td rltJevucJ-:r) 

~ .~cfd:=d7f ,~tv< t4J: f!n't:au~l ?~ . 

~~ ij W tWeu.U f!ut-kt a( tt;:, &L.!W 
~ ·t:&J' MJW/a.c.~ qj 0diA_~ 1 - ~ud' ./~ 
[/J( a~ CLNi~Yt/~. ¥. ~_/ a~J. red£-0'/CZ"', , 
/1)0 /l£UU~ i::JZ~. ~ ~ ~vlded ~ ~tf'(~~ 
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 an~jor 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~/'---~-l/..__1_j..__ __ -'--__ 
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 -------------------------------
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COASTAL COMJ'.t\lSSl0N 

)-­
(··.' 

_ CaiOrcupp 
323 Poplar Street 
HalfMoon Bay, CA 94019 

Phone: (650) 726-9270 
Fax: (650) 726- ;g'-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 1128/99 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~ 

~c:::::;;;_.=;..-~~~~~-
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APPEAL OF COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT (PDP-44-98) GRANTED BY HALFMOON 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 treatment, 
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 El 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 HalfMoon Bay Planning 
Commission granted a CDP on 1/28/99 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 Connn.On 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 3/15/99. (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 Planninc 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 1/28/99 (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. 
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. . 
No Information Submitted by APPlicant on How LCP Criteria Are Met by Proposed Proiect 

There is no basis for LCP compliance because no infonnation 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: 

• 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 3(X)()4); 

• 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 CDP 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 CDP 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 2SOO homes (Local LCP 
Policy 1 0-9). 

Effect of CDP Denial 

Only good will come from the Commission's denial of CCWD's El Granada Transmission Pipeline CDP. The 
LCP will be enforced, public confidence in coastal protection will be restored, and CCWD 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 plann..:d, 
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 
developmen'(ocal officials don't seem willing or able to. 

eM.~ 
• 
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·~·· 3/29/99 • To: Bill Van Seckwn, Coastal Commission Staff (+ts-fD+·S4DO) 

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 some information referred to in my 
appeal letter ot 3/24 was missing from the package. 

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

' :i' 

APPEALOFCOASTALDEVELOPMENT PERMIT (PDP-44-98) GRANTED BY HALF MOO~ BAY 
PLANNING C0Mt-.1ISSION FOR PHASE 1 OF EL GRANADA TRANSMISSION PIPELINE EXPANSION. 
(FOLLOWING NO ACTION BY THE HALFMOON BAY CITY COUNCIL ON A DE NOVO APPEAL) 

.k 

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

• 

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

COASTAL COMMISSION CERTIFIED LCP 

HMB 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, 11 Cons is tent with the basic 
goals set forth in rcoastal 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 Actl 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, especiaJ..ly 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." 

APR 2l 1999 • 
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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 ( fofic.y ID-Cf 

• 
re£<t.+e.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 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.) 

1998 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. 

• /98 

10/98 

12/1/98 

2/2/99 

• 
3/99 

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. 

City Council funds $54K of extra LCP work that had been necessary 
during 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 l?repare a 
Preferred Land Use Alternative by 4/30/99. Direct1on 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. 
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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 COP 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 COP. If the Crystal Springs COP applied to the current 
project, it is near certain that CCWD would not be applying for a 
separate COP now. 

• 



SUMMARY OF RECENT COUNTYWIDE TRAFFICANALYSIS 

tt The June, 1997 Countywide Transportation Plan (CTP) Alternatives Report ($2M CCAG project) is 
3' the first ever, countywide analysis of the combined impact of land use and transportation plans. It 
\\..,{oraphically shows that under existing land use policy, SR 1 and 92 have the worst service levels 
J... ~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 
8 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 of Coastside Results of CTP] 

• 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] 

\ll • SR 1 and 92 continue to have the worst Level of Service (LOS) in the County, even with growth 
-....c Mi 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" 
l.:. N traffic based on existing land use plans); [reference is comparison of items C13, C14, C17, C19 
c.:n of Coastside Results] r/1' 

1 
rtf...(71r.."{-

• 
• 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 [7/ 10 CCAG packet - items 7 and 8 of Coastside Results]; 
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LEVEL OF' SERVICE 

A 

B 

c 

D 

E 

F 

Figure 3-1 

LEVEL OF SERVICE DEFINITIONS 
F'LOW 

COND_ITIONS 

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

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

Stable 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. 

Unstable traffic flow and rapidly 
fluctuating speeds and flow 
rates. Low maneuverability 
(Jnd low driver comfort. 

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

DELAY 

None 

None 

Minimal 

Minimal 

Significant 

Considerable 

SERVICE 
RATING 

Good 

Good 

Adequate 

Adequate 

Poor 

Poor 
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July 9, 1998 

Anthony J. Kash 
President 

CITY OF HALF MOON BAY 
City Hall, 501 Main Street 

Half Moon Bay~ CA 94019 

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

Evu: Ia s vre. 
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 7th 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 

• CCWO·EIR1 
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2 
July e, 1998 

Ray McDevitt, C~RD Attorney • 
c/o Coastside County Water Distric~ 
i6o Main st=eet 
Balf Moon Bay, CA 94019 

Subject: Request for Legal Briefing of C~RD Board on CSQA Requirements Before 
Taking Action on Mitigated Negative Declaration for El Granada 
Transmission Pipeline Expansion 

The subject Mitigated Negative Declaration is soon scheduled for consideration. 
Significant public concerns have been voiced in numerous written and public 
hearing comments on the draft Initial Study. These comments constitute a 
substantive record, based on which CSQA requires good faith consideration by C~RD. 

We feel that public comments on the subject Initial Study have not been adequately 
responded to, either 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 letter and intent of ~QA, in order to make an 

I 
infor.med decision about its ability and options to rectify the ~~rrent situation. 

Lack of information about ~QA requirements 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 ~~s matter, which 
have CDP authority and can relieve C~RD of its Lead Agency role for non-compliance 
with CEQA); ( 2) be appealed to the Coastal Commission (which has shown the will to 
reign in growth-inducing projects), and (3) trigger unnecessarJ litigation risk • 

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

infrast..~cture 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 buildout) 
is likely to be introduced soon in response to well-known, well-publicized and 
worsening local traffic, fiscal, environmental and other conditions; 
LCP-related projects for the City to reconsider its buildout target (General 
Plan revision) and the Midcoast to increase local control over its LCP 
(annexation/incorporation study or formation of Area Planning Commission) are 
underway now and will be complete long before C~RD's proposed pipeline and 
related projects (production well, Carter Bill West pipeline, and Denniston 
treatment plant a~ansions; dam and storage reservoir construction; and SFWD 
Phase 2 agreement impla~tatibn). 

!n short, there is no valid justification to expend current resources and risk 
significant enviro~~tal impact locking-in capacity based on buildout 
assumptions, that currently under,gay studies are likely to make o.bsole-ce. 

We are not saying this to make trouble or idle threats. we are stating the fact 
that s~a~e law has granted Responsible Agencies and the public the right to 
enforce CEQA. We will make ~~at happen in this case because a project which 
e~ands water-related infrastructare in an arid and sensitive Coastal Zcne, is 
clearly not a candidate for a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration. All we 
ask at this point is that the actaal require.'ltlents of CEQA be explained to the C~RD 
Board before they act too hastily and create unnecessar-J problems for evertone. 

• 

• 
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~QA Guidelines (~itle 14 of ~e California Code of Regulations; ~~apter 3; 
verbat~ a~carpts attached with ~icles numbered for reference) indicate that the 
Initial Study and revisions fail to comply with the letter and intent of the 
Guidelines in several key areas. For example: 

CCRD failed to prepare adequate environmental doc~ents in consultation w~tn the 
City and County (Section 15052) [Note that the City or County shall become the 
Lead Agency in this event, once the statute of limitations for challenging 
CCRD's ac~ions has expired; also note that in ~~is situation, the City or County 
can determine per Section 15162, that a new EIR is necessar-f due to ccourra~ca 
of substantial changes in project circ~tances, for example a new LCP, already 
scheduled for the City in the year 2000, prior to CCRD project completion.] 

The Initial Study and revisions do not meet the most basic requira~ent for a 
Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration, in that there is substantial 
evidence, in 1iaht of the whole record before CCRD, that the project, even as 
revised, may have significant effect on the environment (Sections 15070 & 
15074). Section 15074 in fact restricts adoption of a Negative or Mitigated 
Negative Declaration onlv to·thcse situations in which (1) a ~inding can be 
based on the whole record that there is no substantial evidence of significant 
environmental L~act and (2) such a finding reflects CCRD's independent judgment 
and analysis, neit.~er of which has been apparent in t.~is matter to date. (Note 
that still-unresolved public comments mere than meet the asubstantive evidencen 
test of Section 15384. For example, it is indisputable that the City's LCP 
revision project was funded and undergay prior to CCWD's proposed projec~, wn~cn 
the Initial Study shews is clearly based on an unrevised buildout definition • 
Also note that the desire to avoid an EIR, with its greater cost, disclosure and 
requira~ents to analyze alternatives, c~lative impacts, growth-inducing 
impacts, relevant economic and social impacts, and other factors, is not a valid 
reason under CEQA to adept a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration.} 

There was no apparent posting of required notices by CCRD on and off site in the 
areas where the project is to be located, nor were owners of contiguous property 
notified by direct mail, nor was notice given to transportation agencies or 
public agencies with transportation 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). 

CCRD cannot adopt a Negative or Mitigated Negative Declaration within the 
boundaries of a Comprehensive Airpo~ Land Ose Plan without firs~ considering 
whe~~er t.~e project will result in a safety hazard or noise probla~ for persons 
residing or working in the project area (Sections 15074, 15154). [Note that the 
area serviced by the proposed'pipeline is within the uoetailed Land Ose Study 
~~ea" defined in the C~rehensive Airpc~ Land Ose Plan Opdate for San Mateo 
County (dated Januarf, 1998) and that enabling buildcut of this area could 
violate new, state-rec:rnmended usafety Compatibility Zonesn, which C~~G (the 
airport land use planning agency) is even now in the process of adopting.] 

While CCWD 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 ac~ivities. As shown by a previous court 
case (Environmental Defense ~~nd v. CCRD. 11972) 27 Cal. Aoo. 3d 695), CCRD has 
been lax before in its considering of all the environmental information on the 
record and in preparing environmental documents which meet CEQA legal standards. 



[Note that Section 15022 requires C~RO to adopt ooJec~ives, criteria and 
specific procedures to administer its ~QA compliance responsibilities, 
including evaluating and responding to public comments in good fait.~. Sec~ion 

15002(j) requires C~RD to respond to bot.~ public and concerned agen~J comments.] 

Under the ~QA Guideline Definitions, C~RD cannot adopt a Mitiga~ed Negative 
Declaration, since subs~antial evidence remains on the record that the projec~ 
even as revised, may have significant, unmitiga~ed effects on the environment. 

Section 21083(c) of ~QA itself requires an environmental effec~ to be found 
significant if the ac~ivity would cause an adverse effect on people. Given that 
the LCP is now being revised because of the well-do~~ented, adverse effec~s of 
pursuing the existing LCP (traffic congestion, overcrowded schools, declining 
service levels, pollution, habitat destruction, higher taxes, etc.), there is 
little doubt that the physical effect of expanding water infras~ructure based on 
the exis~ing LCP requirements, imposes significant economic and social impact. 

In addition to the above, specific areas of ~QA non-compliance, an overriding 
concern of ours is that C~RD seems determined to pursue t.~e p~oposed project, 
regardless of its impac~, mitigated or no~. We ask t.~at C~RD's attorney confirm 
to the Board: 

{1) t.~at the ~QA Guidelines are lawful regulations wn1cn are binding on all 
California public agencies, including C~RD (~icle 15000) and 

(2) that t.~e 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 attention and independent evaluation of this matter will avoid 
unnecessary problems for everyone and is greatly appreciated. 

Attachments: Signature Page 

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

C~· -· C~HD Board 
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CCWD INITIAL STUDY AND RELATED INFORMATION FRflM CEQA GU1DELINES 
(CDde oi C.:liifornia Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3) 

Article 1. Generni - Sections 15000 to 15007 

15000. Authorit-y 

The regulations contained in this chapter are prescribed by the Secretllr)' for Resources to be followed by all state and local 
agencies in California in the implementation of the Cilifomia Environmental Quality AcL These Guidelines have been 
developed by the Office of Planning and Resenrch for adoption by the Secretary for Resources in accordance with Section 
21083. 

These Guidelines are binding on all public agencies in California. 

15002. General Concepts 

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

( 1) Inform governmental decision-makers and the public about the potential. significant enviro'9.Dlental effec~ of proposed 
ac::i vi ties. 

(2) Identify the ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significandy reduced. 

(3) Prevent significanl. avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects through the use of 
alternatives or mitigation mensures when the governmental agency finds the changes robe fe::xsible . 

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

(f) Environmental Impact Reports and Negative Declarations. A.n Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is the public 
document used by the governmental agency to analyze the significant environmental effects of a proposed project. to 
identify altemarives. and to disclose possible ways ro reduce or avoid the possible environmental damage. 

( 1) An EIR is prepared when the public agency fmds substantial evidence that the project may have a significant effect on 
the environment (See: Section 15064(a)(l).) 

(h) Methods for Protecting the Environment CEQA requires more than merely preparing environmental docmnents. 

(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 150'73. 1.5Q86, 1.5087, and l~.) 

15003. Policies 

In addition to the policies decLa:red by the Legislature concerning environmental protection and adm.inisuntion 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) Tne E!Rrequirementis the heart ofCEQA. (County ofinyo v. Yorty. 32 CaL App. 3d 795.) 

(b) The EIR serves not only to protect the enviromnent bur also to demonsunte to the public that it is being protected. 
(County of In yo v. Y orty, 32 Cal. App. 3d 795. ). 



(c) The ER is m inform other govemm.enr:al agencies and the public genemlly of the environmenr:al impact of a proposed 
project. (No Oil. Inc. v. Ci.ty of Los Angeles. 13 Cal. 3d 68.) 

(d) The ER is to demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the agency has. in fact. analyzed and considered the 
ecological implications of its action. (People e.'t rei. Depan:ment of Public W arks v. Bosio. 47 Cal. App. 3d 495.) 

(e} Tne ElR process will enable the public to determine the environmental and economic values of their elected and ~ 
appointed officials thus allowing for appropriare action come election day should a majority of the voters disagree. (Peopie 
v. County of K~"U. 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 
within the reasonable scope ofthe stamtory language. (Friends of Mammoth v. Board of Supervisors, 8 Cal. 3d 247.} 

************************************************************************************************** 

Ardcie 2. G.aner:ll Responsibilities - Sections 15020 to 15025 

15021. Duty to Minimize Environmental Damage and Balance Competing Pjublic Objectives 

(a) CEQA establishes a duty for public agencies to avoid or minimize environmenr:al damage where feasible. 

( 1) In regulating public or private activities. agencies are required to give major consideration to preventing environmenr:al 

~ 

(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 significant effects that the project would have on the environment 

15022. Public: Agency Implementing Procedures 

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

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

************************************************************************************************** 

A.rticie 4. Lead Agency • Sections 15050 to 1~053 ., 

15050. Lead Agency Concept 

(a) Where a project is to be carried out or approved by more than one public agency, one public agency shall be responsible 
for preparing an ElR or Negative Declaration for the project. This agency shall be called the Lead Agency. 

(b) E<tcept as provided in subsection (c). the decision-making body of each Responsible Agency shall consider the Lead 
Agency's EIR or Negative Declaration prior to acting upon or approving the project. Each Responsible Agency shall certify 
that its decision-malcing body reviewed and considered the information contained in the ER or Negative Declaration 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 chal.lenged as provided in Section 2116i of the Public Resources Code • 

. (2) Grcnmsumces or conditions changed as provided in Section 15162, or 

• 

• 

(3) A Responsible Agency becomes a Lead Agency unde:- Section 15052. 

15051. Criie!."ia for Identifying the Le!ld Agency 

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

(a) If the project will be c:uried out by a public agency. that agency shall be the Le:ld Agency even if the project would be 
located within the jurisdiction of another public agency. 

(1) The Lead Agency will normally be the agency with general governmental powei'll, such as a city or county. rather than 
an agency with a single or limited purpose such as an air pollution control disnict or a disnict which will provide a public 
service or public utility to the project. 

15052. Shift in Lead Agency Designation 

(a) Where a Responsible Agency is called on to grant an approval for a project subject to CEQA for which another public 
agency was the appropriate Lead Agency, the Responsible Agency shall assume the role of the Le:ld Agency when any of 
the following conditions oc...~ 

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

(A) A subsequent EIR.is required pUI'lluant 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 Le:ld Agency's action underCEQA has e:tpired. 

(3) The Le:ld Agency prepared inadequate environmental docmnents without consulting with the Responsible Agency as 
required by Sections 1.5072 or 15082. and the stamte of limitations has e:tpired for a challenge to the action of the 
appropriate Le:ldAgency. 

Discussion: The pnrpose of this section is to e:tplain how Responsible Agencies shall deal with the problem they 
encounter when the appropriate Le:ld Agency fililed to comply with CEQA. As a general 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. ff the Responsible Agency is 
dissatisfied with the end product, the Responsible Agency's only relief is to litigate the adequacy of the docnment within 30 
days. 

Section 15052 deals with the situation where the normal CEQA process broke down. ... ff any of the three stated 
siwations occnrs and the statute of limitations has e:tpired for a challenge to the action of the appropriate Lead Agency, 
then the Responsible Agency would be required to assmne the role of the Lead Agency. These e:tceptions are narrowly 
drawn in order to require Responsible Agencies to work within the normal CEQA process to the maximum e:ttent possible. 
Where the normal process breaks 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 obtain an adequate analysis of the environmental problems. • 

15053. Designation of Lend Agency by Office oi Planning and Research 

(a) If there is a dispute over wbich of several agencies should be the Le::u.i Agency for a project. the disputing agencies 
should consult with each other in an effort to resolve the dispute prior to submitting it to OPR If an agreement c:mnot be 
reuched.. any public agency, or the applicant if a private project is involved. may submit the dispwe 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: 

(a) The initial study shows that there is no substantial evidence. in light of the whole record lief ore the agency, that the 
project may have a significant effect on the environment. or 

(b) The initial study identifies potentially significant effects, but: 

(1) Revisions in the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed to by the applicant before a proposed mitigated negative 
declaration and initial smdy are rele:!Sed for public review would avoid the effects or mitigate the eiTects to a point where 
cle:uiy no significant effects would occur, and 

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

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

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

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

(a) A lead agency shall provide a notice of inteht to adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration to the 
public, responsible agencies. trustee agencies. and the county cietk of each county within wbich the proposed project is 
located, sufficiently prior to adoption by the lead agency of the negative decimation or mitigated negative declaration to 
allow the public and agencies the review period provided under Section 15105 (30-60 days). 

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

(3) Direct mailing to the owners and OCOipants of contiguous property shown on the latest equalized assessment rolL 

( e} For a project of statewide. regional. or areawide significance. the lead agency shall also provide notice to tran.sportation 
planning agencies and public agencies wbich have transportation facilities within their jurisdictions wbich could be affected 

• 

• 

• 



• 

• 

• 

by the project as specified in Sc::crion 21092.4(a) of the Public Resources Corle. "Transportation facilities" includes: major 
loccl arterials and public transit within five miles of the project site and free~vays. highways and mil transit service within 
10 miles of the project site. 

15074. Consideration and Adoption of a Negative Declaration or Mitigated Negative Dedaradon. 

(a) Any advisory body of a public agency making a recommendation to the decision making body shall consider the 
proposed negative 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 adopt the proposed negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration only if it fmds on the basis of the whole 
record before it (including the initial study 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 ormiligated negative declaration reflects the 
lead agency's independent judgment and analysis. 

(e) A lead agency shall not adopt a negalive declaration or mitigated negative declaration for a project within the boundaries 
of a comprehe:JSive airpon land use plan or. if a comprehensive airpon land use plan has not been adopted. for a project 
within two nautical miles of a public ai.rpon or public use airport. without first considering vJbether the project will result 
in a safety hazard or noise problem for persons using the airpon or for persons residing or worlcing 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 paniciparion policies in CEQA 
by requiring the Lead Agency to consider the public comments on a proposed Negative Declaration before approving the 
Negarive~oa 

************************************************************************************************** 

Artide 10. Considerations in Preparing EIRs and Negative Declarations • Sections 15140 to 15154 

15154. P:rojects Ne:u- Airports 

(a) When a lead agency prepares an EIR for a project within the boundaries of a oompreheasive airpon land use plan or, if a 
oompreheasive ai.rpon land use plan has not been adopted for a project within two nautical miles of a public airpon or 
public use airport. the agency shall utilize the Airpon Land Use Planning Handbook published by Cal trans' Division of 
Aeronautics to assist in the preparation of the EIR relative to potential airpon~related safety hazards and noise problems. 

(b) A lead. agency shall not adopt a negative declaration or mitigated negative declaration for a project described in 
subsection (a) unless the lead agency considers whether the project will result in a safety hazard or noise problem for 
persons using the airpon or for persons residihg or working in the project area. 

Article ll. Types of EIRs • Sections 15160 to 15170 

15162. Subsequent EIRs aud Negative Dedarations 

(a) When an EIR has been certified or a negative declaration adopted for a project. no subsequent EIR shall be prepared for 
that project unless the lead agency dete:mines, 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 undertaken which will require 
major revisions of the previous EIR or Negative Declaration due to me involvement of new significant environmental 
effectS or a substantial inCTe:l.Se in the severity of previously identified significant effects: or 

(3) New infonnation of substantial imporum.ce, which was not known and could not have been known with me e."tercise of 
re:ISonable 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 signific::mt effects not discussed in the previous EIR or negative declaration: 

(B) Significant effectS previously e:tamined will be substanlially more severe than shown in the previous EIR 

(C) Mitigation me:JS11re8 or alternatives previously found not to be feasible would in fact be fe:I.Sible. and would 
substantially reduce one or more signific::mt erTects of the project. but the project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation 
me:ISUre or alte:marive~ or 

(D) Miligalion me:lSlU'es or alternatives which are considerably different from those analyzed in the previous ER would 
substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. but the project proponents decline to adopt the 
mitigalion measure or alternative. 

(b) If changes to a project or its circumstances occur or new information becomes available after adoplion of a negative 
declm:ation, the le:.td agency shall prepare a subsequent EIR if required under subsection (a). Otherwise the le:.td agency shall 
detennine whether to prepare a subsequent negative decla.ralion. an addendum. or no further documentation. 

(c) If the project was approved prior to the occurrence of the condilions described in the subsection (a), the subsequent ER 

• 

or negative declaration shall be prepared by the public agency which grants the ne."tt discrclionary approval for the project. • 
In this simalion no other Responsible Agency shall grant an approval for me project .until the subsequent E!R has been 
certifiedorsubsequemnegativedecl.a.tationadopted. 

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 significant environmental effect. the Lead Agency shall prepare a single program E!R for the ultimate project as 
described in Section 15168. Where an individual project is a necessary precedent for action on a larger project. or commits 
the Le::td A~cy to a larger project, with significant 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 
undertak:i.ng or a larger project, the agency may prepare one ER for all projects, or one for e:1ch project. but shall in either 
case comment upon the cumulative effect. 

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

Discussion: This seclion 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 e."tpected to lead to many oilier activities being approved in the same general 
area. the ER should e:uunine the e:tpected effects of the ultimate environmental changes. This section is consistent with 
the Whitman decision cited in the note interpreting CEQA. 

Artide 13. Review and Evaluation of EIR.s and Negative Declaration - Sections 15200 to 15209 • 



• 
15201. Public P:1rticipation 

Public participation is an essential pan of the CEQA process. E:lch public agency should include provisions in its CEQA 
procedures for wide public involvement. formal and informal. consistent with its e:tisting activities and procedures. in order 
to receive and evaiua.te public re:1ctions to environmental issues related to the agency's activities. 

Nore: Authority cired: ... Environmental Defense Fund v. Coastside Countv Water District- (1972) 27 CaL Aou. 3d 695; 

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

In Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa. Inc. v. 32nd Disa:ict Agricultural. Assoc. (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 c.:m make 
important contributions to environmental protection and on notions of democmtic decision making." 

Article 20. Definitions - Sections 15356 to 15387 

15365. InitiaJ Study 

"Initial Study" means a prelimi.nary analysis prepared by the Lead Agency to determine whether an ER or a Negative 
Declaration must be prepared or to identify the significant environmental effects to be analyzed in an ElR. Use of the Initial 
Study is discussed in Article 5. 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 resources which may be affected by the project. 

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

( 1) The site of the projec~ 

(2) The area in which the major environmental effects will occur; and/or 

(3) The area in which reside those citizens most directly concerned by any such environmental effects. 

( c} Where an agency having jurisdiction by law must e:tercise discretionary authority over a project in order for the project 
to proceed. it is aiso a Responsible Agency. see Section 1.5381. or the Lead Agency, see Section 15367. 

15369 • .5. Mitigated Negative Declaration 

"Mitigated negative declaration" means a negative declaration prepared fora project when the initial study has identified 
potentially significant effects on the environment. but (1) revisions in the proje~plaos or proposals made by, or agreed to 
by, the applicant before the proposed negative declaration and initial study are ~le:lSed for public review would avoid the 
effects or mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on the c;nvironment would occur. and (2) there is 

. . 
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no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency that the ·project. as revised. may have a 
significant effect on the environment. 

15370. Mitigation 

"Mitigation" includes: 

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a cenain action or parts of an action. 

(b) Minimizjng impacts by limiting the degree or magnirude of the action and its implementation. 

15381. Responsible Agency 

"Rc:3ponsible Agency" means a public agency which proposes to carry out or approve a project. for which a Lead Agency is 
preparing or has prepared an EIR or Negative Declaration. For the purposes of CEQA. the tenn "Responsible Agency" 
includes all public agencies other than the Lead Agency which have discretionary approval power over the project. 

15382. Signific::mt Effect on the Environment 

"Significant effect on the environment" means a substantial. or poccntially substantial. adverse change in any of the 
physical conditions within the area 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 change may be considered in determining 
whether the physical change is significant. 

Discussion: The second and third sentences pose a problem of interpretation that has-caused controversy for many ye:us. 
The controversy cenrers around the e:"ttent to which CEQA applies to economic and social effects of projects. In 
detemlining 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 used in these guidelines means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from 
this information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion. even though other conclusions might also be 
reached. Whether a fair argument can be made that the project may have a significant effect on the environment is to be 
detemJ.ined by ~amining the entire record whole record before the lead agency. Mere tmcorrobotated opinion or rumor 
Argument, speculation. unsubstantiated opinion or nanative. evidence which is clearly erroneous or inaccurate. or evidence 
of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the enviromnent does 
not constitute substantial evidence. 

(b) Substantial evidence shall include facts. reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts. and expert opinion supported by 
facts. This definition is intended to be informative and does not constiane a change in. but is merely reflective of. e~sting 
law. 

************************************************************************************************** 
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HalfMoon Bay City Council To: 
3 

From: Carol L. Cupp for the Coastside Legal Resource Fund and Half Moon Bay 
NeighboJ:S' Alliance · ..t' c> 
7 February 1999 ~ 0_ Date: 

Subject: Appeal to City Council ofPDP-#98CDP for first phase of CCWD's El Granada-e. t'l ...- . 
Pipelin.e Replacement Project, issued by the Planning Commission on Janwu:y 28, ~ ~ 
1999 ~ 

The above Coastal Development Permit (CDP) is hereby appealed to the City CounciL This appeal 
is made on the following general 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) pipelin.e has a flow area 2.6 times the existing (10-inch diameter) pipeline. The expansion 
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 understmding what the project consists of. Because CCWD callied this project a 
"replacement" instead of an expansion, the Planning Commissioners were mistakenly lulled into 
approving the project under false pretenses. 

+The City's Local Coastal Plan (LCP) requirements were not tho.cougl;ly reviewed in the staff 
report, by the applicant, 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 HalfMoon Bay's buildout target 

-For example, there was no .recognition that the project must meet the primary goals 
established by the Coastal Act (policy 30001.5; LCP, page 2), which include protection and 
maintenance of the ove:rall quality of the Coastal Zone and assurance of orderly, balanced 
land use and conservation of Coastal Zone resow:ces. No relevant information was provided 
by the applicant on how Coastal resow:ces will be protected by the larger capacity the 
pipelin.e would provide. The City 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 
-For 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 elements including highways, which cw::rendy have no additional capacity 
and are expected to remain so even with every foreseeable improvement taken into account 
-For example, there is nc;> recognition in the project plan tha~ since mid-1997, the City 
Council has been engaged in an LCP revision process, which has already established a clear 
direction to significandy 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. 

+There was no systematic process of evaluating the project against the LCP requirements. 
Specifically, the key information considered by the Planning Commission consisted of the 
applicant's reasons for expanding the pipeline, which included leak reduction, increase of fire flow 
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capacity, and opetational flexibility in moving water up and down the Coastside. None of these 
a:asons represent LCP compliance criteria. 

+Representations were made by the applicant that the project had alteady been approved as part of 
the 1994 Ctystal Springs Pipeline (CSP) project Such representations are demonstrably incorrect, 
since the CDP for the CSP project does not cover the El Granada Pipeline RepJacement Project. If 
it did, the applicant would not be applying for another CDP now. 

+Implications were made but no concrete assurances were provided that the City would be able to 
require an Em when additional water is added to the expanded pipe at some unknown time in the 
future. As far as the City can be certain, the cur.rent COP 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 information 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 (March, 1998) CCWD water supply report indicates 
that system leakage is relatively insignificant Qess than 5% ). The claim that we have 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 transmission 
pipeline is the quickest and most efficient way to handle any fire flow prpblem that may exist now or 
in the future, was not seriously reviewed 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 (versus 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 pemlit application for a to-inch pipeline 
maintettance 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 you.rs, 

~~ 
CarolL Cupp 
323 Poplar Street 
HalfMoon Bay, CA 94019 
for 
Half Moon Bay Neighbots' Alliance and Coastside Legal Resource Fund 

POBox1881. 
El Granada, CA 94018-0567 
650/361-0567 
clrf@sanmateo.otg 

;; 
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MEMORANDUM 

March 12, 1999 

TO: 

FROM: 

Honorable Mayor and Council 

Blair King 
City Manager 

Er1closur-e 

City of Half Moon Bay 

SUBJECT: City Attorney 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 permit 
granted by the City of Half Moon Bay Planning Commission to the County 
Coastside Water District . 

Pursuant to the Attorneys 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. 

Blair King 

cc: Planning Department 
Applicant 
Appellant 

File:cmmemoslliecouncifvote 
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TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 

CllY OF HALF MOON BAY 
INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 

Mayor and Coundlmembers · 

John Truxaw, City Attorney 

Effect of Tie Council Vote on Coastal Development Pennit 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 &om a coastal development permit granted by the Oty 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 taken. Under the appHcablc: provisions of the Half Moon Bay Municipal Code 
and relevant case law, the result is that the Commission's permit approval is affirmed. 

Discussion 

a. Common Law Rule 

The general rule is that tie votes among mcmbcis of an a.dministrative agency 
resultinnoaction (Clari.P. Hermosa &am (1996} 48 Cal.App. 4th 1152, 1176) . .A:J 
a :result. the Council's tie vote on appeal from the Commission•s permit approval 
resulted in no Council action on the matter. 

b. StatUtory Construction 

Court's n:ly upon applicable st:atutcs or ordinances to determine the effect of 
the appellate body's failure to act on a challenged action. The applicable code 
provision in Hcanosa Beach provided that on appeals from planning commission 
decisions the city council "''shall order that the conditional use per.mit be granted. 
denied, or modified. •• Following a tie vote, the Hermosa Beach court held that the 
challenged conditional use permit approval was not affirmed, i.e. the permit was • 
denied. (Id. at 1175-76). The cowt reasoned that since the appeal proa:edings were 
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John Truxaw. City Attorney 
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tie 'IWJ10, the appdla.te body's failure to act did not :Ufinn the challenged approval, but 
rather constituted a d~ of a pennit.· The applicable ordinance supported the 
court's holding. since it required that on appeal the council either grant, deny, or 
modify the conditional use permit itsc:l£ rather than uphold or overturn the planning 
commission decision to grant the pennit. 

Similarly, the coun in Anderson v. Pittmgu, cited in Hermosa Beach, concluded 
that where an ordinance directs that the city council act on zoning variance appeals 
by granting, denying. or modifying the variance in dl novo proceedings, a tic vote 
ttSUlts in no action. (Anderson v. Pit:tmgu ( 1961) Cal. App. 2d 188, 1 9 5}. As in 
Hermosa Beach, the result was denial of the challenged variance. (Jd.) The court in 
REA Entzrprises v. Califumia Coastal Commission, also cited in Hermosa Beadt, held that 
where the State Coastal Commission's vote on appeal is limited to the affirmative 
question of whether the permit should be granted, a tie vote results in pe:nnit denial. 
(REA Entnprises v. California Coastal Commission (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 development pcnnits, ·ra]fter the hearing, the appellate 
body shall ~ modify or reverse the originlzl decision. When a decision is modified 
or reversed, the appcllate body shall stlla the specific reasons for modifiaztum qr rnersal ... 
(italics added}. Unlike the statutes considered in Hermosa Beach, Anderson and REA 
Enterprises, the Half Moon Bay ordinance relates the Council's appellate power to the 
challenged dedsion, not to the pennit sought. Furthermore. where the original 
decision is modified or reversed, the City Com1cil 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 required to do to oveiU.lm. the appealed from dedsion. The Council 
has not affirmed, modified or I'(;VCfCd the original decision, and most impon.antly it 
has not stated any reasons for any modification 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 clec:isions. Section 18.20.070 of the Half Moon .Bay Municipal 
Code provides that coastal development permits may only be approved or 
conditionally approved after the approving agency has made the necessary findings 
regarding the local coastal program, growth mmagement system, zoning provisions, 
adequate services and the California Coastal Act. Section 18.20.07 5 F. further 
provides that •[a] decision by the city on an application for development shall not be 
deemed complete until: 1. The local decision on the application has been made and 
all required findings have been adopteci •.• 2 . .All local rights of appeal have been 

• 

exhausted. .. " Section 18.20.075 I. provides that •[a]n appellant shall be deemed to • 
have exhausted local appeals and shall be qu.alified as an aggrieved person where the 
appellant has pursued his or her appeal to the local appellate body or bodies as 
required by the city's appeal procedures." 

California Code of Crvil Procedure Section 1094.5 est:lblishes the standard of 
review for final administrative decisions resulting from hearings required by law. 
(Cal. Code ofCiv. Proc. § 1094.5(a)). Under Section 1094.5(b), the reviewing court 
must determine whether the respondent had jurisdiction to conduct the proceedings, 
whether they were fair, and whether they were tainted by prejudicial abuse of 
discretion. Prejudicial abuse of discretion exi.sta 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 Tqpaga.As.sodatioll for a Scenic Commwri!J' v. Onm9' 
".{Los Angeles, the California Supreme Court held that review of administrative 
adjudication under Section 1094.5 req~ .dctcrmining whether substantial evidence 
supports the administrative agency's findings, 2nd whether the findings support the 
agenc:y's decision. (Topanga Associat:i.lln for 4 Scenic Communi9' 11. Coun£V of Los .Angtles 
(1974) 11 Cal 3d 506. 514). Accordingly. the court in Topanga concluded that 
findings are necessaxyto 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 Council vote on a coastal development permit • 
appeal, the findings required under Half Moon Bay Code Section 18.20.070 and 
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Section 30604 of the Callfomia Coastal Act have not been made by the Oty Council. 
Unde:c Topang14 a lack of findings in an adjudicatory proceedings falls to satisfy the 
Section 1094.5 st.andard of xeview. Therefore, a tic: Council vote on a coastal 
~opment pennit appeal results not only in no agency action, but also no agency 
action that would withstand judicial review. 

However, the pndings required by Half Moon Bay Code Section 18.20.070, 
Section 30604 of the Coastal Act and CCP Section 1094.5 were 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 affinnancc 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 Topanra. 

Conclusion 

Because a tie vote of an administrative body such as the Council results in no 
action, md Section 18.20.07S(E)(3)(e) of the Half Moon Ba.y Municipal Code limits 
the Councirs appdlate authority over coasal development permits to a considerati?n 
of the Commission'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. 11\is 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 under Toptmta. Since the Code further states that the 
City has acted with finality on a permit when findings have been ma.de and local 
appeals exhausted, 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 

& the above discussion infers, govcnunent agencies are empowered to 
establish by statute the result of various vote outcomes. In discussions with Coastal 



FROM MEYERS. NAVE. R I BACK. S I L VL.. .... WI LSON (TUE) 3. 9' 99 11: t .. 11: 00/NO. 4860102433 P 6 

TO: Mayor and CoW\dl 
FROM: John Truxaw, City Attorney 
RE: 
DATE: 

Effect ofne Coundl Vote on Coastal Development Pennit Appeal 
Man:h 9, 1999 

PAGE: 5 

Commission staff attorney Arm Cheddar, she informed me that votes taken by the 
Co:astal Commission are regulated by proc:cdurcs found in Tide 14 of the CalifomJa 
Code of Regulations. These regu.J.atiOns only apply to the Coastal Commission: 

§13092. Efl'ectofVotl! UnderVuious Conditions. 
(a) V otcs by a com.mission shaD. only be on the affionative question of whether the 
permit should be granted; i.e., a '"yes" vote shall be to grant a. pennit ('With or without 
conditions) and a •no" vote to deny. 
(b) Any condition to a peunit pwposed by a commissioner shall be voted upon only by 
affimlative vote. 
(c) A majorrt:Y of membeu pn:sent is sufticient to carry a motion to require or delete 
proposed texms, conditions or .&ndiDgs. 

• 

(d) Unless otherwise specified at the time of the vote. the action taken shaD be deemed • 
to have been t.aken on the basis of the teaSOns set forth in the staff recommendation. In 
other words. if consistc:nt with the st.afJ JttOtDmendation and not otherWise modifiedt 
the vote of the com.mission shall be deemed to adopt the findings and conclusions 
recommended by the staff. 

§ 13094. Voting Procedure. 
(a) Voting upoa pennit applicat:ions thaD be by mU call, with the c:hairpcx:son being 
poD.ed last. 
{b) Membels may vote -yes• or "no" or may abstain from voting. but an abstention 
shall not be deemed a •yes•• vote. 
(c:} Axty member may change his or her vote pdor to the tally having been announced 
by the cbairpeuon. but not thereafter. 

§13095. VotingbyMembersAbsmt&om Hearing. 
A member, or his or her altema~ may vote on any application. provided he or she has 
familiarized himself or herself with the presentation at the hearing where the 
application was considexed, and with pertinent matei:ials relating to the application 
submitted to the commission and has so dedued prior to the vote. In the abse:nc:e o£ a 
challenge Ilised by an interested party, inadvertent failure to make such a declaration 
prior to the vote shall not invalidate the vote of a member~ or his or her altema.tc. 

i 13096. Commission Findings. 
All decisions of the coiiUI1.Wion relating to peonit applications shall be accompanied by 
written conclusions about the cons:iate:ncy of the application with Public R.csoun:es • 
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Code. Section 30604, and Public Rr.soma:s Code Section .21000 and following. and 
findings of fact and reasoning supporting 'the decision. 

§13022. Voting- Number RequU:ed. to .Authorize Action. 
Except as othc:rwi:se n:quired by the Ca1i.fomia Coastal Act of 1976 or in these 
regulations. :actions of the conunission $hall be by vote of a majority of conunissioners 
physicaJly present within the meeting room at the time of the vote. 

Ms. Cheddar further informed me ~t the Commission always votes by 
motions in the affumative, and the failure of a motion in the affixma.tive to receive 
sufficient •aye." votes is a vote against the motion. That is, if the motion is to 
approve CDP xyz, and that motion is defeated by seven •aye" votes and nine ano" 
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 i~ a denial for the same 
reason: it failed to obtain sufficient votes to pass and therefore is denied. 

BCDC has an even clearer provision for tie votes (Ms. Cheddar informs me 
that the Coastal 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 pc:nnit application in a manner that 
is not consistent with the Exl:cutive Diiector's recommendation, the Executive 
Director shan pzep:are dr.aft findiDgs based on the statements made by those 
Commission members who voted amsiste:nt with the outcome of the vote and 
on such other materials as the E:cutive Director believes is nccessuy to support 
the Commission's dedsion legally or is otherwise appropriate. The Executive 
Dixector shall present proposed findings to the Co.tunission at the meeting 
following 'the vote on the applicatio~ at. which time the Commission shall vote: 
on the prop<Med findings. CJnl1 t1we Commission members wlw WJted am.sistmt with 
tlre prevailing lkcision »U!)' vote on whether liT' Mt tJJ adopt tlze proposal flnJ.ing.s. The 
vote shall be by a majority of those pn:sent and voting. If those present and 
voting do not adopt the pmposr.d findings that the Executive Director has 
submitted. they can either make such changes :as they detenn.ine are appropriate 
and adopt the findings at that meeting or direct the Executive Director to 
prepue further proposed findings and submit them to the Commission at the 
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next meeting. in which case tllole who voted consistent with the pn:vailing 
decision m.ay again vote on whether to adopt the further proposed findings. 1lU$ 
cycle shaD. continue until the Commission has adopted findings to support its 
decision. 

In the above cxa::rpt, you will note that manner in which BCDC gets around 
the problem of adopting findings of denial whc:n 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 dc:ny the proposed motion are considered 
prevailing in this instance since by opposing the motion which results in a tie, they 

• 

have caused 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 
inst:e.ad, the result of a tie vote in Half Moon Bay requires an interpretation based on 
common law, and the various pertinent provisions of the Municipal Code. 

JW'f:kag 
J:\WPD:t4NRS'W\i65\0l\MEMO\l~CH\TIE. W61 

• 



. , LISTING OF HMB LCP COASTAL ACT POLICIES riHICH ARE RELEVANT 
TO PROPOSED CCWD PIPELINE EXPANSION 

•
001. 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) Assure orderly, balanced utilization and conservation of coastal zone 
resources taking into account the social and economic needs of the people of 

~-
(d) Assure priority for coastal-dependent and coa·stal-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 rcoastal Act], •• and to avoid long­
term costs to the public and a diminished guality of life resulting from the 
misuse of coastal resources, •• it is necessary to provide for con~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 poliGies 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 ActJ shall be liberally construed to accomplish its 
purposes and objectives. 

30114. 11Public Works" includes ~~water, sewerage, telephone, and other 
ar utilities", plus 11all public transportation facilities, including 

public parking lots, ••• ," [LCP p184] 

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]. 



LIS~·ING OF HMB l. ...... - LOCAL POLICIES W._ . ...;H ARE RELEVANT 
TO PROPOSED CCWD PIPELINE EXPANSION-

Et~closure 

POLICY ~ SUBSTABCE OF POLICY 

0 1-1, p20: 

0 1-2, p20: 

0 1-3, p20: 

0 1-4, p21: 

0 9-2, p140: 

9-3, p140: 

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 •. 

· 9~4, p140: Lack of available services shall be grounds for CDP denial. 

· 9-6, p141: 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, p198: 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 Poliqy 30114, which LCP 
incorporates • ) 

·10-7, p198: "The City shall determine the need and timing for additional 
[infrastructure] services". The City will coordinate with 
service providers to establish the-ability of infras~~cture 
systems to expand and to identify prospective fundinct sources. 

·10-'9, p199: 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 
Oakfand, 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 

Replecement 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: N/A 

Zoning District: N/A 

Site Information: 

Environmental Review 

-.~ .. -~ ... 

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

Permit Streamlining 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 on Carter 
Hill. In general, water is distributed to the system from these two facilities. The 
interconnection is a critical link in the management of the system, as water can 
be moved to appropriate reservoirs. This transmission pipeline is the sole 
connection between the El 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 ~ake, Pilarcitos Well field, Deniston Reservoir, Crystal 
Springs pumped source). 

The El 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 
District's 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 15367 of the CEQA guidelines defines Lead 

... _-.Agency as the public agency which has the principal responsibility •. Jor carrying 
out.or:approving a project. Sectiori15051 contains the criterii:rforidentifying.:.the­
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 inducing 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 
alotted water makes the .Nunes treatment plant operate at capaci~. any request 
for additional capacity in the system would require a Coastal Development 
Permit, either from the City of Half Moon Bay or San Mateo County. Likewise, in 
the northern system, the <;CWO has surface water rights of aboyt2 mgd and the 
Denniston plant has about 2 mgd capacity. Therefore, in the northern paii of the 
system any additiQnal water supply would require a additional infrastructure, the 
~ of a €astal Development Pe~A new well field would also require a 
DP.) __... 

_____.;..---

In summary, the existing infrastructure has critical bottle necks that are at 
maximum capacity under the current water supply alotrnent. 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 called for by th Coastal Pennittl~g ~ t!' 
agency. 

Growth Inducing Impacts 

The attached Resolution of the City Council authorizing the formation of an 
__ ... ~ . assessment district for water .contains a map attachment..thatushows a 16 .inch:,;~ · '""=-' . 

···- ----·--iine in this·iocation;.:::·:'J\!hile· the increase of the line would have=the.cability to.·.·?· ' - .. .;..:_.~_,: .­
~_ccommodate .· about 50 percent of the future growth, CCWD has no 
~uthorization to issue water permits for this growth. 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. 

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

_._, j q;~ conditions of approval contain a provisio · e water line is to be used as 
. rtttrtl" ;if!te infrastructure for an application fo additions pacity, then and 
- # t,.)l' 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 lever] 
of environmental analysis required by the Coastal Permitting agency. ~ 

• 

F. F" ht· c ·ty .p La sf 1re 1g mg apac1 /, r£) ~,~-e. 
' W&.> 4~zJfl. 

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 

yt (); rwould deplete the reservoir at the rate of about 1 million gallons (mgd). 
, 

7
1,-~ Water can be urn ed north at the rate of about .5 mgd. Assuming full pumping 

L W .;j ~ pac1 an average aiiy use, the depletion of the reservoir would be at the 
,. ovl' "' rate of about • . 

1 o_/J-' I~' 
;j I.L ,""(he failure of the Denniston plant in the north service area is the "bad case r fp [ Cf-u j;t:scenario" on which the following discussion is based. With no fire demand, the 

;..) lfOrvUJ tanks would be empty in 6 days. Careful monitoring could keep the small tanks 

tO f ., fe.o ;( dJl €.s.-z.. ¥ 
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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 
mgd per structure. At the end of the third day, fire fighting capacity would be 
compromised. 

The Half Moan Bay Fire District indicates that the EI Granada area is the most 
subject to-wildland fire. hazard-. as well as. structural fire hazard. In the 1940s, . .EL. 
Granada burned for about 3 days. The amount of water needed to meet the~ ? a: . 
demand as well as fire capacity would deplete the storage capacity before a fire .b ~ .. ~ 
of this type was controlled. Water in the tank is needed for head pressure as well ~c<:-,f 
as flow. Target head pressure for the tanks is 20 pounds per square inch {psi). ~ 
All of this leads to the conclusion that CCWD would have about 3 days to get the tf , 
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 1.091 Mgd 
Highway92) 
Northbound Pumping Capacity (French mens Creek Pump} .50 Mgd 
Daily Depletion (based on average) .50 Mgd 
Based on average use, Days to Deplete north area 6 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 E;vidence- 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 J:. .. 
substantial excavation with the potential to destroy archaeological resources will )( Y, ~ 
prepare a survey and provide an opportunity for a qualified archaeologist to r \)'';;C. 

sample and salvage the site as part of the construction project. This project is ($ V . ' \l 
occurring along the Highway One frontage that has been impacted with -:> r ~ ;.. 
development for very long time •. No survey is required up front. However, should "J ~ , ~ \ 
archaeoiQgical resources be.jdentifi~ in. the project, the work wiit .. ~tog.,.-a.na~Ule ~.~r~~~~ 
survey will be prepared. -· · 'I~~ -':,' 

Jhe water line is intended to serve current rate payers. It is part of an ~'\':; ~ 
infrastructure system that has the potential to support an application by CCWD ~ ()\,~ ~, 

.fgr authorization to issue additional.pennits. At the time that this occurs, the ~~ ~ ·;i'\! ;. 
conditions of approval would require an ElR to be prepared to address the ::3 \~ <:§~'-
potential cumulative impacts from growth. ~olicy 10-3 states that development or 'J.::' q_ ~ '=" 
~xpansion of public works facilities will be limited to the size needed to serve ~~~ 
build-out of the Land Use Plan. Policy 10-9 is similar. It says that the City will ~ ~-~ 
support an increase in the water supply to capacity which will rovide for, but nat \~~ Q 
excee , e amoun nee e suppo u1 -out of the Land Use Plan of the City ~" 
and County within the Coastside County Water District. No increase in the ability v l. 
tO provide water is associated with this project. if permitted in the future, 'N 
however, it has the potential to support an application for water service for about 
SO 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 1 0-7 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 district for water service. ((__ { 

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 rio 
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. 
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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 adequate 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 Environmen~)Ytpact Report 
prior to processing of the Coastal Development Permit tot<Vater ~pacity to the 
system. Any expansion of the current ability to deliVer water would re:re (, !'J~ <[ 
additional development that would need a Coastal Permit. f+DCM. v"S 

Finding 5: This project is located between the sea and the first public road; it :;!.:J~r.. 
conforms to the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the ?r"'-,/' ~ 
California Coastal Act. ~tr Wl!­

a;e... s-a,..V'Cl 

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

does not involve construction that will have significant effect on coastal access. t.erJ fit;t.ttfl 
Construction closures are designed to be minimal for any access along the route ~'~ 6~. 
of the project. S.t'4ct.e. 0(_~ 

.['f. ft., 
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0(!/e ~ Resolution of Approval and Exhibit A, Conditions of Approval 
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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) 
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CCWD Memo regarding the City Council resolution authorizing Water 
service assessment district 
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CASA DEL MAR PIPELINE REPLACEMENT PROJECT 
COASTSIDE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT 

I. Int.coduction and Summary 

This doCum.ent is ·a description of the proposed Casa del Mar Pipeline Replac~t"p~~ject, a . 
capital improveme..11.t project proposed to be undertake..11. by the Coastside County Water 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 
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

Robert R. Rathbome, General Manager 
(650) 726-4.405 

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..11.ue in the City of 

HalfMoon Bay 

The project involves the replacement of a 2,200 foot long segment of the 
e.'Cisting 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 
tre..Tlc.h 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 segment of the 48 year old 

El Granada Pipeline, which is nearing the e..11.d 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 nor..he..'"Il 
portion of the District, consistent with the adopted Half Moon Bay and San 

Mateo County Gene..'dl Plans and Local Coastal Programs. 

The Coastside County Water District is a special district providing water to customers within its 

boundaries, which include the City of Half Moon Bay and several unincorporated coastal 

communities in San Mateo County, including Miramar, Princeton by the Sea and E1 Granada. 

2 
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The District Boundaries e.xtend approximately 9 .Smiles north to south along the coast and 1.5 miles 

east to west. See Figure 1. The District has approximately 5,000 connections and se..'I"V'es an 

estimated population of 15,000 people. 

The District obt:rins water from three sources, ope..'D.tes two treaime.."lt plants, ten storage tanks and 

a distribution system. These supply sources. and facilities are brie.fly described l:?e!ow •. ;:. :-.~··":•··· · 

1. San Francisco Water Department The District is entitled to the wholesale purchase of 

water from the San Francisco Water Department under the te..'Ul.S of a 1984 agreement 

Water purchased from the Department can come from one of two rese..'I"V'oirs: 

a. Pllarcitos Lake. Water from Pilarcitos 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 Treatment 

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 exclusive dependence on local rainfall. W~ter from this source is more • 

e.xpe..'lSive than water from other sources due to pumping costs. 

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

92, is owned and ope1-ated by the District. See Wells Pl - P5 on Figure 1. This is a small 

source of supply with seasonal limitations and very low yield in droug..l-tt 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 surface supplies have 

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

4. Treatment Plants. The ~trict operates two water treatment 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 Pilarcitos Lake, Crystal Springs 

Reservoir and the Pilarcitos Well Field. 
The Denniston Water Treatmt:..."lt Plant, in ope..-ration since 197 4, is located above De.."lniston 

Cree."< 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 storage tanks with a total 

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

Bay (H:MB) Tanks, Granada Tanks and Alves Tank on Fi~.Jie 1.} Major transmission 

pipelines are shown on Figure 1. Treated water is distributed from the treatment plants to 
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Water Supply and Transmission System 
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two major geographical zones via 8-, 10-, 12-, and 16-inch transm.ission lines. The two zones are 
inte..'"Connected by a 10-inch transmission line (the El Granada Pipeline) to facilitate tr-ansfer of 

water between the zones. The Casa del Mar Pipeline Replacement Project involves a segment of 
this key tr-ansnrission line. 

Ill. Projet:t Description 
·.: . . 

_.::: ...... ~· ..:.:~·:.. . .; 

A. SITE LOC..<\TION AND EXISTING FAOLITIES 

The e.~tiil;g 10-inch El Granada. Transmission Pipeline is located on the weste....n edge of the 

Highway One right-of-way from a short distance north ofHighway92 to Mirada Road inM.iiamar, 
where it crosses High~y One and continues on local streets to El Granada Tank No. 1. In the 

segment alongside the Casa dell\IIM subdivision in Half Moon Bay., the pipeline is located about 

3 feet west of the frontage road. For much of this distance it lies beneath the sidewalk.. 

• 

Although the El Granada Pipeline will eventually be replaced along its full length, the District's · 
first priority is the leaky, high mainte.."lanCe, Casa derMar segment It e.'<tends from the south side 

of the entrance ro~d to the Sewer Authority :MidCoastside {SAM) sewage treatme.11.tplantto a short· 

distance north of Wave Ayenue, a total.of about 2.200 ~t. See Figure 2. This is about 12% of t:he .. · • 
entire 18,600 foot long El Granada.Pipeline. 'The District has identi.tied this project .as the Ca~a Del 

~ Pipeune· Replacement Project .It is, effectively,· the first phase of the. El Granada PipeUne 
replacement.· 

2. PROPOSED NEW FACILITIES 

The e.'Ci¢ng 10-inch diameter welded steel pipe would be replaced with a 16-inch ductile iron pipe. 

The new pipe would be laid in a 3 - 5 foot deep trench excavated along the east side of the e.'<isting 
· · frontage road .. 

About six distribution pipelines; 3 fire hydrants and iS - 20 individual service connections are 

tapped into the transmission pipe!iite in this segment The project would include the transfer of 

the distribution pipeline. connections and individual connections to the new pipe along with 

instillation of new fire hydrants, valves and other supporting facilities. The old pipeline would be 

taken out of se.ryice, sealed and le.'t in place. 

3. CONSTRUCTION PROCEDURES 

Construction would begin with a mobilization task in which the selected contractor and the pipe • 

supplier would tr-ansport equipment and mate....WS 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. 
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FIGURES 
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View North along Frontage Road £rain South end of project comdor. The wharf hydra:a:tt_~ left 
is collil.ected to the ~_ting pipeline. New pi~ would be located on f:he'right side ·of tJ:u:·~oad. • 

View North from near the center of the comdor. The e..'<istingpipeline is beneath the sidewalk. The 
new pipeline would be installed between the edge of the pavement and the trees. 
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· SITE PHOTO~ FIGURE6 

. . 
View 5outh 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. 



Tre.."1.Ching, pipe installation and backfilling would be unde..liaken in a continuous seque.."'l.Ce. The 

pipe would be buried approximately 3 feet below the ground surface, including seve......U locations 

whe....-e small dr-ainage channels would have to be crossed. It is e.'Xpected that the contractor could 

install between 200 - 400 feet of new pipe per dliy. 

• 
· , .... ,. :···Oncei:henewpipe is·in plaaH:heendsW;_ot;dd be temporarily sealed,and.the new pipeline woulcL,.,.;..,,~~~.u,;:..,, -•. 

... _ ~.,~.;;,-r.-.:.. ""'be pressure-tested and's~ed:wit:f:t-a chlorine solution. Once testing is complete the ends-would~::~- :-•· 

be connected to the e.-.cisting 10-inch 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. Barring major 
unforseen problems, no customer would be out of service overnight. New fire hydrants would 

also be placed into service in a similar manner. 

Once all the connections have been t::ransieJ::red to the new pipeline segme."lt, the old pipeline would 

be disconnected at both ends,sealed and abandoned in place. 

4. PRO JEer NEED 

The 18,600 foot long.._10-inch diameter, welded steel El Granada Trcinsmission pipeline is the sole 

water transmission pipeline between HalfMoon Bay and El Granada. Figure 7 shows the water 

service area of the El Granada Transmission Pipeline. The existing pipeline has been in use since 

1950 and is approaching the end of its useful life. The segment adjacent to the Casa del Mar 

subdivision has been particularly prone to leaks in recent years. Accordingly, it has been identified 

by the District as the first segment of the El Granada Pipeline to be replaced. 

In the ne.xt 3 - 5 years the District e.'q)ects to replace the existing 10-inch pipe with 16-inch pipe for 

the entire 1~ of the El Granada Transmission Pipeline because the e.x:isting 10-inch 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 pipelliie, and ultimately the entire El Granada pipeline, needs 

to be enlarged .from 10 inches to 16'inches, it is necessary to understand the ways in which the E1 

Granada Transmission Pipeline functions. 

The El Granada Transmission Pipeline, including the Casa del Mar segme.."lt, not only se..-rves 

custome...?-S along the Highway One frontage betwee.."l Half Moon Bay and El Granada but also 

allows the District to transfer water eithe!' north or south depending on ope..-rational needs, which 

change in conjunction with the quantities of wate!' available from the District's various supply 
sources: 

a. Normal Operation. Normally, most of the northe..'TI. area of the District can be se..rved 
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from the De.."11liston Treatment Plant at the northern e.."ld of the District See Figure 1. This 

facility treats water from surface and groundwater sources in the De..Tliliston Cree..l( basin 

(called the Denniston Project). However, eve..'l under normal operating conditions, the 

District must occasionally augment the supply of water in the northe.."11 portion of the 

se..'l"Vice area with water :from.the Nunes Treatment Plant (which is primarily water that is 

· purcliased) from the·'San Francisco Water. Department). This is acconiplished by 
... :.-:...·.'-"'.,.·:tr-anSporting water northward through the El Granadairansmission Pipeline .from the 

Carter Hill tanks in Half Moon Bay to the Miramar Storage Tank in the north. The 
Frenchman's Creek Booster Pump is often activated to assist in this transfer of water. 

b. Winter Surplus in the Denniston Project. When the..-re is a winter surplus in the 

De..'1Iliston Project, which is common in years of normal to above normal rainf-all, the El 

Granada Trimsmission Pipeline 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 Creek Booster Pump. 

t 

• 

c. Drought Period. During droughts, the supply of De.."lniston Project water is greatly • 
reduced and is sometimes not even sufficient serve all of the District's customers north of 

Miramar. In this case the El Granada Transmission Pipeline and the Frenchman'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 Project Not Operable. If the De..'lnistonProjectis 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.xisting (1996) ave;age daily water usage in the District north of Highway 92 (the 

area served by the El 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 .. 

Curre..'ltly, the El Granada Pipeline/Frenchman's Creek Booster Pump can transport a 

maximum of 350 gpm northward. This is not sufficient to meet the average or peak day 

needs of the area served by the E Granada Transmission pipeline. Eve.."'l assuming full 

1James Teter, P. E., Engineering Master Plan, EZ Granmio. Transmission Pipeline Replacement Project, June 30, 1997. 
Reproduced as Appe.'"ldix A in the Revised Initial Study 

13 

• 



e .A 
~ *"~ \. 

storage tanksl and the booster pump operating at full capacity, the District would have only~~~. \J.)~ 
1 - .2 days to bring an inope.'Clble Denniston Project back in operation. After this pe.-riod of \J.i ~ ~ K". 

/ tim~ thestOiage tanks would be depleted to the point whe!e fire .lighting rese..rves would '!. \ Nl(l \..~ 
4 ;tq be rmpai.red. Q/1 \x._<Pif 

~'~ ~~~ 
,CV·' '\:_af' 1-; ._\~ Considering that a major landslide can muddy.:thersw;iace water:for.days 9Ild~#;tat_a~:c· \\': 
f'~~ "~specialized piece of equipment can take wee.l<s to replace; the:Gis-tricb-dties-nothave a:-
~~~ ··t1~Q~ realistic and workable back-up system in the event that the De..'1Iliston Project water 

" 0 _x. ~ {'(" becomes unavailable for an e.xtended period. This could require an emergency declaration 

~ y ~a_§ if the Denniston Project were inoperable on wann days or any other high-demand period. 

VfJ! ,ou-. Furthermore, the e.xisting 10-inch pipeline is inadequate to meet future demands from 

~ ~ projected increases in population and water connections in il:! service area. 

• 

• 

The need for enlarging the El Granada T.r-<ll'ISillission pipeline from 10 inches to 16 inches has been 

dete...-.mined 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 crite.-ria 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 2.36 to 2.99 mgd (180% of average day usage).2 

HalfMoon Bay area: 

Future land use development in the Half Moon Bay portion of the area served by the El Granada 

Transmission pipeline is governed by the Gty's Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,3 amended 

1993. Table 9.1 entitled, "Categories of Undeveloped Lands in Half Moon Bay" provides the 

maximum pote..11.tial for new residential units under the Land Use Plan. The CCWD has reviewed 

13.1 million gallons can be stored in the northe."!l portion of the District 

lcounty of San Mateo, E..'·tvironmental Services Age.'lcy, Planning and Building Division, Local Coastal Program Policies, 
August 1992,. Table 2.10. 

3City of Half Moon Bay, Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, Amended 1993, 244 pps. 
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the projections for the geographical areas within the El Gr-anada Pipeline service area and up a ted 
the data to reflect units constructed since 1993.1 Attachment 1 presents the District's tabulation of 

this data. 

The LCP anticipates 2,026 residential new units in the geographic area served by the EI. Granada 

Transmission Pipeline•atbuildout. The District estimates that the rem.aining pote.."l.tial residential 

buildoutis 1,836•UI'Iii:s';housing a ma:xDnum of 4,782 additional residents. At an ave..'l"3.ge day water · 

usage of 93 -134 ga11ans per day per capita and peak day usage at 180% of ave....-age day usage, the 
average 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. Current average day usage in this area is 0.28 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 
ESTII\1ATED BUILDOUTWATER USAGE IN 

EL GRANADA PIPELINE SERVICE AREA 

GEOGRAPHICAL AREA AVERAGED AlLY USAGE PEAK DAY USAGE2 

County of San Mateo 1.31 - 1.66 mgd1 

City of Half Moon Bay: 

CUITent Usage 0.28mgd3 

City of Half Moon Bay: 

Future Additional Demand 0.44 - 0.64 mgd' 

Total Demand at Buildout 2.03 - 2.58 mgd 

1 County of San Mateo, l.oazl OJastal Program Policies, Table 2.10. 

:Peak day usage assumed to be 18,0o/o of average daily usage. 

2.36 - 2.99 mgd 

0.52mgd 

0.79 - 1.15 mgd 

3.67- 4.66 mgd 

l'Oerived by District Engineer from CCWD meter records. Engin.emng Master Plan, EI Grcm.t1.tiD. Transmission 

Pipeline Repl.acem.mt Project, June 30, 1997. 
"Developed from HalfMoon Bay LCP /LUP Table 9.1 data. fur the El Granada Transmission Pipeline Service Area. 

The build out water demand projections were applied to the District Engineer's four primary 

engineering criteria to ascertain the optimal pipe size and capacity for the E1 Granada Pipeline 

replaceme..."l.t. The criteria used are summarized as follows: 

1. Service Area and Service Capability. The replacement pipeline, whe..'L complete, should 

1James Teter, P. E., Engine.."'Tin~ MPster Plan, EI Gra:rli1da Transmission Pipeline Replacement Project, June 30, 1997. 

t 
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• have sufficient capacity to se...-ve the entire northern se.."Vice area under the "De..ruri.ston 

Project Not Oper-ablel' mode. The minimum requireme..'lt should be to meet average (not 

peak) day needs at a developme..'1.t 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.:W;-~q-Jo :ne~t 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 enginee..Ting practice favors the construction 

of parallel pipelines. The E1 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 criteria, the District Engineer has identified 16 inches as the optimal pipe size for the 

El Granada Transmission Pipeline. This, of course , includes the Cas a del Mar segment which is 

the subject of this application. 

• 

When completed, the 16-inch E1 Granada Transmission Pipeline replacement will have the ability 

to meet future ave..1Q.ge day requirements at buildout of the City and County LCP' s. It will supply 

55% of the peak day demands at buildout, well below the allowable LCP maximums. !tis therefore 

in conformance with both the City and County planning criteria for new public works facilities. 

The 16-inch diameter pipeline will also conform with the District's engineering criteria because, 

1) it will have sufficient capacity for the average and peak day requirement of e..xisting 

customers and average day requirements at buildout. This could suffice if the De..-rmiston 

Project is inoperable. 

2) e.."le..'"gy demands will not be e."<cessive because average day demands can be met with 

gravity flows. 

3) options for constructing redundant parallel pipelines in future deve!opme..11.ts will not be 

foreclosed, because the capacities pe..'"Illitted under the LCP' s will not be exceeded. 

4) the construction cost is the minimum required to se...-ve existing customers and water 
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HALF M-.:>N BAY NEIGHBOR~.IA •. CE 

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 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear Mr. Van Beckum, 

APPLICATION NO. 

A-1-H! - -L 
(CCWD) -------1 
~~EfE (IVERfn~) 

MAY 0 7 1999 

AS TAL 

This~ is to support the appeal of Coastal Development Permit 
PDP -44-98 for the Coastside County Water District (CCWD) 
Water Transmission Pipeline Expansion. 

The Half Moon Bay Neighbors' Alliance has, 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 CC\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" pipe 
with a 16" pipe} will most definitely have significant im­
pacts on resources •. Ye·t CCWD proceeded without benefit of a 
full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) without demonstrating 
.full compliance with Coastal Act policies as required for such 
infrastructure pro(jects. Claims such &.s- "fixing leaks 11

, '
1 to 

increase, pressure.... "to provide for operational flexibility", 
end to even mitigate MTBE irn adjoining ditrict's' production 
we]ls are not criteria required for granting of a CDP. All 
cTiteria m.ust be· address:ed· relative to this project. 

Of particular significance is CCWD's assumption that expan­
sion is essential to meet buiid ollt numbers for Half Jl1oon 
Bay and the unincorporated San r1ateo County areas it serves 



2 

bui]d' out numbers that are in fact ·out of date and are pres- • 
ently being revised d'ownward .. Beside which, determination of 
build out numbers: is· not within the powers of COWD but with 
Half Moon Ba-y and the County •. CC\>vD numbers are entirely with.-. 
out basis., 

COvlD must be requf.;red to reapp]y with a total description and 
environments] analysis of the entire phase 2 expansion to in­
clude, other pipe lines, new sources• of water, new.' storage fac­
i]iti&s', pumping facilities, expanded treatment e:apacity, im­
pacts on al:l natural! resources, and ractual, documented data. 

Neighbors• Alliance urges in the strongest terms denial of per-i 
ait #44-88 until the foregoing are fully addressed according 
to Coastal Act policy •. 

Iverson,. President • 

• 
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• 
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April 30, 1999 

Bob r~erri 11 I 
Jack Liebster 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street - Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

MAY 0 :i 1999 

CAUFO~U<' \ 
COASTAL COi\·'i,\/;; 

Sybject: Coastside County Hater District (CC!1D) COP 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 i1arch 25, 1999 from Roger Chinn, Foreperson of the 
San ~1ateo County Grand Jury regarding the continuing investigation 
of Coastside County Water District regarding the above proposed projects • 

(2) Memo dated March 24, 1999 from the fHdCoast Community Council to the 
project planner, t1ichae1 Scha11et)at the County regarding Coastside 
County Hater District's application for COP for Phase 2 of the 
El Granada Transmission Pipeline Expansion Project. 

Sincerely, 

aarbara K. f1auz 
P.O. Box 1284 
El Granada, CA 94018 

Phone: (650) 726-4013 

EXHIBIT NO. 11 

APPLICATION NO • 

A-1-HMB-99-20 
(CCWD) 

li<:I~SH JNIJt<l\J! :~: \)"11\lJL,) 
Page 1 of 8) 
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March 25 1999 , .. 
' '' < ' .. 

~ 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 

rj'T]J r~ ir1 ~~ I! , Q !Sli!Jtbu 
,ll MAY 0 3 1999 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION _,.-..._ ........ -· 

·-
MAR 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 

t 

• 

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 in 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 attendE!nce 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 

[fJ ~~~r r~ 
ivl~¥ o a 1999 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMA~lSSICN 

From: MidCoast Community Council 

Date: 03124/99 

Re: Comments on CCWD'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 oompliance criteria or COP acceptance 
criteria. 

The County application gives no justification or reason for the replacement of the 1 0" pipe with one 
166% larger. The claim that the pipeline expansion is needed to fix leaks oonfllcts 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 oonflicts 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 fact that Coastslde peak use is a relatively short weekend 
phenomenon. 

LCP: Public Works Component (pg. 2.2) 
*2.6 Capacity Umits 
Umit development or expansion of public works facilities to a capacity which does not exceed 
that needed to serve buildout 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-lnch diameter) 
pipeline has a flow area 2. 6 times the existing ( 1 0-lnch 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 eonforms with the Coastal Act 

Capacity issues: 
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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 CCWO's calculations for sizing of the replacement pipeline (Appendix C of the Revised 
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 166%. 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 has 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 16" replacement pipeline. The studies in the 
Environmental Study talk about eliminating or minimizing the need for the pump. An lmporfant 
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 16" 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 million 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- 2.6) _ 
c. Establish the capacity by: (1) estimating the capacity needed to serve the land use 
plan at buildout, (2) considering the avanabllity 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 availabnity of funds. 

California Coastal Act 
Section 30114 C pg_ 12) · 
Public works' means the following: (b) An public transportation facilities, Including streets, 
roads, highways, public parking lots and structures, potts, harbors, airports, railroads, and 
mass transit facilities and stations, bridges, trolley wires, and other related facHities ... 

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 
Policy 2.9 and 2.12)? 

By increasing the current 10-lnch pipe to 16-inches, it will allow for servicing an Increased number of 
residents, larger than our current highway infrastructure can tolerate. 

J..Page2 

Ref. 1: 6197 CCAG Traffic Modeling Study] See Coastslde Cepaclty Report- Summary of 
Recent Countywide ·Traffic Analysis" 
Especially during commute houts, SRs 1 and 92 have had high tramc volume to capacity (vic) 
ratios since at least 1990, and are projected to have the highest vic ratios in San Mateo 
County at LCP buildout. This translates Into Caltrans 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 reniain 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 10-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 bulldout 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 CCWD projects: 
• Expansion of 3.5 mile El Granada Transmission Pipeline from 10 to 161,.,Ch 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 feet storage reservoir with a 30 to 80 foot high dam; 
• Transfening 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 

CCWD is currently proposing a dual 1 0" 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 be!ng 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 
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and storage capacity in its analysis of water storage and supply. . 
The recent shutdown of two MTBE-contaminated wells operated by Citizens' Utilities, a$ wait 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 CCWD. 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 Haff Moon Bay's certifled 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 how much to increase the cepacity of all pubffc works facilities after 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 districts 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 procesa, which has already established a clear direction to slgnlflcanUy 
reduce the buildout target by at least 2500 houses; CCWD Is using obsolete buftdout 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 
lnfonnation has been provided by the applicant to ahow how Coastal reaourcee 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 specifically Included In this particular element of CCWD's bulldout 
Implementation plan)? What are the economic Impacts on district resources 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 Cornmunity 
Council that an EIR be prepared, the CCWD declared a mitigated negative declaration. Compf~ance 
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. 
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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 "abantJoned 
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 Community 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 f:d. 

3. In addition, the applicant needs to document the status of the ooordination 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 ordinances adopted to implement the LCP. 

Zoning Regulations, San Mateo County 

APage5 

Section 6328.12 Standards for Application Review 
The officer, commission or bbard acting on a Coastal Development Permit shaH review the 
project for compliance with: all applicable plans, policies, requirements and standards of the 
Local Coastal Program, as statad in Sections 6328.19 through 6328.30 of this Chapter; the 
County General Plan; requirements of the underlying district; and other provisions of this Patf. 
Section 6328.14 
Approval of a Coastal Development Permit shall be conditioned as necessary to ensure 
confonnance 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 application and accompanying materials required by 

Section 6328.7 and as conditioned in accordance with Section 6238. 14, conforms with the 
plans, policies, requirements and standards 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 suppllrut with land use plans, pg. 10.44 

Ensuring the cspac;ty of public water systems correspond to the level of development 
promoted in the land use plan is a key strategy In the Local Coastal Program. This 
coordinated approach supports land use decisions and allows for logical and orderly 
development. 
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Restdence 4t: 12 Sunset Terr~ce, H4lf Moon B~y, 94019 
Matt to: Post Office Bo~ 394 

Mont4r4 1 C4ltforni4 
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9403 7 EXHIBIT NO. 11 

TELEPHONE I lAX (650) 112-9554 

April 15, 1999 

APPLICATION NO. 

A-1-JlvlB.-99-20 
(CLWD) 

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 is the 
new tVtnt. 

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 
CCWD is expanding into, cannot support such growth 
inducement as the excessive water capability CCWO 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 pledat made to a concilatory, trusting, high 
ran~ing California court that full BIR 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 
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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 BIR if they expanded • 
capability. · 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Larry M. Kay 

• 
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COMMISSION NOTIFICATION OF APPEAl 
DATE: March 26, 1999 

TO: Sill Ambrosl Smith, Planner 
City of Half Moon Bay, Building & Planning Department 
601 Main Street 
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 .4d/~ ~­

FROM: Bill van Beckum, Coastal Planner 

R.E: Commission Appeal No. A-'1-HMB-99..020 

Please be advised that the coastal development permit decision described below has been 
appealed to the California Coaetal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
30602 or 30625. Therefore, the decision hal been stayed pendln; Commission actic;m on the 
appeal pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30623. · 

Local Permit #: 

Applicant( s): 

Description: 

Location: 

POP-44-98 

Coaetside County Water Cistrict, Attn: Bob Rathborne 

Replacement of 2,200 lineal feet of an existing 10 inch welded steel 
water line with a 16 Inch ductile iron water fine to be constructed an 
the east side of the Frontage Road from the south side of Sewer 
Plant Road to approximately 200 feet north of Wave AvenuP.. 

In tho Highway Ono median, approximately 200 feet south of Bev 
Cunha•s Country Road and 200 feet north of Wave Avenue, Half 
Moon Bay (San Mateo County) .,, 

Local Decision: Approved 

Appellant(s): Carol Cupp 

Date Appeal Filed: 3125/99 

The Commission appeal number assigned to this appeal Is A-1-HMB-99-020. The Commission 
hearing date has been tentatively set for April 13-16, 1 999 in l.ong Beach. Within 5 working 
days of receipt of this Commission Notification of Appeal, copies of all relevant documentc and 
materials used Jn the City of Half Moon Say's consideration of this coastal development permit 
must be delivered to the North Coast Area otflce 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), aU corresponc:Jence. 
and a li$t, with addreuea, of all who provided verbal testrmony. 

A Commlssler1 staff report and notice of the hearing will be forwarded to you prior to the 
hearing. If you have any questions, please conta<)t Sill Van Beckum at the North Coast Area 
office. 

P.et 



urns 
:.,on spigot for 
Mid-Coast 

By VIVA CHAN 
Half Moon Bay .Review 

. ~dful of longstanding politieal ten$ions with its 
n':'~l?ors to the n~rth, the Coastside County Water 
District_ Boani of Du:ectors decided Thesday to prepare . 

·an. ~~ent to te~porarily supply water to Citizens 
Utilt~s custo~~ m Montara and Moss Beach. 

C:•nzens _tJ':ifiti~s last month aske(J the distri~ to 
COI1S1der ass_tsting Jt after the private water purveyor 
shut t~o of Its wells found contaminated with MTBE 
a suspected carcinogen. • 

Water 
Continued f\'oiD Page lA . 

The CCWD board voted unani­
mously to enter into negotiations 
with Citiz.ms U:tilities to come up 
with a proposal on bow the district. 
will supply water to its neighbor. 

"We want ~o 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 boan1 at its reg-· 
ular meeting next month. · 

Meanwbile. Citizens last week 
released test samples for March for 
MTBB in the two contaminated 
wells. 

In the Drake well, tbere was au 
inerease 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 tbe Drake 
and Wagner wells do not cummtly 
constitute a public health emer­
gency;• reported Physical Engineer 
Clifford Bowen of the San Francis­
co District Drinking Water Field 
Operations office of the state 
Department of Health. 

However, Citizens Utilities 
Bngineer Rob Ro8coe cautioned 
that the lower reading in tbe Waan­
er well may be due to the fact that· 
Citizens bas not been pumping 
water from iL 

At 1\lesday•s CCWD . meeting 
there was an underlying current of 
tensiOn between· CCWD and the 
Mid-Coast over past and current 
political differences. To illustrate 
the resistance some Citizens cus­
tomers feel towanl CCWD, 
Goodrich brought in a rusty wreath 
of barbed wire. 

Gary Warbaftig, with the Moss 
Beach-Montara Water-Improvement 
Association, once commented that 
he would ratber floss his teeth with 
barbed wire than be served by 
Coastsidc County Watot District's 
system. The comment surfaced 
again in a recent discussion involv­
ing Citizens • current dilemma. 

At 1\lesday night's meeting, the 
CCWD bpard considered three dif­
ferent &ee6ados fGr :how· ·it could 

· · asi.tll\'Citlasns·Odlltie!F. .... "· ' · · · 
• Pumping untieated water from 

the Denniston Water Tank near the 
· · Hilt Moon Bay·Alrpon. 
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.:.· ... 
• Tmcldn in ............ .., ...o.t .. ld. >--a \&~ ......-.-

water"fro~ ~CWD·s suppliM at ttW. 
Denniston Water 'l'reatment Plaat. . 

• Con,nectinJ: the two Water' com­
panies directly duoup a half-mile­
long pipeline along lhe west ~ of 
the a.i.Iport along Aiiport Road. · 
· No decision was mado on which 
supply method would be usocl. Any · 
CCWD assistance_ would 1'aly 
temporary. directors said. A a 

Roscoe said he pzefecmd 4 

ing treated, potable water instead of 
untreated weU water from the Deo­
niston Water 'link. as recomJnend­
ed by CCWD staff. 

"We're not asJdns for you to put 
your customers in jeopanty , , • 
we•n take water durin,g off peak 
time if we have to," Roscoe said. 

Using water pumped from Den· 
niston WeU No. 9, located acrou 
from the Half Moon Bay Airport on 
the east side. would entail cxt.eosive 
treatment because of high iron and 
manaauese levels, he pointed out •. 

• 

An additional demand on tho 
district's treatOd water sy'Btem 
would reduce c~ty to m•intain • 
~ levels for fU:e flows and may 
affect the supply to Coutsido 
County Water ··District customon 
during extreme. peak demand peri-
ods, staff reported. Directors repeat-
edly stated that they do not wam 10 
serve Citizens customers at tho 
expense of their own custometa. 

· . While the supply details are yet 
to be worked ,out. Citizens bas 
bought a carbon filttatioo system to 
treat its two contaminated wellt. It. 
will keep them open for use iq 
times of high demand: Roscoe said 
they may bo operati.n& the new fU-
tration system by mid-May~ 
depending upon how Ions it bibs 
to s~ county; permits. . 

T&o price of~the wator CitizODa 
would ·receive from the DeonietOQ . 
weit waa a topic,Of concem by bodl 
Citizens and SOJPe of its c::ustomera 
in tbe audience.,.;. 

The district proposed sellioa tbe 
untreated water at its usual com­
mercial rate price of $2.40 per hun-
dred cubic feet,,;. 1 • 

''The c1tl2ens · of Montara and 
Moss Beach would be payiq 
Cadillac prices · for Yugo watl'l£," • 
said Paul Porkovic, chair of tho 
Midcoast Community CounciL 

Such a price reflects three dines 
whl«'~ Sab Ptan~)seo-;W.iltei- Di.:.; 
Uict charges at bulk rate fC!I' ita pda­
tine supply from tbe Hetch Hefcb)'., 
according to Perkovic. 

.·-·-. ''~- -.;_,_. ----=--... =-··-·-·,___' ·-
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GroWing, struggling 
., ' 

8y Sarah Weld 
COFIAESPONOENT Study: Coast can't support more. development 

While most of San Mateo 
County struggles With loo many 
jobs and not enough houses, the 
coast faces the reverse problem. 

Over the next 20 years. the 
number of homes 1n Half Moon 
Bay a11d the Midcoast commu­
ntttes of Montara, Mou Beach, 
Princeton. El Oranada and Ml· 
ramar ls expected to jwup by io percent. rurcordlng to a go~­

nment re orl. 
r of Jobs s 

jffiedicted to grow 'by only 20 
(#cent. -

In the rest of The Cowtty. 
this would be good news. but on 
the coast this means a bigger 
strato on everything from a 
shrinking water supply to 
clogged highways. 

"I'll\ Wa1Ung for aomeone to 
come up with a magtc bullet Co 
solve all these problems.· satd 
Michael C~abtree, PacUlca's clly 

planner and one of the report's 
a~.athors. "In order to kcei,J U the 
way It fs, we have to grow. 
Where Is the magic off-ramp to 
take us t.o the promised land?" 

• ~-. ·m-tmes 

• 
what. . 4'0Ut , rtaldents already 
know - tramc 1e bad and lt'a 
:p~ Worse. And more people 
'.co~ taean tr9uble for the . 
·. COUt'J n•tural scenery. 

·'The area h~ some of the 
' won~t- r\aah·hour traffic 11.1 San 
_;M•~ ~wity, where congesuon 

CLASSIFIED ADS ... 1-800-895-9595 

7&oanta 

increased 125 percent from 
1995 to 1996 - more than 
double any other Bay Al'ea 
co4nty, according to the report. 

And as a group. coaslal com· 

Please see CoNt. 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 
which prevented further construction of water supply and storage system until 
snvironmental 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 
695, 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 
district would prepare an additional 
detailed report before making any decision to proceed with the alternatives 
described, and that the district would further 
:onduct studies as to the environmental impact associated with any water system 
~xpansion beyond that presently to be 
Jndertaken. 
)tay order recalled, appeal from order dissolving injunction dismissed as moot. 
~nvironmental Defense Fund, Inc. v. Coastslde County Water Dlst. 
~eyCite this headnote · 

·199 HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT 
19911 Regulations and Offenses· 
199k25.5 Environmenta1 Protection in General 
199k25.1 0 Environmental Impact Statement 
199k25.1.0(6) Content, Sufficiency, and Accuracy 

199k25.1 0(6.5) k. Dams, waterways, and water projects, generally. 
'rmerly 199k2S.1 0(6), 199k25.1 0 
ai.App. 1972. 

- 1 -
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Environmental !mpact report which was filed in respons~ to order of the court was 

•
uate under statute, where it covered. 
e matters which the court deemed ·to have been inadequately reported previously, 

and where it also pledged that the 
water distr.ict 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 512, *512, 104 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 Cal.App.3d 512, *513, 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 21000 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 and also pledges the district to prepare an additional 
detailed Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
~ore making af"'y decision to proceed with the alternative described under the 
.ding Denniston Creek II and further ..to.. 
conduct studies as to the environmental impacts associated with any. 
water system 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 pr~gram 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, *51 3, 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 fro"1' the order dissolving the injunction is dismissed as now moot, and 
costs on appea[} are awarded to appellants. · 

RATTIGAN and BRAY, [FN*] JJ., concur. 

FN* Assigned by Chairman of Judicial Council. 

END OF DOCUMENT 
Copr. (C) West 1999 No Claim to Orig. U.S. Govt. Works 
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tAts is a fa~ first skeet; 

Residence. a.t: 12 Su.n.se.t Te.rra.ce., Ha.tf Moon. Ba.yJ ~401~r 
~tC to: Post Office Bo~ 394 

' ~n.t~r~ 1 c~Ctforn.L~ 
94037 

f£LEPHONE I fAX ( 650) TI.2-9554 

April 15, 1999 

FAXLTR TO: California Coastal Commission @415-904-5400, 
North Coast Area Office 

ATTN: Bach 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 Bay 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 1 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 pledae made to a concilatory, trusting, high 
ranking California court that full BIR would be made if 
further expansion of ccwo system capability was undertaken: 

INTERRUPT 



1\t-. MCDEVITT ffij lE © ·te ~ WIlE [D) Hnnson 
ATTOl\NEY AT I.AW 

DIRECT DIAL <!IS "5 5010 BRIDGEH 
APR 2 1 1989 

Apri120, 1999 
CALIFORNIA m~~[~~ 

COASTAL COMMISSION ij u ~ ~ ~ 
•• ~ij~~·llr 

Mr. Bill Van Beckum 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 VIA HAND DELIVERY 

Re: A-1-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, 

lh~~~ 
EXHIBIT NO. 11 

APPLICATION NO. 

tciwn~20 

REM:ld cm.~(~tt 
(Page 1 of 7D 

Enclosures 

cc: Board of Directors, Coastside County Water District 
Robert R. Rathbome, General Manager, Coastside County Water District 
James S. Teter, Engineer, Coastside County Water District 
Bill Amrosi Smith, City Planning Department, Half Moon Bay 

LAW OFFICES SAN FRANCISCO MARIN 

333 MARKET STREET· 23RD FLOOR 80 E. SIR FRANCIS DRAKE BLVD· SUITE JE 
SAN FRANCISCO·CA '14105·2173 
TELEPHONE 415·777·3200 
FACSIMILE 415·541·9366 
email: sf~hansonbridgett.com 

LARKSPUR· CA 94939 

TELEPHONE 41 S · 925 · 8<400 
FACSIMILE 41S·nS·8409 
marin!ihansonbridgett.com 691736.1 

.. 
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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) 

) 
) 

~ ffij IE tG ~ D W rt-rrr-99-0zo 
APR 2 1 1999 lJd} 
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 Ill 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 Half Moon Bay, as of Monday, April 19, 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 "Coasts ide 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 argu~ent 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 i~ 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 developme~t 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 t4e 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 
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• 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 

7 690956.1 



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. 
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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 . 
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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 buildout. 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 Attaclunent 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 Cup{>'s appeal be dismissed. 

Date: April 20, 1999 

14 

Respectfully submitted, 

~vitt, Attorney for 
Coastside County Water District 
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Planning Commission Resolution P- 03 -99 
PDP-44-98 Coastal Development Petrnit 

WHEREAS, an application was suomitted requesting approval of a Coastal 
Development Pennit; and 

WHEREAS, the project is describ~d as replacement of 2,200 !ineal 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 "Casa del Mar Pipeline 
Replacement Project, Narrative in Support of a Coastal Development 
Application," CCWD July 24, 1998); and 

WHEREAS, an Initial ~tudy 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 all written and oral testimony 
presented for their consideration; and 

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

1 . The development, as modified by conditions, confolllls to the Local Coastal 
Program. 

- ' 

2. The development is censistent w~ (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 applie!able 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 servi'ces and infrastructure 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 conforms 
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. 

PASS~O AND ADOPTED by the Half Moon Bay Planning Commission at a 
meeting held on January 28, 1999 by the following vote: 

Cqm,mi~~i~ners King, Fe~reira, Taylort Sullivan and 
AYES, Chairman Hansen· 

NOES, Comnissit!mel"s Ben.iamin and Heinz 

ABSENT ________________________________________ ___ 

ABSTAIN, ________________________________________ __ 

APPROVED: 

s/Robert Hansen 
Robert Hansen, Planning Commission Chairman 

Planning Commission Resolution, January 28, 1999 . p age 2 
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1. 

EXHIBIT A 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

PDP-44-98 
Jan'uary 28, 1999 

Development shall be in substantial confonnanc§! 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 Pennit 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 Pennit 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 mini~ize 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 stonn 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 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 2~ 1999 page 3 



• 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, or maintaining vehicles on site, except in an 
area designated to contain and treat runoff. 

5. Pursuant to Chapter 14.40 of the H~lfMoon Bay Municipal Code, the 
hours of operation shall be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday 
through Friday, 8:00a.m. to 6:00 p.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 
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 defonnations form, the CCWD is responsible for repair of the 
areas involved. 

1 0. 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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• 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 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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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: 

•tn addition, it will be necessary to increase the capacity of the CCWD'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 of 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 cOnstruction 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: 

-a. 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 bkfirectionally depending on the source of supply. 
Water from the Denniston source is transmitted southward, and water from San 
Francisco Water Department sources Is transmitted northward. Gravity flow 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 
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elevation between the Carter Hill tanks and the Miramar tank, it is neeessary to locate a 
pump station between these locations to direct now either northerly or southerly. The El 
Granada Pipeline is 18,600 linear feet long, and It is proposed to replace the existing 1 o.. 
Inch pipeline with 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 undetermined location. Because of the 
annual limitation on building permits in the County portion of the CCWD ser:vice 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 10 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 
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 ~e 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 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 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 
El 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 Figore 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, ~f 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 aiteria 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 Coasts/ 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: 
CriteriCA 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 Haff 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 

Category 1: 
Miramar 
City of Naples 
Grandview Terrace 
Newport Terrace 
Casa del Mar 
Frenchmans Creek 
Seahaven 

Category 2: 
Surf Beach 
Venice Beach 
Highland Park 

Category 3: 
Lands between Casa del Mar and 

Venice Beach 
Lands between Grandview Terrace and 

Newport Terrace 
Guerrero Ave. site between Miramar 

and City of Naples 
Lands east of Frenchmans Creek 

Subdivision 
Dykstra Ranch 
Land north of greenhouses with driving 

range, Nurseryman's Exchange· 
(Hester-Miguel) 

Category 4: 

6 

Maximum Units Current Estimated 
Under LUP Maximum Units 

75 75 
71 71 
66 66 
25 25 
40 0 
5 0 
0 0 

100 100 
60 60 
95 5 

15 15 

150 150 

46 4 

50 50 

228 215 
80 80 

0 0 



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 

Category 6: 
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 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. 

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 Day Usage 
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 "Denniston Project Not Operable• mode, during which 
the El Granada Transmission Pipeline must provide water service to the entire 
northern 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 pipeline 
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 •Denniston 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 trans111ission 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 nqrthem 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 locationc 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 propose.c;i pipeline sizes for 4 ~t~r ~s~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 16 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 16 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 16 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 hi 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 Ei 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 northern 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. 

D. 

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 Buildout, 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 year&. 

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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San Mateo County Local Coastal Program 
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. .TABLE 2. 10. 

ESTIMATE OF WATER . CONSUMPTION DEMAND FROM ... BUILDOUT: OF LAND USE PLAN 
COAStSIDE COUNTY. WATER DISTR~CT·WITHIN. COUNTY-JURISDICTION 

Land Use 

EL GRANADA-PRINCETON . 
RESIDENTIAL 

Developed 

Single-Family 
Multi-Family 

Undeve 1 oped · 

· Single-Family' 
Multi-Family 

COMMERCIAL 1' 
2 

Developed 
Retail 
Recreation 

Undeveloped 
Retail 
Recreation 

INDUSTRIAL'· 2 

Developed 
Marine Related 
General 

Undeveloped 
Marine Related 
General 

,. 

. . . Number : . Number. ... Water Generation 
· ·· Of Acres •· · .Of People'!.' Factor 

. '· .. 

6.90 
(4.25) . 
(2.65) I 

57'.20 
. (14. 70) :·:. 
(42.50) 

. 11..00 
(11.00) 
(0.00) 

. 
29.29 

.,(29.29) 
... (0.00) 

3,400 

5 ,193·' 

(4,042) 
.. (1,151) .. 

. ' 

93-134 g/d/c 

93-134 gfd/C 

2,500 gal/acre 
1;500 gal/acre 

· 4,700 gal/acre 
· 1,900 gal/acre 

· .. · ·. ·· 2,500 ·gal/acre 

2, 500 .. ga 1 /acre 

ESSENTIAL PUBLIC SERVICES 

Developed' 
• 1 ••• •• ~.. • • 

! • ; ; ••. 

Undeveloped 
• ~·, • •I 

2.29 

Water 
Generation 

(GPO) 

. 316,200-
455,600 

482,900-
695,90,0 

. 14,600 
(10,600) 
(4,0~0) 

148,850 
(68,100) 
(80,750} 

27 500 
(27:500) 

73,225 
(73,225) 

1., 700 

6,425 



TABLE 2.10 (continued) 

ESTIMATE OF WATER CONSUMPTION DEMAND FROM BUILDOUI OF LAND USE PLAN 
. COASTSIDE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT WITHIN COUNTY JURISDICTION 

Land Use 

PUBLIC RECREATION2 

Parks and Beaches 

FLORICULTURAL' 

Developed 

Expansion · 

TOTAL 

Number Number Water Generation 
Of Acres1 

· ·Of People Factor 

Water 
Generation ~ 

(GPO) 

11.5 gal/day/capita 3,700 

230,000 

(60,000) 

(170,000) 

1, 306, 100-1,658, 5oo-

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 151 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: 

Oevelooed 

Exoans1oQ 

( .2 mgct) 
60,000 gpd 

. 140,000 gpd 

50,000 gpd 

120,000 gpd 

CCWD actual 1978 floricultural usage. 
CCWD County areas {301 of actual). 
Half Moon Bay (70S of actual) • 

Water usage by existing Pilarcitos Valley flori­
culturalists now relying on creek and well 
water. 

lOOS expansion of existing floricultural use at • 
buildout. 

2.30 
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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: 

Maximum 
Potential 

:·. New 
Existing Units Under 
Units Exist.Zoni~g 

117 
51 
84 
52 

241 
95 

275 

318 

597·' 
189 
288 

177 
166 

2,650 

75 
68 
31 
20 
45 
32 

235 

300 

482 
861 

69 

5 
0 

2,223(1) 

Undeveloped "Paper" Subdivisions 

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. 01a Vista 
10. Me.nhattan 
11. Liptori-by-the-Sea 

Category Z Subtotal: 

2 
6 

6 
0 
0 
0 
0 

19 
1 
1 
0 

35 

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 

• • 
• 
I 
I 
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TABLE 9.1 

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

Maximum 
Potential 

New 
Existing Units Under 

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 Miramar 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-Mig~el) 

Category 3 Subtotal: 

Units Exist~Zoning 

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 

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 between 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 1 225-270 130 

6 Podesta property 
west of high school 0 36(}( 3) 110 

7. Strip along Main Street and 
Hwy 1 south of Colonel Way 
South Main Street/Cassinelli 0 200(3) 35 

8. Lands surrounding Sea Haven 4 360(3) 650 

Category 5 Subtotal: 30 2,195-2,650 1,077 

CHAPT£H q • PACr. tRn 
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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 CATEGORIES: 2,726(4) 7,983-8,838 5,265-5,345 

l. 

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 Federal Census.' . . 

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

. . . 

CHAPTER 9 • PAGE 181 
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Step 1: 

APPENDIXC 

t 
;: 
' 

CALCULATIONS FOR SIZING OF REPLACEMENT PIPELINE 

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: 

Primary Distribution Point 
Half Moon Bay: 

Grand Blvd. 
Terrace Ave. 
Casa Del Mar/Kehoe 
Grand View Blvd. 
Frenchmans Creek 
Commercial 
Distribution Point Total 

Miramar: 
Naples Beach 
Miramar 
Commercial 
Distribution Point Total 

El Granada: 
El Granada 
Granada Highlands 
Princeton 
Clipper Ridge 
Commercial 
Distribution Point Total 

Project Area Total 

Ave. Day Usage 

1 

12.1 gpm 
44.2 
58.5 
35.1 
42.1 
79.3 

271.3 gpm 

31.7 
30.6 
79.3 

141.6gpm 

138.3 
41.3 
41.2 
47.3 
79.3 

347.3 gpm 
---------
____ ..,. ____ 
760.2 gpm 

Peak Day Usage 

18.2 gpm 
66.3 
87.8 
52.6 
63.1 

119.9 
407.9 gpm 

47.6 
45.9 

119.9 
213.4 gpm 

207.3 
61.9 
61.8 
71.0 

119.9 
521.9 gpm 

--------------------
1,143.2 gpm 

• 

• 

• 



• 
• 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· 
Casa del Mar 0 0 
Frenchmans Creek 0 0 -Seahaven 0 0 
Surf Beach 0 100 -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 50 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 
Podesta property west of High School 110 0 I 
Lands surrounding Sea Haven 650 0 
Hester -Miguel _.!2 50 

I 
Total Residential Units per 1,406 units 430 units 

Distribution Point 

' • Total Residential Units 1,836 units 

I 
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 a.ccomplished by adding the existing 
water usage requirements from Step 2 to the future water requirements 
from Step 4. 

Water Usage Parameter 
Existing ave. day usage, gpm 
Future ave. day usage, gpm 
Total ave. da~ 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 

.. 
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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 1of 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 
= 457.2 gpm 

Miramar percentage of 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 "ASE EL. 235 

EXIST. MIRAMAR WATER STORAGE TANK 

CAPACITY = 1.0 MG 

BASE EL. 310 

b- EXIST. a• PIPELINE 

EXIST. CARTER HILL 
WATER STORAGE TANKS, 

CAPACITY = 2.5 MG 

BASE EL. 335 

I 
I 

FUTURE PROPOSED ---......J 
24• CARTER HILL I 
WEST PIPELINE f 

t+- EXIST. 1 o• PIPELINE 

~ 
I I 

I 
I 
I 

~ 
I 
I 

I 
I 
l 

PROPOSED EL GRANADA REPLACEMENT 
TRANSMISSION PIPELINE 

~-/ ( t ( I ll . ( I--~ 
SECTION 3: 7,000 LF ~ SECTION 2: 7,000 LF t SECTION 1: 5,000 LF 

EL GRANADA/NORTHWARD 
WATER DISTRIBUTION AREA 

EXIST. AVE. DAY USAGE • 347 GPM 

EXIST. PEAK DAY USAGE • 522 GPM 

BUILDOUT AVE. DAY USAGE = 175 GPM 

BU1..D0UT PEAK DAY USAGE • 1.571 GPM 

MIRAMAR WATER 

DISTRIBUTION AREA 

EXIST. AVE. DAY USAGE = 142 GPM 

EXIST. PEAK DAY USAGE = 213 GPM 

BUR.DOUT AVE. DAY USAGE= 414 GPM 

BUILDOUT PEAK DAY USAGE = 736 GPM 

HYDRAULIC PROFILE 

HALF MOON BAY 
WATER DISTRIBUTION AREA 

EXIST. AVE. DAY USAGE": 271 GPM 

EXIST. PEAK DAY USAGE = 408 GPM 

BUILDOUT AVE. DAY USAGE= &11 GPM 

BUILDOUT PEAK DAY USAGE = 1,019 GPM 

SCHEMATIC DIAGRAM OF PROPOSED EL GRANADA REPLACEMENT TRANSMISSION PIPELINE 

• NOS.E • .. 
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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 level 
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 calculation~ 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 
= 1ft. 
= 2.5 
= 1.4 
= 4.9 ft. 
= 0.7 
= 5.6 ft. 

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 
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B. 
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C. 

• 

-- ··-·----------~ 

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 106ft. (46psi). This hydraulic grade line represents 
the water pressure in the area of El Granada Tank No. 1. 
The 46 psi water pressure is sufficientto 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 Existing Peak Day Water Usage: 
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 87 ft. (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 

Carter Hill West Pipeline 
Section 1: 5,000 lF @ 1,900 gpm 
Section 2: 7.000 LF@ 1.289 gpm 
Subtotal to Miramar 
Section 3: 7.000 LF at 875 gpm 
Total friction loss 

Conclusions: 

7 

Friction loss 
= 5 ft. 
= 12.5 
= 7.7 
= 25.2 {t. 

= 4.2 
= 29.4 ft. 
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D. 

The friction loss from the Carter Hill tanks to Miramar is • 
equal to the difference in elevation between the Carter Hill 

1. 

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 at:>ove 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 = 
Friction Loss 

16 ft. 
Section 1: 5,000 LF @ 3,331 gpm = 35 
Section 2: 7.000 LF@ 2.312 gpm = 24.5 
Subtotal to Miramar = 75.5 ft. 

11.9 Section 3: 7.000 LF @ 1 .596 gpm = 
Total friction loss = 87.4 ft. 

Conclusions: 

1. The friction loss from the Carter Hill storage tanks to 

2. 

, 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). 

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 project engineering 
criteria and has a lower (and therefore acceptable) transmission 
capacity than permitted for LCP Buildout population, the 16 inch 
diameter pipeline is selected as the size recommended for 
construction and no additional calculations for other pipeline 
diameters are required. · 
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CITY OF HALF MOON BAY 

August 6, 1998 

City Hall. 501 Main Street 

HalfMoon Bay. CA 94019 

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

Subject 4Bms:4 Af9ii'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. 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 
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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 buildout 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 build out and the number of potential custome~ 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 applicatlcn 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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Upon satisfactory submittal of the requested additional infonnation 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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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, CDP 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 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? 

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 fire flow in hydrants. Representatives of the Half Moon Bay Fire Protection 
District have stated that the flow requirement of the fue hydrants directly connected to the 
transmission pipeline within the Casa del Mar subdivision is 1,000 gpm and that the frre flow 
requirement for fue hydrants located near large residences within the Casa del Mar subdivision is 
1,200 to 1 ,500 gpm. 

Question: 

Or is fue fighting reserve capacity handled in the reservoirs? 

Response: 

Water for frre fighting is stored in the water storage tanks. It flows from the tanks to the tire 
hydrants being used to fight the fue through the existing network of transmission and distribution 
system pipelines. For instance, for a fue 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 1/3 of the flow would be from the 
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storage tank located in Miramar (a north to south flow in the El Granada Pipeline). Actual flow 
amounts would depend on syste111 usage and actual water pressures within the various pipelines of 
the network at the time of the tire. 

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 tire 
flow for the Fire District in gallons per minute. 

Response: 

This question is not possible to answer with detailed numbers for the following reasons: 

1. The required tire flow is not one definite number because it depends on the CCWD 
facilities that are in operation at the time of the tire. 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 fire flow in the Casa del Mar section of the pipeline is 

• 

much higher, approximately 2,500 gpm, in order to provide sufficient flow to fight a tire • 
in a commercial building in Miramar such as a hoteL Alse, 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 structures require larger flows for frre 
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 
(180% of the average day usage of250.gpd) 

Bullet No.2 

Question: 

= 1,500 gpm 

- 735 gpm 

= 125 gpm 

• 
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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 10 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 future? 

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 future Buildout peak day requirements. If the future 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. The 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 supply. 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 for, foster, encourage and/or 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 nUII}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 this 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 transmission 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 future parallel pipeline which 
would add desirable redundancy ~ 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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ATTACHMENT FOUR 



., 
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 1 ts 
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 capac! ty, 
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 Coastal 
Act priority land uses are: coastal-dependent land uses, essentia. 
public services, basic industries, and_ recreation and visitor­
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 capac! ty for priority land uses. The amount of 
capacity reserved would vary for each public work, but the basic 
intent of all the reservations would be to protect some public 
works capacity for these priority land uses. 

Phasing Capacity Increases 

The demand for public works over a long time-period cannot be known 
with great certainty. The theoretical build-out potential of the 
Land Use Plan may not occur until 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 projections. 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 the. 
Plan. Policies in Section 9 provide for both phasing growth an 
monitoring annual growth to ensure that it is in line with 
available services. Policies in this section are intended to 
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assure availability 
projected. 

in accordance with estimated needs as 

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 1 1 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 increases and 
new development in order to maintain balance between them. The 
phasing of development over time is incorporated in the policies of 
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 fa. 
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 development. 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 .(!nd the City. It would be desirable to 
consolidate the City 1 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 phasin~ 
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 {bet) =748 gallons 
1 acre foot= 435.6 hcf= 326,000 gallons 

Water Consumption Data By Calendar Year (potable water, except as noted) 

Total Potable Metered 
Sales (hcf): 

Metered Sales Ratio: 

Estimated Service Area 
Population: 

Gross Per Capita 
, Consumption (gal/day): 
···---· 

,-······-·-·-·-::c··-:·--::..-····::- ----··-···· ··········-······ -----·-···--· ---,...----- ------,----- ···--·-·-··-···· :... ______ _ 
Single Family 
Residences: 

Multi-Family 
Residences: 5 

7 

i 

l 4 
! 

5 i 5 

12 

' ! 
I 5 i 5 I 

I 5 6· 

·:·:---··-=-=-- ----------.------~---·---.------------~-- ---- .----·-

10 I 
,...-------.----

44% 

27% 27% 
24%. 23% 

45% 

27% 

23% 

5% 5%; 5%• 

Net Recycled Water 
Consumption (AF): 

Total System 
Production, 

potable+recycled (AF): 16,3Xl 

---···~- f 

647 : 728 856 ,&l3 

11,370 . 12,079 • 12.1te 1 13,216 14,546 . 12,e10 
-Total system MetE!ifid -------- ---- i .------- ---- i 

Sales (hcf): 6,532,CXD 4,016.~ 3,826,200 4,4J1,a:D i 4,E53,086 4,g'29,323 4,9«:>,9:34! 5,240,183 5,778,TI5 5,194,836 i 

*Pre-Drought "Total Potable Production" includes an estimated 900 AFY of demand now served by the Water Reclamation 
Project 

. t 
EXHIBIT NO. 12 

APPLICATION NO. 
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010 YOt' 1\.~0" THAT ... ? \VATER USAGE F_,\CTS 

Hmv much \Vater is used to supply the following activities? 

This infonnation is derived from Introduction to Environmental Engineering and Science, Gilbert 
Masters, 1991 Prentice Hall. The book in tum derived the data from 1984 U.S. Geological Survey info. 

Penonal, inigation, and industrial water osage 
·~iters ofwater ;,gaD ...... --.--n,..;...s_of-'"·=· ~··

1
1 

lased ............. ;water used . 
r-- ----------

l:'e~d:;erage home use per person to liters . . .. )90 gallons I ~ 
[drinking water per person perday .... m ....... •• !2liters I all ,O.Sg .. ons 
~kfuSp~ person per day -f23--------... -... -.. r--

6 
I 

!watering lawn (per minute) !38 
,-----'---=~ 

!toilet, per flush l I 9 

,10 

:5 
!taking a shower (per minute) ...... ,8-----------'-- '• \ 

ftaki;tg-a bath ft-35- ----- ~·--~--··---

'35 

!washing machine per load ]230 ·60) 
,. --

t670 gallons 
'· 

lt~tal irrigation per person peJ"day j:i,s~Oliters 
;4o gallons 

: 1 oo gallons 

r---- ···- ~,-

!tO produce one egg · i 150 liters. 
lone glass of ~~k----·----·------'--'-'--...:.:.;____;.- !380 liters 

;75 

!560 gall()llS 

1one pound of flour !285 
lone pound of rice r-j2,.c;._1=20---l"-'-it"-er-s""-.. -=-

!one pound of grain-fed beef . j3,030 liters :800 gallons 

[One pound of cotton _ j7,730 !2,040) 

jtotal industrial and commercial \4,520 liters 1,190 gallons 

!water use, per person per day 1 I 
!cooling water (industrial) per person per ./3, 7l 0 liters :980 gallons 
jday I I 

!refine one gallon of gasoline from ~de oil j38 liters ........... ,_, 1 0-.... ---gall--... -o=ns.;,_ ... ....;.=o;;.;.;.. 

Ito produce one Sunday newsp~p~ ............. jl,()6o lit~rs. r280 gallons 

1one pound of aluminum j3, 790 , 1,000 

lone automobile - 13SO,OOO liters 1100,000 
I , :gallons) 

Return to J/ome Page 
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RAY MCDEVITT 

AITORNEYATLAW 

DIRECT DIAl~IS 995 SOlO 

May 28, 1999 

Bill Van Beckum 

c 

California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

I 
[_ 

"i 
' : 

.JJIJ 0 11999 
(·~ \'.~ ~~ --· ~- ... : :-\ 

c:·~.!~_-:: 'i'_-1 .. L ~:~ ~-~J, r.~-. -~: ~::: :_ (:·>·~ 

Re: Coastside County Water District 
A-1-HMB-99-020 

Dear Mr. Van Beckum: 

Hnnson 
BRIDGHl 

m ~ H ~ ~ 
ijl~~~~ 
~~~~·ttr 

Coastside County Water District received the staff report today. In view of the report's length 
(27 pages), the extremely limited time within which the District would have to submit comments 
(i.e., two working days), and the inconvenient venue the District requests, pursuant to 14 CCR 
Section 13085(a), that the Commission's consideration of the "substantial issue" question be 
postponed. While the Commission regulations require the District to waive time limits for action 
on the appeal, the District would request that the matter be calendared for the next hearings 
scheduled to be heard in the San Francisco Bay Area. 

Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 

~'M'"~ 
Ray McDevitt 

cc: Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
Robert Rathbome, General Manager, CCWD 

• OFFICES SAN FRANCISCO MARIN 
EXHIBIT NO . 14 
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SAN FRANCISCO · CA 94105-2173 LARKSPUR· CA 9'1939 
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.. OFFICES 

RAY MCDEVITT 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 

DIRECT DIAL41S 99) SOlO 

June 23, 1999 

Mr. Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, 20th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Re: Coastside County Water District 
Appeal No. A-1-HMB-99-20 

Dear Peter: 

Hnnson 
BRIOGHI 

m~~r~~ 
ijU~~~ 
~~~~·ltr 

By Hand Delivery 
I 

Thank you for taking time earlier this week to discuss my concerns with the May 
26 staff report on this project. So that you will have an accurate record of these 
points, I am following up with this letter. 

Misleading Per Capita Water Use Data 

The staff report raises "issues" which were not raised by the appellant (or anyone 
else) at the City of Half Moon Bay Planning Commission, the City Council or in 
the appeal itself. A prominent example is the staffs speculation that per capita 
water use in the area served by the pipeline may have decreased below the 93-
134 gallons per capita per day (gpcpd) which is specified in the certified San 
Mateo County LCP. The basis for this speculation is a chart obtained from the 
City of Santa Barbara, which shows historical use in that city. (A copy is 
enclosed.) The staff report observes that water use in 1997 and 1998 in Santa 
Barbara is lower than it was prior to the drought and lower than the quantities 
specified in the San Mateo County LCP. The lower per capita figure for Santa 
Barbara is said to "suggest" that the proposed 16" pipeline is too large. 

It is disturbing to have Commission staff on the one hand chide the City for not 
making "findings" about an issue that was never raised by project opponents, 
while at the same time reaching beyond the record to find new "evidence" that is 
used to undermine, rather than support, the City's decision. 

It is also disturbing that Commission staff would rely on data from some other 
water agency, rather than contacting the District staff to get information about 
actual water use trends in the area to be served by the pipeline that is the subject 
of the appeal . 

SAN FRANCISCO MARIN 
EXHIBIT NO. IS 

Pffa~'f'Y'~~ ~9· 
A-1-HMB-99-20 (CCWD) 

333 MARKET STREET· 23RO FLOOR 80 E. SIR FRANCIS DRAKE BLVD· SUITE lE 
SAN FRANCISCO·CA 94105·2173 lARKSPUR·CA 94939 

TELEPHONE ~I 5 · m ·3200 TELEPHONE 41 S · 925 · 8400 

APPLICANT'S 6/23/99 
COMMENTS 

FACSIMILE 415·5~1·9366 fACSIMILE 415·925·8409 

email: sf@hansonbridgett.com marinOhansonbridgett.com 
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Finally, it is disturbing that this particular staff report misrepresents the 
significance of the Santa Barbara data. The table is said to show a drop in water 
use since the drought, which it of course does. But the staff report does not 
point out that the trend in residential usage is up, with customers resuming 
more typical usage patterns as the impact of the drought recedes. (The only 
departure from this trend is 1998, which was the wettest year in over a century.) 
More troublesome is the staff use of 77 gallons per capita per day (gpcpd) in a 
direct comparison to the per capita figures used by the District Engineer. The 77 
gpcpd is an overall average and includes a significant amount of multi-family 
dwellings, per capita use for which is about half that of single family homes, as 
can be clearly seen from the table itself. Santa Barbara is a typical city, much 
more densely populated than northern Half Moon Bay. Per capita use is, 
unsurprisingly, lower in such an urbanized setting. To compare the data 
meaningfully, it is necessary to determine what the per capita usage for single 
family homes is, since almost all of the area to be served by the El Granada 
pipeline is, and will continue to be, single family homes on separate lots. Doing 
this requires only a phone call to Santa Barbara. Using the residential 
occupancy figures for the City from the 1990 Census, the Santa Barbara staff 
person was able to calculate the per capita water usage in single family homes, 
which was: 

1997: 120 gallons per day 

1998: 110 gallons per day 

These figures tell a very different story from that presented in the staff report. 
They are in the middle of the range specified by the San Mateo County LCP; i.e., 
94-134 gallons. They provide no support for the inference drawn by the staff 
report. 

Unreasonable Exclusion o(Sa(ety and Drought Factors 

The staff report observes that the pipeline is sized to meet demand in the 
northernmost portion of the District, which normally receives water from the 
Denniston Project (which consists of a wellfield, a surface diversion from 
Denniston Creek, and a small water treatment plant). The report quotes from a 
District Engineering report discussion of the contingencies which could cause the 
Denniston Project to be inoperable. While conceding that "there is merit to such 
engineering contingency planning" it concludes that providing for such 
contingencies may nevertheless violate the LCP. This conclusion appears to rest 
on the assumption that the water supply capacity necessary to support buildout 
of the LCP must have no backup, no safety factor and no redundancy even 

• 

• 

though these are attributes of well-designed water systems. It is not a sensible .• 
interpretation of the City and County LCPs that they would allow for the water 
system to be expanded sufficiently to meet buildout population but require it to 
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Mr. Peter Douglas 
June 23, 1999 
Page 3 

be increasingly fragile and subject to failure. Moreover, the staff report entirely 
omits the discussion in the District Engineer's report of a second reason to 
provide capacity to move water north: the Denniston Project is not merely 
susceptible to catastrophic or sudden failure, its yield drops dramatically during 
dry years, to the point where it is not sufficient to meet even ~e demand from the 
northern area experienced several years ago. The staff report's finding of a 
substantial issue rests on an incomplete description of the risks and an 
implausible reading of the LCP. · 

Amateur Engineering 

Finally, the staff report's discussion of the interrelationship between pipeline size 
and pumping is truly perverse. The District sized the pipeline smaller than the 
diameter that would be necessary to meet peak, day demand without pumping, 
but large enough so that average day demand could be met by gravity flow. The 
reasons of economy, safety and energy efficiency (and the tradeoffs) were fully 
disclosed in the District's engineering report and are alluded to in the staff report. 
But the staff report then conjures up a phantom possibility: "Although the 16" 
diameter pipeline is designed to only require pumping to meet future peak day 
demands, it follows that if the system's pump were for some reason utilized on an 
"average day," more water could be delivered through the pipeline on an average 
day than is required for LUP buildout." (Emphasis added.) 

What might be a reason that would induce the District to tum on a pump on an 
average day and what would happen if it did? The answers are that (1) there is 
no reason it would do so, and (2) if it did, the water would spill out of any 
uncovered storage tank or would cause the pipeline to rupture. 

Speculation of this sort by staff untrained in civil engineering or hydraulics is a 
disservice to the Commission, to the applicant and the public. 

No Discussion o(Appellant's Failure to Comply with Commission Rules 

The appellant ignored the <:;:ommission's requirement to provide a copy of its 
appeal to the City and to the District. This is grounds for dismissal of the appeal. 
14 CCR §13111(c). The District requested that the appeal be dismissed for this 
reason. The 27-page staff report, however, didn't even mention the issue. Why 
have a rule if it can be violated with impunity? 

Conclusion and Suggestion 

Now that this report has been released, I imagine that it is unrealistic to expect 
that it could be withdrawn and reconsidered in light of information in this letter 
which the District Engineer could readily substantiate. Moreover, there will 
almost certainly be an appeal taken from the San Mateo County Board of 
Supervisors' decision on the District's pending application for the northernmost 

712945.1 



Mr. Peter Douglas 
June 23, 1999 
Page4 

segment of this pipeline. Steven Scholl suggested that it would make sense to 
consolidate the Commission's consideration of both of these interrelated permits 
in one proceeding. The suggestion is a very sensible one from a number of 
perspectives, including the time and energy of Commission members and staff, 
District staff and consultants, and the public. 

The District would support simply postponing Commission action on this staff 
report until the second appeal has been filed. Commission staffcould then 
decide on the most efficient and appropriate procedure to present the overall 
project to the Commission. 

I hope that the District's engineer and environmental consultant will have an 
opportunity to meet with Commission staff before a final recommendation is 
forwarded to the Commission. Particularly since the applicant here is a local 
governmental agency, with an elected Board of Directors, it seems appropriate for 
Commission staff to take advantage of the Water District's familiarity with local 
conditions and in depth knowledge about water system design and operation. 

Very truly yours, 

~e~tt 
REM:ld 

cc: Steven Scholl 
Bill Van Beckum 
Robert Rathborne, General Manager, Coastside County Water District 
James Teter, P.E., District Engineer 

712945.1 
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Water Facts 
City of Santa Barbara~- Public Works Department-~ Wat~r Hotline: (805) 564-5460\ 

l "unit" =one hundred cubic feet (hcO =748 gallons '/ 
I acre foot= 435.6 hcf= 326,000 gallons 

Water Consumption Data By Calendar Year (potable water, except as noted) 

.--------------r---r--- ,..._....--,....---.----,.----,.--------~--
Pre-Drought 1S9) j 1991 , 1992 j 19En . i 19:M l 19:15 j 1996 1997 1996 

!Total Pc;iable-P-rod_uction_(A-~-): 16,3Xl" 9,4431 9,196 : 10,1541 10,766 : 11,364 i 12,0fB l 12,488 -1;~ 12,362 

-------(iiCf): 1.100:cm j4,113,371.: 4,cre. iiB 4.423.002 f4.Eiii9.670 . 4,958.670 5.257:256 :s:G.rT.i 5.963.364 ·s.384.aai 1 
TotaiPetableM;lere<l-----~---r--·------ ,---- -·-···· : --~ 

SaleS (hcf): 6,532,(XX) ! 3,8:l5,548 j 3,651,400 4,262,013 ~ 4,387,246 4,629,001 4,E!59,:D3 4,93::>, 7CX3 5,407,610 '4,938,001 ; 

,---Met-er-ed-:-. -S-a--les-Ratio ___ : 92.0% ;ro.:2i~2i 96.4% j 93.6'lb • 93.3'lb · 88.6'lb l 00.6'lb 00.7'lb · 
----···- ,--------

91,332 92,114 93,144 93,746 

Average Use per 
• Dwelling Unit (hcflmth): 
·-· · ··· --- ----··single-Family ----- ----,..---- ----- -·-·· --···-···· --

Residences: 

Multi-Family 
Residences: 

17 : 

5 

·------ ------- .. ·-·------ ··---·----·: ------·-
Median Use per S.F. 
Residence (hcflmth): 10 

7 9 10 . 10 10 12 11, . 
' ! 

4· sj 5• s: 5 6 6 ---,.......-----
; 
r .------------c---·- ----·- ------··· 

8 9: 8 i 
'Peroont(i Potable-sale$ ------ ,--------- ------:----: ,...-~.,.---, r::----:-=:-- ,..---..,.,. --...,.--r---- -_ --- ,.-------' 
j By Class: · .. , 
:-----Sing-~ FamilY---~----~-------;-...;.....;;...;..:..:.:.....---..----,........------~-------· 

! Residential: 52'lb : 4l'lb ; 43'lb 45% 46'lb , 44% : • 

• MultJ..Family Residential: 26'lb ; 27'lb I 25% 27'lb ) 27'lb 27'lb · 2t}% • 
eommeicialliildustria1: ---1~ ~7%! ~"i --- 23'lb 

1 
23'lb ---=22%-::--::-- --2.3%: 

---,.---- -·------
Irrigation · 

, (Resid/Ag/Recr/Com): 6'lb i 6'lb ! 7'lb 7'!r. ! 5% · S'lb S'lb : 5% 5% · 5% · 
Net R~-W-atei -----------:----- ---! ··------------ --··· - ··········-; 

Consumption (AF): 4l6 . 363 :E3 i 004 005 · 547 ; 728 856 .a:.l3 

T~S~~ I 
Production, . 

potable+recycled (AF): 16.3Xl 9,849 '1 9,5EB 10,&17 ! 11,370 12,079 ' 12,716 ! 13,216 14,546 . 12,970 ; 
Total System ~ed ---~~·- ~-·--:--~ ,---~ ; --- ·--- ·-·~; 

Sales (hcf): 6,532,(XX) i4,016,996 !3,826,299 4,401,0CO !4.003,006 4,929,323 4,940,934 5,240,183 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 
. .. : I EXHIBIT NO. 12 

APPLICATION NO. -··-·--·------ -···---"'···------ __ ., _______________ _ 
Santa Barbara 

It " 
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this is 4 /4~ first sheet; ~pages including this p4ge.. 

Re.sicle.nce. 
Uft.lted 

EXHIBIT N0.16 

~· ·. 

JI..,.. 11"'» ~0 .l&:cm.:. 
a.t: 12 
Sta.tes 

Su.nse.t Te.rra.ce, Ha.Cf Moon Ba.y, 94019 
Posta.( Ma.tt to: Post Office Bo~ 394 

Mont4r4 1 C4liforni4 
94037 

TELEPHONE I lAX (GSO) 1.1.2-9554 

'- ... ,., .. 

• 
A-1-~ffi-99-20 (CCWD) 

,gqRRESPONDENCE SINCE 
5/26/_9.2~~ 

·"' "-. )Utf.e. 03 1 1999 CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 

FAXLTR TO: California Coastal Commission @415-904-5400, 
North coast Area Office 

ATTN: Bach Member of the Commission, and Planner Bill van 
Beckum 

SUBJECT: The Matter of Substantial Issue Raised by 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 

The Commission Staff has found substantial issue within this 
appeal. I respectfully ask all members of the Commission to 
not delay consideration beyond June 07, 1999 regarding 
(only) whether there is such substantial issue, and to, 
please, find that there is such issue. 

Some of what follows is meant to show that there are 
related issues that in the near future should be 
presented to the Commissioners regarding the ccwo plan to 
build every square foot of this protected area with what 
ever high density "developers 11 choose to build. 

Included (again) is the 3 page November 03, 1972 Appeals 
Court order accepting stipulations in which CCWD agreed to 
perform full EIR if they engaged in further expansion of any 
type or amount what-so-ever. However, not previously 
disclosed to the Commissioners is the following which makes 
us reflect upon trust-worthiness and information provided by 
agencies to the Commission: 

• 

CCWD appealed their own pledge, their own stipulation in this case, 
to the Supreme Court of the State of California. The 
Supreme court, of course, refused to bear such a thing. • 
The legal appeal cost more than a full EIR would have. Yet, 
that did happen in 1973 because "developers" of ranch/farm 
land felt threatened by full BIR being required. 
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On January 28, 1999, a friendly, trusting Planning 
Commission of the City of Half Moon Bay conditioned approval 
of 2,200 lineal feet of Water System Transmission pipe 
replacement as follows: 

This is PDP-44-98 and is the Planning commission document 
which CCWD claims allows the:-.: to build water transmission 
beyond that allowed in the earlier referred to Appeals Court 
Order: 

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 Develop~9nt Permit, shall prepare an 
Environmental Impact Report on such Development." 

So, what happened next concerning CCWD and EIR? The San 
Mateo County Planning Commission asked CCWD to provide an 
EIR for the CCWD "phase II 11 as they like to call it; As 
though it was foregone fact (It's not). Please see the 
attached PUBLIC NOTICE from the Wednesday, May 19, 1999 Half 
Moon Review. You'll notice that the SAN MATEO COUNTY 
Planning commission is asked to allow the replacement of a 
10" system pipe. The actual request was for "replace with 
16 11 pipe", but that didn't make it to the newspaper. 

A brave SM county Planning Commission told CCWD there would 
- be no approval for such a th ~.:!lg with no EIR. A belligerent 

CCWD said they would never "submit" to an EIR. The San 
Mateo County Planning Commission denied the CCWD application 
for this hugh project. It's the same project as the "only" 
2,200 lineal feet in HMB at Casa Del Mar. It's all the same 
water company, the same engineering scheme . 
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The pattern has been the same now for more than a 
generation. CCWD will not yi~ld to an BIR on the San Mateo 
Coastside. There are Billions of $ involved for wealthy 
intruders who are friends of CCWD. 

p. 3 

There are things to be told to the California Coastal 
commissioners and their staff regarding why the City of Half 
Moon Bay never heard the HMB PDP-44-98 which is the 
subject of this latter. 

The Special Police Powers given to the California Coastal 
commission are quite adequate to deal with the planned crush 
by over-development (utilizing illegally excessive 
infrastructure capacity) on the Half Moon Bay (and 
surrounding) Coastside. 

• 

Please on June 07, 1999 make a finding of substantial issue • 
re: A-1-HMB-99-020. 

Sincerely, ~ 

~:m:~r 
enc: 4 pages 

• 
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SAN MAUO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

'lbls is to 1nfonn you that the San Marco County Planning Commission will bold a 
PUBUC HEARING to consider the m~rs listed on tho following agenda at tho 
date, ti.J:ne. and location shown. 

MBETING NO. 1317 

Wednesday, May 26. 1999 
9:01a.m. 

8Gard of Supervisors Chambers 
400 County Center, Redwood City 

Speaktnr At The PpbUc Hea.du; · • 
~ca wishing to speak will have an opportunity to do so after filling out a 
s 's slip and depositing it· in the speaker's slip box. The Commission has 
established time limits for ,speakers, allowing IS minutes for the applicant and 
appellant, if any, and 5 minutes for all others. 1bcsc time limits may be modified 
by the Commission's Chairperson in order to accommodate all speabrs. 

Cotf!!SIWldeQc.e To Tbt eommlgloo; 
Letters to the Commission shOUld be addres~: Planning Commission, County 
Government Center, 455 County Center, 2nd Floor, Mail Drop PLN122, Redwood 
City, CA 94063. The Commission Secretary can be reached at (650) 363-1859, 
Facsimile (650) 363-4849. It is preferred that your letters be received at least S 
days prior to the scheduled hearing to allow sufficient time for your comm.ents and 
concerns to be considered by tho Commission. 

J)cdefpns And Appeals Prpcess: 
Decisions made by the Planning Commission are appealable to the Board of Super· 
visors, with the exception of Variances within the Coastal Zone. A zoninJ amend· 
ment to allow appeals of variance decisions in the Coastal Zone has boon submitted 
to the California Coastal Commission and is awaiting certification. The appeal fee 
is $169. Appeals must be filed no later than 10 business days following the hearing 
at the San Mateo County Planning Counter located at 4SS Coua~ -:enter, 2nd 
Floor, Redwood City. 

Forturthcr infonnation on any item listed below, please phone the Project Planner 
indicated. 

AGENDA 
PLBOOE OF ALLEGIANCE . . 
ROLL CAU.: Commissioners: Kennedy, Hot~. Nobles, SUver, 

Bombcracr 
Advisory Members: Koenig, Burnes, Raftery, Bentley 

1. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS. Th allow the public to address the Commis• 
sion on any ~r not on theW" · 
l. CONSIDERATION OF MINUTES of the Planning Commission 
meeting of Apri128, 1999. 

REGULAR. AGENDA • 9:01 a.m. 

3. Owner: Helmut FraDk 
AppU'*'t: Jaek McCarthy 
Request for: PLN 1999·00180 
Location: 49 Botany Ct., Redwood City 
APN: 057-332-.130 

Consideration of an appeal of the Desi-gn Review Committee's docis•~-· to grant 
dosign review approval pursuant to Section 6565.3 of the County Zoning Regula­
tions for the construction of a new 3,020 single-family home on a 12,139 sq. ft. 
parcel at 49 Botany Court in unincorporated Redwood City. (Emerald Lake Hills). 
Application filed April 14, 1999. PROJECI' PLANNER: Lisa Aozasa. Tel hone: 
(650) 363-485 . 

Corresponclenee And Other Matters 
CoaslderaUon Of Study Session For Next MeeUn1 
Dlreetor's Report 
AdJourmneot 

p. 4 
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(Cite as: 28 Cai.App.3d 512, 104 Cai.Rptr. 714) 

View California Official Reports version 
ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND, .>JC., 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 
which prevented further construction of water supply and storage system until 
environmental impact report was submittec' to 
the County Planning Commission. The Court of Appeal ordered the water district to 
file a supplemental report, 27 Cai.App.3d 
695, 104 Cai.Rptr. 197. In a supplemental opinion, the Court of Appeal, Devine P.J., 
held that environmental impact report 
which was filed in response to order of the court was adequate under statute, wher. 
it covered those matters which the court _ 
deemed to have been inadequately reported, 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 irr pact associated with any water system 
expansion beyond that presently to be 
undertaken. 
Stay order recalled, appeal from order dissolving injunction dismissed as moot. 
Environmental Defense Fund, Inc. v. Coastside County Water Dist. 
KeyCite this headnote 

1 99 HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT 
1 9911 Regulations and Offenses· 
199k25.5 Environmental Protection in General 
1 99k2 5.1 0 Environmental Impact Statement 
1 99k25.1 0(6) Content, Sufficiency, and Arcuracy 

199k25.1 0(6.5) k. Dams, waterways, and water projects, generally. 
=ormerly 199k25.1 0(6), 199k25.1 0 
:ai.App. 1972. 

- 1 -
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-·~--~-----=~------------~------------------~------~------------
Environmental jmpa.ct report which was filed in respons~ to order of the court was 
adequate under statute, where it cover~d. · 
tAe matters which the court deemed to have been inadequately reported previously, 
a~ where .it also pledged that the · 
water distr.ict 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 th~ 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 512, *512, 104 Cai.Rptr. 714, **714) 

Thomas J. Graff, Berkeley, for appellants Environmen~al 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. 
H.on, Bridgett, Marcus & Jenkins, David J. Miller, San Francisco, for respondents. 

*513 
(Cite as: 28 Cai.App.3d 512, *C:13, 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 21000 et seq.) and that 
the Environmental Impact Report the::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 and also pledges the district to prepare an additional 
detailed Environmental Impact Report {EIR) 
before making any decision to proceed with the alternative described under the 

ng Denniston Creek II and further _.t..c.. 

water system 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 General appearing **71 5 

(Cite as: 28 Cai.App.3d 512, *513, 104 Cai.Rptr. 714, **715 ) 

• 
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 report). 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 from the order dissolving the injunction is dismissed as now moot, and 
costs on appeal are awarded to appellants. 

RATTIGAN 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 • 

• 
-3-
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B~~l Van Secl<um, COastal Planner 
Ci!*fornia coastal Commission . 

; ' 
' ' 

June 2. 1 ggg 

~:~ A-1-HMS-9S-OZG (Phase J - E1 Granada P1peli.ne Expansfon Proj~ct) 

Jr- Mr. Van Backum: 
~ . : 

This is to voice my concern t!tat the Coastal Commission dete.nn'ine Substantial 
Issue witn ~gard to the above named Appeal oy appellant Carol Cupp. · 

r I • 

cQto is attempting to do piecemeal expansion involving mar~ projects (Carte;r- Hill, 
Pbase I Casa del ?{ar, ?llasa 2. County El·Granada PipeHne, ennis.tan Dam, 
P'Mnceton/Half Moon Bay Airport pipeline and a disguised attempt to placa : j 
z~:overhead pipes. t.'lat could facilitate massive development of f•ioss aeach/ : 
~~!!~~ un~f ~ axcu~ that it would fnGt11SdbG a ij~~i~lanaQle ~rvJtli i~11~g 
M9$s Baacn Highlands w!)1ch .happens to be located on wetlands}. , 

' l ; 

~0 nas pursued. the above ment'tonad Phase 1 & 2. expansion purporting variqus 
reasons which are lies including: ' . . . 

J i j 

;. ! : 
(H Leak. problems which a ~.arc.lt 1998 CC..LO Supply Evaluation Report states that 
r! . there 'is r sud\. si'gnifjcant leak problem... ' ! 

(~ Fire fla.'f ~rob lam which was denied oy Fire. Chi~f Del Gado at a M1d-Coast 
~:.J Conmuntt~ lco~ncil meeting. . ; 
•· ' I , . 
@~ Operation~l flexic.tltty whare i.t 'is a fact t.~t a 1511 diameter pipe wo~ld 
q not move water up and down the coast any better. 
~ . : 

' 
(4j} The proposad. project is covered by t.'le. COP used for the Crystal Springs 
i l project - if this were true CC'~ would ·not :be. requesting two (2) a.ddi;'iona 1 
i l COPs. · · · 
', ! 

'(~) MTSE emergency -- The day after the Ht48 City Council~ ·not approve a' COP 
.d for Pl'utse 1 1 CCWD held a press conference stating that there was a MTBE 
LJ errergency in 2. r-tonta.ra wells wh.fch. has since· oeen determ-ined that no such 
H emergency ·ax'i5ts.. : : 
,. ' 
; ! -· ...... ._.. ..... . . . ·. 

P:l,jease do not dalay detem~}on ·of Substantia! I~sue. The residents .of the 
COastal Zone ana depending on the Coastal Camm1SS10n to expose and reJect ccwo·s 
~~~9 ~g pro~ our coastal resoura;s from the. ma.:sivc:_overs:f~f?!lopme.n_t -'-~t 
~is growth tnducing p1ecemea1 expansion wou,J create. ~tea~ a,so. be advised. 
~t the :first of. th.ree Real. Esta.te.f.,Dewloper·:organtza.tion mee.ttngs . .requested b.y 
F.Jr. Rathbome of CCiilD will be tomorrow wflera he. Will ~Q.Ut'it support v1a letters,.. 

. l~ncarely, --· . to the Coastal Commfssion. 

·. i;'':. ~~k, ~-:3 
:.r rbara K. Mauz ..,, ., ',, ' 

· . -~f. 0. Box 1Z.84 . . 
E1 Granadas CA S4018 (650} 72.6-4al3 
! I 
-~ . I 

': ! 
.~C! 
·! ! 
. i:n 

' I 
.~~ n 

Robert MS:rt"i11, District Manager 
Jack L'iebster,. Staff Analyst .. 
Ric;:h.ard Gorc:ton, Su.~ervisor :- San Mateo Co!lnty 
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Mr. Bill Van Beckum, Coastal Planner 
and 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-5200 

Subject: Appeal of Permit Number A-1-HMB-99-020 

Dear Mr. Van Beckum and Commissioners: 

Eva Raczkowski Coleman 
231 Spruce Street 
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019-1834 
eva@ha.x.com 
650/726-0204 

27 May 1999 

\ 
I respectfully request that you require the Coastside County Water District (CCWD~o full Jcomply 
with the letter and intent of the law by rejecting their attempt to acquire a Coastal De el ment 
Permit to permit them to fulfill their desire to significantly expand capacity on the San ateo 
County coastside. CCWD has called the project a "replacement" pro;ect, but it is, in reality, an 
incremental portion of a major expansion effort . 

CCWD's desire is to expand water service to Half Moon Bay and the.San Mateo County coastside 
beyond buildout requirements, and to do so without providing an adequate Environmental Impact 
Report (EIR) for either the entire project or this particular portion of the project. CCWD is 
apparently attempting to subvert the important public purposes of CEQA and the local coastal 
programs by urging that the Coastal Commission issue a coastal development permit (CDP) on the 
basis that CCWD has the desire to expand their capacity. CCWD apparently does not want to meet 
the requirements of CEQA and refuses to comply with the LCPs of the local areas affected. As you 
know, CCWD's desires should be irrelevant to issuance of a CDP for a greatly expanded pipeline. If 
CCWD needs to fix existing pipes, that is, to replace them (see the title of their project), then 
CCWD needs to create a true replacement project, not an expansion project. CCWD should not be 
permitted to expand the water capacity of the San Mateo County coastside at the ratepayers' expense 
simply because of their desire to expand their kingdom. 

Specifically: , 
1. You will hear from CCWD that they should be given the CDP for a capacity 2.6 times greater 

than the current pipe because they are simply trying to meet buildout requirements. First, the 
City of Half Moon Bay has been working on a revision of its General Plan for eighteen months, 
to be finished within six months, with the result of significant reduction in buildout targets. 
Second, the Half Moon Bay City Council has already directed staff to reduce immediately 
buildout by 2,500 houses, out of the current 4,000 houses. Third, CCWD, based on the LCP, is 
expected and required to coordinate its expansion plans with the affected jurisdiction, in this 
case the City of Half Moon Bay. CCWD has been aware, for the entire period of its project 
planning effort, and continues to be fully aware of the actions by the City and CCWD's own 
responsibilities regarding the CDP. CCWD has chosen to ignore its responsibilities, to ignore 
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the City's actions, and to violate the LCP by actively avoiding coordinating its expansion plans • 
with the City of HalfMoon Bay. To verify these points, please see 1. the minutes and tapes of 
Half Moon Bay City Council meetings on January 20, 1998 and October 6, 1998 where CCWD 
met with the Half Moon Bay City Council and did not respond to its information requests, 2. 
the February 2, 1999 minutes and tape of the Half Moon Bay City Council meeting where the 
City Council directed staff to reduce the build out by 2,500 houses, 3. the minutes and tape of 
the Half Moon Bay City Council meeting of March 2, 1999 when the City Council voted 2 to 2 
regarding CCWD's CDP request, 4. the letter dated July 9, 1998 that the City of Half Moon Bay 
sent to CCWD regarding CCWD's refusal to comply with the EIR request by the City, and 5. 
CCWD's letter responding to their two prior meetings with the HalfMoon Bay City Council in 
which CCWD documented its new requirements to ever meet with the City of Half Moon Bay 
again, contained in CCWD's Agenda Packet dated October 13, 1998. The documentation shows 
CCWD to be a public agency that is out of control and arrogantly riding roughshod over the 
public's concerns and its own legal responsibilities. 

2. You will hear from CCWD that they require the 2.6 times greater capacity to fix leaks in the 
current pipes. It is beyond reason to believe that a 2.6 expansion is needed to simply fix leaks. 
Fixes require replacements or patches. While it is true that engineers tend to ftx existing 
problems with patches or with expansions, an expansion of this magnitude is simply throwing 
away ratepayers' money. If the pipes do indeed leak, which is highly questionable based on 
CCWD's own 1997 Water Supply Evaluation Report dated March, 1998, then a 12-inch pipe 
should be adequate to meet the needs for a fix, or a simple 1 0-inch replacement should be used. 

3. You will hear from CCWD that they require 2.6 times greater capacity because of a sudden 
"emergency" created by another water provider's discovery ofMTBE in two wells which that 
provider has since shut down. First, this supposed "emergency" played no role in the project • 
plans as submitted, so it is spurious, deceptive and an after-the-fact scare tactic to justify the 
project Second, the project, as planned, will take years to complete and thus cannot reasonably 
be considered to be a response to an immediate "emergency." If there is indeed an emergency, 
then immediate corrections are needed by the utility in question. Citizens' Utilities, the utility in 
question, took immediate action by shutting down the offending wells and finding replacement 
water supply. Thus, no actual "emergency" exists for CCWD to correct In addition, the 
Montara Sanitary District is capable of dealing with the current emergency without resorting to 
CCWD's tactics or "help." 

4. You will hear from CCWD that this 2.6 times expansion project is not part of, nor an increment 
of, a larger expansion effort involving new or expanded dams, new wells, and a new, expanded 
treatment plant. This is a bold-faced lie, revealed by examining CCWD's own reports that were 
transmitted to the City of HalfMoon Bay on March 26,1998 by Robert Rathbome, CCWD's 
General Manager. The reports include CCWD's resolution number 853, a report entitled Phase 
II of Lower Pilarcitos Creek Gropndwater Investigation, Half Moon Bay, California by Eugene 
A. Nelson, Engineering Geologist, and a report titled Offstream Reservoir Siting and 
Conceptual Design Study by Eugene A. Nelson, Engineering Geologist, dated October 8, 1997. 
As you know, it is at best disingenuous for a public agency to disclaim any knowledge of the 
information it itself has prepared with ratepayers' money. 

5. You will hear from CCWD that they require 2.6 times greater capacity but that the expanded 
pipe will not be filled with water. The question that raises is why the pipe needs to be 2.6 times 
greater if its capacity is not going to be used. Why on earth would CCWD use ratepayers' 
monies to not service ratepayers? 

6. You will hear from CCWD, albeit in an almost indecipherable way, that the portion of pipe in • 
Half Moon Bay that is the subject of this appeal is not an increment of a larger project to expand 
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the entire water capacity of their service area by 2.6 times, but is an independent project. But, 
CCWD itself is concurrendy attempting to get a CDP from the San Mateo County Board of 
Supervisors (likely to be appealed from a denial by the San Mateo County Planning Commission 
on May 26, 1997) for yet another portion of the same expanded pipeline that lies outside the 
City of Half Moon Bay and is in the adjacent unincorporated portion of the coastside. Why 
should CCWD be awarded CDPs for pieces of a single project whose entire scope CCWD has 
not yet revealed to the public, and whose impact has not been adequately studied? 

7. You will hear from CCWD that there is no impact on current ratepayers of this 2.6 expansion of 
the water pipeline because CCWD's capital budget is large enough to avoid an increase in rates. 
This point raises the obvious question of where the money for the capital budget came from if 
not from the ratepayers? If CCWD is overcharging ratepayers to meet its own desires for 
expansion of its kingdom, then those charges should be reduced or the money should be used 
for proper maintenance, not for unneeded, unwarranted and destructive expansion efforts. 

8. You will hear indirecdy from CCWD that the 2.6 times expansion of the water pipeline is 
necessary to meet fire safety requirements of the San Mateo County coastside. The Fire Chief, 
Ron Delgado, has stated clearly and on the record at a public meeting of the Midcoast 
Community Council, that, from a water perspective, the Fire District meets the fire safety codes. 
He iterated this statement to the San Mateo County Grand Jury when he testified to them in 
1998. There is no record anywhere of violations of the fire safety code and there is no record by 
CCWD of fire safety requirements spurring their desired expansion. Instead, CCWD makes 
only insinuations. Again, CCWD is apparendy attempting to use after-the-fact scare tactics that 
are demonstrably untrue to justify its ill-considered plans. 

9. You will hear from CCWD that the Half Moon Bay City Council approved the CDP for this 2.6 
times expansion. The fact is that the City Council voted "de novo" 2 to 2 regarding the award of 
a Coastal Development Permit to CCWD. The decision to interpret this vote as an award of a 
CDP to CCWD was made by the City's legal counsel, not by the City Council itself. Legal 
counsel made this questionable "legal" judgment with the apparent purpose of deflecting 
lawsuits away from the City toward you, the California Coastal Commission, because the City of 
Half Moon Bay, as a very small city, cannot afford to defend lawsuits. 

10. You will hear from CCWD that the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors is likely to approve 
the 2.6 times expansion for the portion of the pipeline planned for the unincorporated area 
adjacent to HalfMoon Bay and that, therefore, the Coastal Commission should approve a CDP 
for the Half Moon Bay portion of the pipeline. This again is a spurious claim for two reasons. 
One is because CCWD is using the reverse of the selfsame argument with the San Mateo County 
Board of Supervisor by saying that the County should grant them a CDP for the portion in the 
unincorporated areas on the basis that the Coastal Commission is likely to grant CCWD a CDP 
for the Half Moon Bay portion of the pipeline. Second, this argument direcdy contradicts 
CCWD's own statements that each portion of the pipeline is not an incremental portion of a 
larger project. · 

11. You will hear from CCWD that the 2.6 times expansion project can get an EIR, after the fact, 
when additional water is added to the expanded pipe at some unknown time in the future. As 
far as the City, County and Coastal Commission can be certain, the instant CDP is the last 
chance that will arise for review of the environmental consequences of this major infrastructure 
expansion project. Relative to LCP requirements, CCWD's "initial study" was cursory and 
focused on CCWD's agenda, not the Coastal Act, LCP requirements, or CEQA. 

Why should CCWD, a public agency, be supported in its attempts at kingdom-building by being 
granted unjustified expansion at the public's expense measured both in ratepayers' dollars and in 



further degradation and destruction of the coastal zone in San Mateo County? As you know, 
conformance of a project with the Coastal Act necessarily implies understanding what the project 
consists of in its entirety. Because CCWD called this project a "replacement" instead of an 
expansion, CCWD is attempting to lull the Commission into approving the project under false 
pretenses. This expansion is not justified by CCWD's inadequate studies in which they knowingly 
and repeatedly use unimaginable and misleading buildout numbers. 

I respectfully request that you deny CCWD this Coastal Development Permit and recommend to 
CCWD that it resubmit a permit application for a 10-inch pipeline maintenance replacement project 
and, as an alternative, a 12-inch pipeline expansion and replacement project, if indeed maintenance 
of the pipeline is required. Should you want to discuss this issue further, please feel free to contact 
me. 

Sincerely yours, 
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LAURA STEIN 
MEMBER, BOARD OF DIREE:TORS 

MIDCOAST COMMUNITY COUNCIL 
P.O. BOX 246 

EL GRANADA, CA 94018 

June 2,1999 
CALIFOR~,!I,i;. 

Bill Van Beckum 
Coastal Planner 

COASTAL COMMISSIO~' 

California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, Ca 94105-2219 

Re: Permit Number A-1-fllvffi-99-020 
Coastside County Water District/Carol Cupp 
Hearing Date: June 7, 1999 
Item No: M 18a 

Dear :tvfr. Van Beckum: 

The neighbors to the north of Half Moon Bay, known as the J\fidcoast Community, do not live under the 
LCP governing the current deliberations regarding the above named appeal. We must abide by the San Mateo 
County LCP. However, both Half Moon Bay's LCP and San Mateo County's LCP are relevant to the proposed 
CCWD project/pipeline since it will be extending from Half Moon Bay through the J\fidcoast. 

I would like to inform the Coastal Commission that on May Z6, 1999, the San Mateo County Planning 
Commission denied Coastside County Water District's request for a Coastal Development Permit for a portion 
of this same project which would extend into the eastern half of El Granada. (See attachment) 

For clarification, the l'vfidcoast Community Council is an elected advisory body, to the San Mateo County 
Board of Supervisors, representing the coastal zone. 

Sin~ . .W •.. c -
,id,_,~/(~ 
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Lj~aStein 
if~ber, Board of Directors 
J\fidcoast Community Council 



Environmental Services Agency 

Planning and Building Division 

Board of Supervisors 
Rose Jacobs Gibson 
Richard S. Gordon 
Mary Griflin 
Jerry Hill 
Michael D. Nevin 

County of San Mateo Director of 
Environmental Services 
Paul M. Koenig 

Mail Drop PLN 122 · 455 County Center · 2nd Floor • Redwood City 
California 94063 · Telephone 650/363-4161 • Fax 650/363-4849 

May 27, 1999 

Mr. Robert Rathborne 
Coastside County Water District 
766 Main Street 
HalfMoon Bay, CA 94019 

Subject: Request For: t>LN 1999-00192. 
Eastern Half of El Granada 

Please reply to: 

Planning Administrator 
Terry L Burnes 

Michael Schaller 
(650) 363-1849 

On May 26, I 999, the San Mateo County Planning Commission considered your request of a Coastal • 
Development Permit pursuant to Sections 6328.4 of the County Zoning Regulations to replace an existing I 0 
inch water transmission pipeline. This project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 

Absent three votes to approve the application, this project is deemed denied. 

Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Planning Commission has the right of appeal to the 
Board of Supervisors within ten (1 0) business days from such date of determination. The appeal period for this 
matter will end at 5:00 p.m. on June 9, 1999. 

This item is also appealable to the California Coastal Commission. An additional Coastal Commission ten ( 1 0) 
working day appeal period will begin after the County appeal period ends. The County and Coastal 
Commission appeal periods run consecutively, not concurrently, and together total approximately one month. 
A project is considered approved when these appeal periods have expired and no appeals have been filed. 

Very truly yours, 

Tiare Pena 
Planning Commission Secretary 
pcd0526j.5tp 
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