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SUMMARY OF AMENDMENT REQUEST 
 
The proposed LCP Amendment is an update of LUP policies and implementing zoning 
regulations (IP) primarily pertaining to the San Mateo County Midcoast, including: 
 

• An update of the estimated Midcoast residential buildout (Exhibit 1, County 
Exhibit A).  

• An update of the estimated Midcoast water and sewer demand (Exhibit 1, County 
Exhibit B).   

• Reservation of increased water supply for failed wells and affordable housing 
(Exhibit 1, County Exhibit C).   

• A reduction in the residential growth rate limit from 125 to 75 units per year 
(Exhibit 1, County Exhibit F).   

• New traffic mitigation for development generating 50 trips (Exhibit 1, County 
Exhibit H).   
A provision for futu• re park/trail at the Devil's Slide bypass property (Exhibit 1, 

• pedestrian improvements for Highway 1 projects 

• 

County Exhibit I).   
• An update of the LUP trails policies (Exhibit 1, County Exhibit J).   

An update of LUP policies for 
(Exhibit 1, County Exhibit K).   
New incentives for new Midcoast affordable housing units and incentives for 
voluntary substandard lot merger (Exhibit 1, County Exhibit L).   
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• Incorporation of the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program into the LCP 
(Exhibit 1, County Exhibit M).   

-1, S-

• Revise controls on caretaker's quarters in the W District (Exhibit 2).   
OSC to El Granada Gateway 

District, including a prohibition of new residences there (Exhibit 2)   

• New LUP Policy on resolving LCP policy conflicts (Exhibit 1, County Exhibit Q).   
• An update of LUP Policies on the role of trail providing agencies (Exhibit 1, 

County Exhibit P) 
• Amendments correcting and clarifying ambiguous and inconsistent LCP 

provisions (Exhibit 1, County Exhibit R).   
• New limit on the amount of ground level impervious surfaces in the CCR, M

17, S-94, S-105, C-1, W, EG, RM, PAD  districts (Exhibit 2).   
• Improve winter grading controls in the CCR, M-1, S-17, S-94, S-105, C-1, W, EG, 

RM, PAD districts (Exhibit 2).   
• Limit residential uses to above the first floor in the C-1 District (Exhibit 2).   

• Re-zone El Granada's Burnham Strip from C

• Limit house floor area and height in the RM-CZ and PAD Districts (Exhibit 2). 
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
San Mateo County is proposing to update primarily portions of its certified LCP that 
apply to the urban Midcoast, which is located just north of the City of Half Moon Bay and 
includes the unincorporated communities of Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, 
Princeton-by-the-Sea, and Miramar. The update includes revised estimates of 
residential buildout, water, and sewer demand figures, a reduction in the residential 
growth rate to address infrastructure constraints; reallocation of water supplies currently 
reserved for priority floriculture uses to failed private residential wells and affordab
housing; a new traffic mitigation policy to address road congestion; updated wate
uality policies; update

le 
r 

s to various public access policies (trails, highway 1 pedestrian 
l 

 

ed in 

ever, 
 

q
improvements, Devil’s Slide bypass property); a re-zone of the Burnham strip to the “E
Granada Gateway District” to protect open space and provide for low-intensity 
community-oriented uses; and incorporation of merger incentives into the LCP’s 
Implementation Plan. 
 
Staff recommends that the Commission approve the Midcoast LCP Update with 
suggested modifications. The LCP amendment provides an important framework for

ssure updating portions of the LCP. However, additional changes are needed to a
consistency with Coastal Act requirements that new development be concentrat
urban areas with adequate public services, including water supply, wastewater disposal, 
and transportation capacity, and that new development not have significant adverse 
effects on coastal resources, such as public access, water quality, and visual quality. 
The County LCP update provides new estimates of residential buildout and 
infrastructure supply and demand figures, and recognizes the need to address 
infrastructure constraints through a limitation on new residential development. How
the County’s proposal does not sufficiently address the significant public services issues
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that have arisen since original certification of the LCP in 1981, including physical 
changes to the environment resulting in significant adverse effects on public health and 
afety, coastal resources, and coastal access. These changes include significant 

velopment over the last 20 years, new water supplies, issues and 
onstraints, including failed private wells in the urban area; systemic sewage overflows 

 

s
cumulative de
c
and water quality problems; and severe congestion on the major coastal access routes
that is adversely impacting public access to and along the shoreline. 
 
Wastewater 
 
The wastewater treatment system currently faces capacity challenges with the Inter
Pipeline System (IPS) that collects and delivers wastewater from the various Mid-coa
communities to the SAM treatment plant.  Numerous discharge overflows have f
untreated sewage into the environment, drainages, streams and coastal waters thereby 
adversely impacting the biological productivity and quality of c

tie 
st 

orced 

oastal waters. Although 
e County is updating the sewage capacity estimates in the LCP, no specific LCP 

 been proposed to address the inadequate capacity of the current 
ublic wastewater system. Staff is recommending modifications to both remove 

city 

th
amendments have
p
outdated wastewater capacity policies from the LCP, and to assure that future capa
will be adequate to serve new development in the Midcoast.  
 
Transportation  
 
Current peak hour traffic levels on Midcoast segments of Highways 1 and 92  are 
severely constrained, including peak recreation hours on the weekends when public 
access to and along the shoreline is a particularly significant concern. According to the
County Congestion Management Program (CMP), the level of service (LOS) on key 
segments are mostly at “E” (on a scale of A – F). According to the Countywide 
Transportation Plan (CTP), most of these key travel and routes will be at LOS “F” by 
2010. LOS F indicates traffic exceeds the physical operational capacity of the roa
with unacceptable delays and congestion. The certified LCP considers LOS “D” to b
acceptable, and the traffic has already worsened beyond this level. Public transportation
on the Midcoast is limited to two bus lines with infrequent service. With

 

dway, 
e 

 
out major 

provements to roads, public transit, and other transportation management measures, 

an 

 
nt. 

rowth rate from 2% to 1%, similar to the City of Half Moon Bay, until such time that the 

im
at LCP buildout the Highways will be still be at “F” albeit a much worse “F,” with 
significant traffic delays. Therefore, the existing regional transportation capacity is 
insufficient to serve current population, future population and development in the urb
area, and significantly impacts the public’s ability to access the coast. 
 
The County has proposed to limit growth on the Midcoast to approximately 2% to 
assure that pubic services are not overburdened by rapid residential growth. This rate, 
though, would not significantly slow growth relative to historical trends or otherwise 
adequately avoid potential increases in development that could not be easily absorbed
by the constrained existing capacities, particularly roads and wastewater treatme
Therefore, staff is recommending a suggested modification to lower the proposed 
g
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County develops a comprehensive traffic management plan and adequate facilities to 
contain stormwater infiltration and inflow. Once these critical infrastructure needs a
addressed, the County will be in a position to reevaluate whether public servic
capacities are adequate and thus whether growth limitations should be adjusted
 
Staff also recommends that the Commission strengthen the County’s proposed traffic 
mitigation policy to assure that significant new d

re 
e 

.   

evelopments, such as residential 
ubdivisions, provide adequate mitigation for transportation impacts. Staff is 

ulative transportation system impacts of individual 
sidential developments be addressed through the transportation management 

g 

s
recommending that the cum
re
planning process.  Further, staff recommends other suggested modifications updatin
the existing public transit policies of Chapter 2. 
 
Municipal Water Supply 
 
According to the County’s revised buildout estimates, population in the Midcoast a
buildout would be approximately double existing levels, which translates into a doublin
of demand for water assuming no significant changes in use patterns. There are two 
public water providers in the Midcoast, Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD) 
and Coastside County Water District (CCWD). Montara Water and Sanitary District 
serves the communities of Montara, Moss Beach, and adjacent areas. Currently, 
MWSD has a moratorium on new connections due to a lack of supply. MWSD is 
constrained by the recent Commission-certified Public Works Plan, which limits current 
supply to existin

t 
g 

also 

g customers and emergency needs. Development of additional supplies 
 the MWSD service area to serve new customers will require an amendment to the 

by 

ntly 

 

D will 
ave to generate their own local sources and/or implement conservation and recycled 

s 
r supplies 

eyond existing Phase I of the Crystal Springs Project’s service capacity unless regional 
traffic conditions improves to a level that will be able to accommodate the additional 

in
PWP, and evidence that capacity on Highways 1 and 92 meet the standards required 
the LCP and Coastal Act section 30250. To meet the County’s newly calculated 
Midcoast buildout, MWSD will need to provide significantly more water than it curre
has available.  
 
CCWD serves the Midcoast communities of Miramar, Princeton, El Granada and the 
City of Half Moon Bay. Today, CCWD obtains approximately 75% of its supply from the
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) and the remainder from local 
sources. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission just approved the Water 
System Improvement Project, which stipulates that through 2018 it will not provide 
increases in water deliveries from its sources, and wholesale customers like CCW
h
water schemes to meet their demands. In addition, CCWD’s website currently has a 
water shortage advisory for all its customers, stating that due to three years of below-
average precipitation, local and imported water sources are affected, the District is 
monitoring conditions closely, and asks its customers to conserve water usage. 
 
CCWD’s ability to supply water to new development is also limited by the Commission’
CDP for the El Granada Pipeline, which prohibits CCWD from increasing wate
b
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growth that would be supported by any additional water supply. Currently, 1,093 no
priority (residential, commercial, industrial) connections remain for the CCWD 
area, and these must be allocated to both Half Moon Bay and the Midcoast.  
 
The LCP currently provides that new development be directed to the urban areas 
consistent with the availability of public services evaluated at the time of LCP 
certification. Given the significant growth and development and other changed 
circumstances since certification, and the documented public service limitations th
Midcoast now faces, Staff recommends suggested modifications to both updat
LCP with respect to current public service conditions, and to clearly state the Coa
Act 30250 requirement  that prior to CDP approval, the County must substantiat

n-
service 

at the 
e the 

stal 
e how 

w development in the urban area will be adequately served by public services, 
, sewer, and transportation services. These modifications also 

pecifically limit new development in the CCWD and MWSD service area to the 

ne
including water
s
amounts permitted by the Commission approved CDP and PWP respectively.  
  
Private Wells 
 
With limited access to municipal water connections, many residential property owners 
and developers have opted to construct homes relying on private wells. At the time o
LCP certification the Commission acknowledged that County policy, as embodied
LCP’s Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan, was to “confine future 
development to areas… served by utilities,” consistent with the Coastal Act. Thus, no 
modification of the LCP to clearly require that new urban development be served by 
public services was proposed. The Commission had also adopted a categorical 
exclusion for new residential development in the urban area of the LCP in 1981, i.e. f
development being served by public utilities. Ov

f 
 in the 

or 
ertime, however, the County has taken 

e position that residential development in the urban area that relies on private wells is 
gorical 

s. 

 of 
 with 

to 
ing 

roundwater, and that until a comprehensive groundwater management plan is 
developed, it may be prudent to prohibit private wells in the Midcoast. If development of 
                                           

th
also excluded, in part due to an adverse trial court decision interpreting the cate
exclusion in this way. Thus, private wells in the urban area generally have not been 
subject to coastal development permit review. 
 
After many years of private well development, it is now clear that there may be 
significant groundwater issues in numerous areas of the urban Midcoast. There are 
approximately 946 wells in the Midcoast,1 serving approximately 24% of existing home
There have been several instances of failed wells over the years, and the County is 
proposing to reallocate water reserved for floriculture to failed wells indicating that the 
County is anticipating more failed wells in the future. According to MWSD staff, most
the wells drilled in the Midcoast tap into shallow aquifers. The County contracted
Kleinfelder to conduct a groundwater study in the watershed. This study is complete, but 
has not yet been released to the Commission or the public. County staff has indicated 
Commission staff that the data could support a conservative approach to manag
g

 
1 The County states that there are more than 550 wells in the Midcoast. However, according to documents from 
Kleinfelder, the number 946 is a “reasonable, full accounting (i.e. potential demand) of wells in the study area. 
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private wells continues, there could be cumulative impacts on groundwater resources 
and sensitive aquatic habitats including streams, wetlands and riparian zones.  
 
In addition, development of private wells within an urban area with designated pu
water providers is clearly inconsistent with Section 30250 of the Coastal Act and the 
Commission’s original intent that new development in the urban area be served with 
public service

blic 

s. Therefore, staff recommends suggested modifications adding a 
rohibition of private wells in the urban area, until such time that the County develops a 

ission 
ertification. 

p
comprehensive groundwater management plan as an LCP amendment for Comm
c
 
Public Access, Water Quality, Conflict Resolution, and the Burnham Strip 
 
In addition to the major infrastructural modifications described above, staff recomme
modifications to the proposed public access, water quality, conflict resolution policies 
and minor modifications to the new El Granada Gateway zoning district for the Burnh
Strip. These modifications would bring the LCP up to date in terms of the California 
Coastal Trail and the current Regional Board water quality permit requirements, and 
would ensure that the proposed LCP is consistent with the public access and water 
quality policies of the Coastal Act. Modifications to the EG district would ensure tha
proposed zoning district conforms with the Open Space/Park designation of th
including the certified Montara-El Granada-Moss Beach Community Plan. In term
the Devil’s Slide bypass area, in light of the construction of the new Highway One 
tunnel, the Caltrans bypass alignment area is no longer needed for Highway 
development. However, the alignment is a potentially significant addition to the 
California Coastal Trail.  Therefore, consistent with the broad intent of the County’s 
update, Comm

nds 

am 

t the 
e LUP, 

s of 

ission staff recommends that this public land be rezoned for public park 
nd trail purposes, and that a planning process be initiated to both plan for public trail 

ce benefits such as restoration and watershed 
anagement. 

a
uses, and other potential coastal resour
m
 
STAFF NOTE: FILING STATUS 
 
Since the initial submittal of this LCP amendment on February 20, 2007, Commission 
staff requested through numerous filing letters informational items needed to file the 
amendment for Commission review pursuant to the Coastal Act (see exhibit 15 for 
recent filing letters).  While the County has provided a great deal of useful information in
response to Commission requests, key informational gaps have not been addressed 
the County.  These include, but are not limited to: (1) Studies and data that support 
predicted improvements in traffic flow from the various future funded roadway projects 
and proposed mitigation policy; (2) the Kleinfelder Midcoast Groundwater Study; 
studies and data that support how future MWSD and CCWD water projects will se
buildout and how much additional water supply/capacity will be provided; (4) spe
on future tank, pump station and other improvements, how they are expected to 
address wet weather collection capacity shortfalls and overflows, and how these 
improvements will be financed; (5) how future growth will affect the priority use 

 
by 

(3) 
rve 

cifics 
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reservation system for water connections and an explanation of the exact system and 
mechanism that is/will be used by the districts to reserve water connections; (6) 
studies/data that explain how or whether the proposed growth rate will ensure that 
evelopment occurs in phase with available infrastructure, including roadway capacity, 

pact 

f 

In 
ng 
oastal 

 need to move the Update forward, staff has 
etermined that the LCP amendment can be filed in conjunction with the writing of this 

at any remaining information concerns can be effectively addressed 
rough suggested modifications. 

d
water supply, and wastewater disposal; and (7) alternatives and cumulative im
analysis as required by CEQA.   
 
The County’s lack of response to the information requests is due in part to a 
disagreement about the nature of the Midcoast Update, and whether certain types of 
information are necessary to evaluate the proposed changes.  That said, County staf
have attempted to address staff inquiries through the analytic process, including 
meeting on several instances to address various questions, and convening a meeting of 
transportation agencies to discuss certain questions raised by Commission staff.  
addition, Commission staff has spent considerable time independently researchi
various topics in attempt to fill the informational gaps and evaluate the relevant C
Act questions raised by the LCP amendment submittal.  Based on this research, 
communications with County staff (including recent discussions of groundwater 
concerns), and in recognition of the
d
staff report, and th
th
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2. Proposed IP Amendments 
3. Midcoast land use and zoning map 
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16. Buildout analysis detail 

5. 1998 Board of Supervisors merger policy 
6. 2006 Board of Supervisors merger policy 
7. LOS on roadway segments 
8. Coastside County Water District Corre
9. Montara Water and Sanitary District Cor
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11. Map of Intertie Pipeline System (IPS) 
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1. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
COMMISSION RESOLUTION ON SAN MATEO COUNT LAND USE PLAN 
AMENDMENT 1-07 
 
Following a public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following 
resolution and findings. 
 
Motion #1 
 

I move that the Commission CERTIFY County of San Mateo Land Use Plan 
Amendment SMC-MAJ-1-07 as submitted. 
 

Staff Recommendation for Denial 
 
Staff recommends a NO vote.  Failure of this motion will result in denial of the land use 
plan amendment as submitted and adoption of the following resolutions and findings.  
The motion to certify as submitted passes only upon affirmative vote of a majority of the 
appointed Commissioners. 
 
Resolution for Denial 
 
The Commission hereby DENIES certification of County of San Mateo Land Use Plan 
Amendment 1-07 as submitted and adopts the findings stated below on the grounds 
that the amendment will not meet the requirements of and is not in conformity with the 
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policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act.  Certification of the Land Use Plan 
amendment would not comply with the California Environmental Quality Act as there are 
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives that would substantially lessen the 
significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result from certification of the 
land use plan amendment as submitted. 
 
Motion #2 
 

I move that the Commission CERTIFY County of San Mateo Land Use Plan 
Amendment 1-07 if modified as suggested in this staff report. 

 
Staff Recommendation for Certification 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in the certification of 
the land use plan with suggested modification and adoption of the following resolution 
and findings.  The motion to certify with suggested modifications passes only upon an 
affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed Commissioners. 
 
Resolution for Certification with Suggested Modifications 
 
The Commission hereby certifies the Land Use Plan Amendment SMC-MAJ-1-07 for 
the County of San Mateo if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth 
below on the grounds that the Land Use Plan amendment with suggested modifications 
will meet the requirements of and be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3 of the 
Coastal Act.  Certification of the land use plan amendment if modified as suggested 
complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible 
mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen 
any significant adverse effects of the plan on the environment, or 2) there are no further 
feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any 
significant adverse impacts which the Land Use Plan Amendment may have on the 
environment. 
 
COMMISSION RESOLUTION ON COUNTY OF SAN MATEO IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN AMENDMENT 1-07 
 
Following a public hearing, staff recommends the Commission adopt the following 
resolution and findings. 
 
Motion #3 
 

I move that the Commission reject Implementation Program Amendment No. 
SMC-MAJ-1-07 for the County of San Mateo as submitted. 

 
Staff Recommendation of Rejection:
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Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in rejection of the 
implementation plan amendment and the adoption of the following resolution and 
findings.  The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a majority of the 
Commissioners present. 
 
Resolution for denial: 
 
The Commission hereby denies certification of the Implementation Program 
Amendment No. SMC-MAJ-1-07 as submitted for the County of San Mateo and adopts 
the findings set forth below on grounds that the implementation plan amendment as 
submitted does not conform with, and is inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the 
certified land use plan as amended.  Certification of the implementation plan 
amendment would not meet the requirements of the California Environmental Quality 
Act as there are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially 
lessen the significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result from 
certification of the implementation program amendment as submitted. 
 
Motion #4 
 

I move that the Commission certify Implementation Plan Amendment No. SMC-
MAJ-1-07 for the County of San Mateo if it is modified as suggested in this staff 
report. 

 
Staff Recommendation for Certification 
 
Staff recommends a YES vote.  Passage of this motion will result in certification of the 
implementation program amendment with suggested modifications and the adoption of 
the following resolution and findings.  The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of a 
majority of the Commissioners present. 
 
Resolution for Certification with Suggested Modifications 
 
The Commission hereby certifies the Implementation Plan Amendment for the County of 
San Mateo if modified as suggested and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds 
that the implementation plan amendment with the suggested modifications conforms 
with, and is adequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified land use plan as 
amended.  Certification of the implementation plan amendment if modified as suggested 
complies with the California Environmental Quality Act, because either 1) feasible 
mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen 
any significant adverse effects of the implementation plan amendment on the 
environment, or 2) there are no further feasible alternatives and mitigation measures 
that would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts on the environment. 
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2. LAND USE PLAN SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 
 
Staff recommends the following suggested modifications to the proposed LUP 
amendment be adopted. The County’s proposed amendments are shown in underline 
for language to be added, and strikethrough for language proposed to be deleted. The 
language shown in double underline represent language that the Commission suggests 
be added and the language shown in double strike through represents language that 
the Commission suggests be deleted from the language as originally submitted. 
Suggested modifications that do not involve direct text changes are shown in bold 
italics. 
 
The County proposed amendments to the LUP in County Exhibits A-R (see Exhibit 1). 
As presented below, the order of the suggested modifications to the County proposal 
follows the order of the existing certified LCP (i.e. Chapters 1 – 12). 
 

2.1. Suggested Modifications to LUP Chapter 1: Locating and Planning New 
Development 

 
2.1.1. Suggested Modifications to County Exhibit A: Buildout  

 
Suggested Modification No. 1 – Buildout Table: 
 
Replace the 1980 original buildout estimate Table 1 with the correct Commission 
certified Table 1, as shown in exhibit 4 and insert the tables and accompanying
text into LUP Chapter 1 before Table 1.2. 

 

 
Updated Buildout Estimate (2006) 
 

R-1 Zoning District 4,804 units
R-3 Zoning District 443 units
R-3-A Zoning District 513 units
RM-CZ and PAD Zoning Districts 160 units
C-1 and CCR Zoning Districts 99-495 units
Second Units 466 units
Caretaker’s Quarters 45 units
El Granada Mobile Home Park 227 units
TOTAL 6,757-7,153 units

 
 
The following table represents an updated estimate of residential buildout for the 
Midcoast LCP Update Project Area, as shown on Map 1.3. Buildout is the planned 
endpoint in a community’s growth when that would occur if all land that has been 
designated for development has been developed to its maximum density, i.e. the sum of 
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all units potentially allowed under existing certified LCP policy density limitations. The 
buildout estimate assumes that public service constraints can be resolved, and that 
there are no resource constraints or other LCP requirements that would limit buildout 
density on individual sites. The methodology involved counting individual parcels and 
determining development potential according to the Land Use Plan. The buildout 
estimate and the LCP policies on which it is based are not entitlements and do not 
guarantee that any proposed development will be approved. The buildout methodology 
also assumes that all contiguously owned substandard lots will be merged according to 
County merger policies (i.e., contiguously owned substandard lots are combined into 
one conforming parcel for purposes of counting units, and only one unit per “merged” lot 
is included in the buildout figure).  Solitary, non-contiguous substandard lots are 
counted as one unit each in the buildout figure.  The actual buildout number could be 
closer to 9,553 units if lots are not merged as assumed by this methodology. 
 
 

2.1.2. Suggested Modifications to County Exhibit F: Annual Growth Rate  
 
Suggested Modification No. 2 – Timing of New Housing Development:  
 
1.22 Timing of New Housing Development in the Midcoast 
  
 a. In order to ensure that roads, utilities, schools and other public 

works facilities and community infrastructure public works are not 
overburdened by rapid residential growth, require that the following 
limitations on building permits granted in the Midcoast for the 
construction of residences, other than affordable housing, be 
applied beginning in the first calendar year after LCP certification. 
limit the maximum number of new dwelling units built in the urban 
Midcoast to 75 that which would result in a growth of one percent 
(1%) in Midcoast population units each per calendar year until: 
 

i. A comprehensive transportation management plan, as 
described in Policy 2.59, is incorporated into the LCP; and 

ii. Facilities to adequately contain stormwater infiltration and 
inflow that exceed the existing IPS system capacity during 
storm events and peak flows have been constructed and 
sufficient evidence has been presented that IPS capacity is 
adequate to avoid sewage overflows and water quality 
violations; and 

iii. The growth rate is changed by an LCP Amendment. 
  

   
 b. New dwelling units include each new single-family residential unit, 

each new unit in a multiple-family residential development, each 
new unit in a mixed-use development, and each new caretaker 
quarter, and each new second dwelling unit. 
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 c. New dwelling units do not include affordable housing units as 

defined by Section 6102.48.6 of the certified zoning regulations, i.e. 
subject to income and cost/rent restrictions., and second dwelling 
units.  

   
 d. The number of new dwelling units built each year means that 

number of units for which building permits have been issued 
authorizing construction to commence.  The date of building permit 
issuance does not relate to the date of building permit application. 

   
 e. This annual limit on residential units is not an entitlement, i.e. it 

does not guarantee that any proposed development will be 
approved. A coastal development permit for residential 
development may only be approved if the proposed development 
can be found consistent with all applicable policies of the certified 
LCP. 
 

 f. In determining the number of permissible dwelling units per 
calendar year, the County shall use the most recent U.S. Census 
figures for the Midcoast to calculate the average number of persons 
per household.  
 

 a. 125 per year until Phase I sewer and significant new water facilities 
have both been provided, unless the County Board of Supervisors 
makes the finding that water or other public works have insufficient 
capacity, consistent with the protection of sensitive habitats, to 
accommodate additional growth (see Policy 7.20).

   
 b. 125 in the years following the provision of Phase I sewer and signifi-

cant new water facilities, unless the County Board of Supervisors 
makes the finding that water, schools and other public works have 
sufficient capacity to accommodate additional growth.  In any year 
that the Board makes this finding, up to 200 building permits may be 
granted.  The exact number of building permits shall be determined 
by the Board at the time the finding is made.

   
   

2.1.3. Suggested Modifications to County Exhibit M Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Best Management Practices 

 
Suggested Modification No. 3 – Deletion of Proposed Policy 1.35: 
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1.35 All new land use development and activities shall comply with the requirements 

of the existing Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program 
(STOPPP), including best management practices and performance standards.  
The minimum STOPPP requirements are shown in the Appendix that is a part 
of this component.

  
 
 

APPENDIX
 

MINIMUM STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION 
PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

  
1. All New Development
  
 All new development, including remodeling of existing buildings, shall comply with 

the following minimum requirements:
  
 a. Avoid or minimize and mitigate the potential adverse impacts to water quality 

from new development by using pre-construction, during construction, and 
post-construction best management practices.

   
 b. Prevent the flow of liquid building materials and wastes onto impervious 

surfaces and into storm drains and waterways.
   
 c. Prevent construction equipment, building materials and piles of soil from 

contact with rain using plastic sheeting or other temporary cover, and contact 
with stormwater using berms, ditches, and other methods.

   
 d. Contain vehicle and equipment cleaning, storage, maintenance, and refuse 

and recycling areas to prevent runoff from discharging into the storm drain 
system.

   
 e. Clean up leaks and spills immediately to prevent soil and groundwater 

contamination, contact with paved surfaces, and discharge into the storm 
drain system.

   
 f. Use silt ponds, berms and other techniques to trap sediment, spilled liquids 

and other pollutants.
   
 g. Employ site planning and construction methods to reduce the need for 

pesticides and contaminants, and prevent contact with stormwater.
   
2. New Development that Alters the Land
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 In addition to the requirements listed in 1. above, new development, construction 

or other activities that disturb or otherwise alter the land shall comply with the 
following minimum requirements:

   
 a. Where the potential for significant erosion from construction activities exists, 

prepare and implement an erosion and sediment control plan that includes 
effective erosion and sediment control measures.

   
 b. Protect sensitive areas, minimize changes to the natural topography, and 

avoid removing existing vegetation unless absolutely necessary.
   
 c. Protect undisturbed areas from construction impacts using vegetative buffer 

strips, sediment barriers, filters, dikes, mulching and other measures as 
appropriate.

   
 d. Reduce the amount of impervious surface areas, and use permeable 

pavement where feasible.
   
 e. Reduce the amount of runoff crossing construction sites by constructing 

berms, swales and dikes and diverting drainage ditches.  Use berms or 
temporary check dams to reduce the velocity of stormwater runoff.

   
 f. Use landscaping to collect, detain and filter surface runoff, and design 

landscaping to minimize the use of irrigation, fertilizers and pesticides.
   
 g. Prevent erosion and trap sedimentation onsite using sediment basins or traps, 

earthen dikes or berms, silt fences, check dams, soil blankets or mats, and 
storm drain inlet protection.

   
 h. Control erosion on slopes by seeding and planting vegetation, and using hay 

bales, temporary drainage swales, silt fences and berms.
   
 i. Restrict land clearing, earth moving, and excavation and grading activities to 

during dry weather, i.e., between April 15th and October 15th of each year.
   
 j. Separate construction sites from storm drains with berms and filters, stabilize 

denuded areas, and maintain erosion and sedimentation controls during wet 
weather, i.e., between October 15th and April 15th of each year.

   
 k. Provide for ongoing operation and maintenance of installed stormwater 

treatment measures.
   
 l. As applicable based on project size, secure a Construction Activity Storm-

water General Permit from the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Water 
Quality Control Board.
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3. Specific New Development, Uses or Activities
   
 In addition to the requirements listed in 1. and 2. above, new development, uses 

or activities in the following categories shall comply with specific STOPPP 
stormwater pollution prevention requirements.

   
 a. Heavy Equipment Operation
 b. Earth Moving Activities 
 c. Roadwork and Paving
 d. Applying Concrete/Mortar 
 e. Applying Paint, Solvents and Adhesives 
 f. Swimming Pools, Spa and Fountains
 g. Landscaping/Gardens
 h. Parking Garages
 i. Outdoor Equipment/Materials Storage
 j. Refuse Areas
 k. Vehicle/Equipment Cleaning, Repair and Maintenance
 l. Fuel Dispensing Areas
 m. Loading Docks
 n. Food Service Equipment Cleaning 
 o. Pesticide/Fertilizer Application
   
   

Suggested Modification No. 4 – Suggested Water Quality Policies: 
 
1.35 Estimating and Mitigating Pollutant Loads and Flows 
 
Estimate increases in pollutant loads and flows resulting from proposed development.  
Incorporate structural and non-structural treatment measures to mitigate the projected 
increases in pollutant loads and flows to the maximum extent feasible. 
 
1.36 Development Standards to Preserve Water Quality 
 
Require new development to:  
 
a. Minimize the amount of impervious surfaces and directly connected impervious 

surfaces in areas of new development and redevelopment and where feasible 
maximize on-site infiltration of runoff. 

 
b. Implement pollution prevention methods supplemented by pollutant source 

controls and treatment.  Use small collection strategies located at, or as close as 
possible to, the source (i.e., the point where water initially meets the ground) to 
minimize the transport of urban runoff and pollutants offsite or into a municipal 
separate storm sewer system. 

 



SMC-MAJ-1-07  
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update 
Page 17 of 156 
c. Preserve, and where possible, create or restore areas that provide important 

water quality benefits, such as riparian corridors, wetlands, and buffer zones.  
Land acquisition and/or conservation easement acquisition of such areas is 
encouraged. 

 
d. Limit disturbances of natural water bodies and natural drainage systems caused 

by development including roads, highways, and bridges. 
 
e. Avoid development of areas that are particularly susceptible to erosion and 

sediment loss;  
 
f. Reduce pollutants associated with vehicles and increased traffic resulting from 

development. 
 
g.   Control stormwater quality impacts by using appropriate best management 

practices (BMPs). All projects, regardless of size, will be required to implement 
appropriate pre-construction, construction, and post-construction best 
management practices.  

 
h. Implement Hydromodification Management controls such as on-site and regional 

controls and in-stream measures as required by the Regional Board, to control 
stormwater discharges from applicable new development and redevelopment 
projects, in which the combined amounts of impervious surface created and 
replaced totals one acre or more, so that these discharges do not increase the 
erosion potential of the receiving creek over the pre-project (existing) condition. A 
project that does not increase the impervious area over the pre-project condition 
is excluded from this requirement.   

 
i. Reduce the need for pesticides and contaminants and prevent contact of these 

pollutants with stormwater by employing site planning, source control, and 
construction methods. 

 
 
1.37 Best Management Practices (BMPs) 
 
Implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) before and during construction and 
grading operations in order to minimize erosion, sedimentation, and water pollution: 
 
 a. All development, including remodeling of existing buildings, shall comply with 

the following minimum requirements:  
 
 (1) Prevent the flow of liquid building materials and wastes onto 

impervious surfaces and into storm drains and waterways. 
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 (2) Prevent construction equipment, building materials and piles of soil 

from contact with rain using plastic sheeting or other temporary cover, and 
contact with stormwater using berms, ditches, and other methods. 

 
 (3) Contain vehicle and equipment cleaning, storage, maintenance, and 

refuse and recycling areas to prevent runoff from discharging into the 
storm drain system. 

 
 (4) Clean up leaks and spills immediately to prevent soil and groundwater 

contamination, contact with paved surfaces, and discharge into the storm 
drain system. 

 
 (5) Use silt ponds, berms and other techniques to trap sediment, spilled 

liquids and other pollutants. 
 

b. Development and Other Activities that Alter the Land 
In addition to the requirements listed in 1.37a. above, development, 
construction or other activities that disturb or otherwise alter the land shall 
comply with the following minimum requirements: 

 
(1) Where the potential for significant erosion from construction activities 
exists, prepare and implement an erosion and sediment control plan that 
includes effective erosion and sediment control measures. 
 
(2) Protect sensitive areas, minimize changes to the natural topography, and 
avoid removing existing vegetation unless absolutely necessary. 

 
(3) Protect undisturbed areas from construction impacts using vegetative 
buffer strips, sediment barriers, filters, dikes, mulching and other measures as 
appropriate. 

 
(4) Reduce the amount of runoff crossing construction sites by constructing 
berms, swales and dikes and diverting drainage ditches. Use berms or 
temporary check dams to reduce the velocity of stormwater runoff.  

 
(5) Use landscaping to collect, detain and filter surface runoff, and design 
landscaping to minimize the use of irrigation, fertilizers and pesticides. 

 
(6)  Prevent erosion and trap sedimentation onsite using sediment basins or 
traps, earthen dikes or berms, silt fences, check dams, soil blankets or mats, 
and storm drain inlet protection. 

 
(7) Control erosion on slopes by seeding and planting vegetation, and using 
hay bales, temporary drainage swales, silt fences and berms. 
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(8) Development related land disturbance, e.g., site preparation, shall not 
occur between October 15 and April 15 unless the applicant demonstrates to 
the satisfaction of the Community Development Director and Building Official 
that the development site will be effectively contained to prevent erosion and 
sedimentation, and that such site containment has been established and is 
ongoing.  Site containment shall include, but not be limited to, covering stored 
equipment and materials, stabilizing site entrances and exposed slopes, 
containing or reducing runoff, and protecting drain inlets.  

 
(9) Separate construction sites from storm drains with berms and filters, 
stabilize denuded areas, and maintain erosion and sedimentation controls 
during wet weather, i.e., between October 15th and April 15th of each year. 

 
(10) Provide for ongoing operation and maintenance of installed stormwater 
treatment measures. 

 
(11) As applicable based on project size, secure a Construction Activity 
Stormwater General Permit from the San Francisco Bay Area Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

 
c. Site Design Measures 

 
(1)  Require for all projects, regardless of size, adequate site design 
measures such as minimizing land disturbance and impervious surfaces 
(especially parking lots); clustering of structures and pavement; 
disconnecting roof downspouts; use of micro-detention, including 
distributed landscape detention; preservation of high quality open space; 
maintenance and /or restoration of riparian areas and wetlands as project 
amenities 

 
(2)  Reduce the amount of impervious surface areas.  Use permeable 
materials where appropriate (i.e., light vehicle loading and lightly trafficked 
areas, such as automobile parking areas). 

 
d. Source Control Measures 

 
(1)  Require for all projects, regardless of size, adequate source control 
measures to limit pollutant generation, discharge and runoff, to the 
maximum extent practicable. Examples of source control measures 
include indoor mat/equipment/hood filter wash racks or covered outdoor 
wash racks plumbed to the sanitary sewer for restaurants; covered trash 
and food compactor enclosures with a sanitary sewer connection for 
dumpster drips; sanitary sewer drains for swimming pools; sanitary 
drained outdoor covered wash areas for vehicles, equipment, and 
accessories; sanitary sewer drain connections to take fire sprinkler test 
water; storm drain system stenciling; landscaping that minimizes irrigation 
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and runoff, promotes surface infiltration where possible, and minimizes the 
use of pesticides and fertilizers; and appropriate covers, drains, and 
storage precautions for outdoor material storage areas, loading docks, 
repair/maintenance bays, and fueling areas.  

 
1.38 Developments of Special Concern 
 
Require developments with land use activities that have a high potential for generating 
pollutants to incorporate BMPs to address the particular pollutants of concern.  This 
shall include, but not be limited to: 
 

a. Require parking lots to incorporate BMPs to minimize runoff of oil, grease, car 
battery acid, coolant, gasoline, sediments, trash, and other pollutants to receiving 
waters. 

 
b. Require commercial developments to incorporate BMPs to minimize polluted 
runoff from structures, landscaping, parking areas, repair and maintenance 
areas, loading /unloading areas, and vehicle/equipment wash areas. 

 
c. Require automotive service stations, gasoline outlets, car washes, and vehicle 
repair facilities to incorporate BMPs to minimize runoff of oil, grease, solvents, 
car battery acid, coolant, gasoline, and other pollutants to the stormwater 
conveyance system from areas including fueling areas, repair and maintenance 
areas, loading/unloading areas, and vehicle/equipment wash areas. 
 
d. Require restaurants to incorporate BMPs to minimize runoff of oil, grease, 
solvents, phosphates, suspended solids, and other pollutants. 

 
e. Require outdoor material storage areas to be designed (e.g., with a roof or 
awning cover) to minimize runoff of toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy 
metals, nutrients, suspended solids, and other pollutants. 

 
f. Require roof or awning covers over trash storage areas to minimize off-site 
transport of trash and other pollutants. 

 
g. Require beachfront and waterfront development to incorporate BMPs to 
minimize polluted runoff to beach and coastal waters. 
  
h. Require confined animal facilities, stables and similar  animal keeping 
operations to be sited and designed to manage, contain, and dispose of animal 
waste using BMPs to insure that waste is not introduced to surface runoff or 
ground water. In no case shall an animal keeping operation be managed or 
maintained so as to produce sedimentation or polluted runoff on any public road, 
adjoining property, or in any creek or drainage channel.  
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i. Require onsite sewage treatment systems (septic systems) to be sited, designed, 
installed, operated, and maintained to avoid contributing nutrients and pathogens 
to groundwater and/or surface waters. 

 
j. Require onsite sewage treatment systems (septic systems) to be sited away from 

areas that have poorly or excessively drained soils, shallow water tables or high 
seasonal water tables that are within floodplains or where effluent cannot be 
adequately treated before it reaches streams or the ocean. 

 
Require new development to include protective setbacks from surface waters, 
wetlands and floodplains for conventional or alternative onsite sewage treatment 
systems, as well as separation distances between onsite sewage treatment 
system components, building components, property lines, and groundwater. 
Under no conditions shall the bottom of the effluent dispersal system be within 
five feet of groundwater.   

 
 
1.39 Stormwater Treatment 

 
a. When the combination of site design and source control BMPs are not 
sufficient to protect water quality as required by the LCP, or when required by 
Regional Board per municipal permit provisions, structural treatment BMPs will 
be implemented along with site design and source control measures. Use multi-
benefit, natural-feature, stormwater treatment systems, such as landscape-based 
bioretention systems, bioswales and green roofs, in place of proprietary systems 
where feasible. 

 
b. Design and install stormwater treatment systems that will reduce the discharge 
of pollutants in the stormwater runoff to the maximum extent practicable, for at 
least the following projects, and as required by the San Francisco Bay Area 
Regional Water Quality Control Board: 

 
(1.) New development or redevelopment projects that create and/or 
replace 10,000 square feet or more of impervious surface including 
commercial, industrial, residential housing subdivisions (i.e., detached 
single-family home subdivisions, multi-family attached subdivisions (town 
homes), condominiums, and apartments), mixed-use, and public projects. 
Interior remodels, routine maintenance or repair (such as roof or exterior 
wall surface replacement and pavement resurfacing within the existing 
footprint), and single-family homes that are not part of a larger plan of 
development, are excluded from this category.  
 
If a redevelopment project increases or replaces more than 50 
percent of the impervious surface of a previously existing development, 
the entire project must be included in the treatment system design 
(e.g., stormwater treatment systems must be designed and sized to treat 
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stormwater runoff from the entire redevelopment project). For 
redevelopment projects that increase or replace less than 50 percent of 
the impervious surface, stormwater treatment systems must be designed 
and sized to treat stormwater runoff from the new and/or replaced 
impervious surface of the project. 
 
(2) Any newly constructed street, road, or highway; contiguous paved 
surfaces installed as part of a street, road or highway project (including 
contiguous sidewalks and bicycle lanes); or impervious trails that are 
greater than 10 feet wide or are creekside (within 50 feet of the top of 
bank), that create 10,000 square feet or more of contiguous impervious 
surface.  

 
(3) Replaced arterial streets or roads that are rehabilitated down to the 
gravel base (i.e., roads or pavement that are demolished and re-built from 
the gravel base up) and that create and/or replace 10,000 square feet or 
more of contiguous impervious surface. Replacement of local and 
connector non-arterial roads and paved trails, routine surface repaving, 
pothole repair of all other streets, roads, highways are excluded. 
 

c.. Design and install post-construction structural BMPs (or suites of BMPs) to 
treat, infiltrate or filter the amount of stormwater runoff produced by all storms up 
to and including the 85th percentile, 24-hour storm event for volume-based BMPs 
and/or the 85th percentile, 1-hour storm event (with an appropriate safety factor, 
i.e. 2 or greater) for flow-based BMPs or the flow of runoff from a rain event equal 
to at least 0.2 inches per hour intensity to the maximum extent feasible.   

 
 
1.40 Drainage 

 
Require post-development peak flow (runoff) and velocity to be less than or equal to 
pre-development peak flow and velocity in areas where there are no existing down 
stream storm drain systems. No additional runoff, caused by development, shall cross 
property lines. In areas where there are existing storm drain systems, those systems 
shall be of adequate size to accept the increased runoff, or mitigation procedures shall 
be taken. Mitigation procedures may include on-site storm drain detention or off-site 
storm drain detention. 
 
1.41 Hydromodification Management (HM) Standard  
 
Stormwater discharges from applicable new development and redevelopment projects, 
in which the combined amounts of impervious surface created and replaced totals one 
acre or more, shall not cause an increase in the erosion potential of the receiving 
stream over the pre-project (existing) condition. Increase in runoff flow and volume shall 
be managed so that post-project runoff shall not exceed estimated pre-project rates and 
durations, where such increased flow and/or volume is likely to cause increased 
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potential for erosion of creek beds and banks, silt pollutant generated, or other adverse 
impacts to beneficial uses due to increased erosive force. Projects shall implement the 
hydromodification requirements by use of on-site control measures, regional control 
measures, or in-stream measures, as required by the Regional Board. 
 

2.1.4. Suggested Modifications to County Exhibit Q Resolving Policy 
Conflicts: 

 
Suggested Modification No. 5: 

 
1.3 Resolving Policy Conflicts
  
 Where conflicts occur between one or more LCP policies, resolve them in a 

manner which on balance is the most protective of significant coastal 
resources.  This provision does not affect nor limit the Coastal Commission’s 
authority under Public Resources Code Section 30007.5.

 
2.1.5. Suggested Modifications to County Exhibit R Correcting and 

Clarifying LCP Provisions  
 

Suggested Modification No. 6 – Rural Areas 
 
*1.7 Designation of Rural Areas 
Designate as rural those lands shown outside the urban/rural boundary on the 
Local Coastal Program LCP Land Use Plan Maps 1.3 s, in effect on March 25, 1986, 
that were are designated Agriculture, General Open Space, Timber Preserve, or Public 
Recreation on that date. 
 

2.1.6. Additional Suggested Modifications to LUP Chapter 1  
 
Suggested Modification No. 6 – New adequacy of public services policy: 
 
1.18.1 Ensure Adequate Public Services and Infrastructure for New Development in 
Urban Areas.  
 
a. No permit for development in the urban area shall be approved unless it can be 
demonstrated prior to project approval, that the development will be served upon 
completion with adequate public services, including but not limited to public water, 
wastewater collection, treatment and disposal; storm drainage; fire and emergency 
medical response; police protection; transportation; schools; and solid waste collection 
and disposal; as applicable to the proposed development.  
 
b. Demonstration of adequate water and sewer facilities shall include evidence that 
adequate capacity (including transmission collection, treatment and disposal) exists 
within the system to serve the development and all other existing and foreseeable 
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development the system is committed to serving, and evidence that the entity providing 
the service will provide such service for the development. 
 
c. Limit new dwelling units within the Coastside County Water District service area to 
the number of available non-priority connections in the Midcoast permitted by the El 
Granada Pipeline Project (Coastal Commission CDP A-2-SMC-99-063; A-1-HMB-99-
020). 
 
d. Allow new water connections in the Montara Water and Sanitary District water service 
area only if consistent with the MWSD Public Works Plan (Coastal Commission PWP 
No. 2-06-006), Chapter 2 of the LCP, and all other applicable policies of the LCP.  
 
e. Private wells shall be prohibited within the urban services line of the Midcoast unless 
authorized pursuant to a groundwater management plan incorporated into the LCP.  
 
f. Private septic systems shall be prohibited within the urban services line of the 
Midcoast unless authorized pursuant to a groundwater management plan incorporated 
into the LCP. 
 
g. Demonstration of adequate transportation services shall include compliance with 
Policies 2.58 and 2.59.  
 
h. Lack of adequate services to serve the proposed development shall be grounds for 
denial of the project. 
 
 

2.2. Suggested Modifications to LUP Chapter 2 (Public Works) 
 

2.2.1. Suggested Modifications to County Exhibit R  
 

Suggested Modification No. 7 – Service area boundaries: 
 
2.22 Establishing Service Area Boundaries 
a. Require, as a condition of granting a permit for expansion of sewage treatment 
facilities, that sanitary sewer connections be limited to the urban areas and rural 
residential areas as shown on the LCP Land Use Map Land Use Plan Map 1.3 and the 
zoning map. Exclude property located outside the urban boundary and rural residential 
areas from assessment for sewage treatment facilities by SAM or its member agencies. 
b. Allow SAM to supply reclaimed wastewater to areas outside service areas consistent 
with LUP Policy 2.18(c).  
c. Begin transferring responsibility for septic tank monitoring in the rural areas of the 
Montara and Granada Sanitary Districts to the County Environmental Health Division or 
some other public agency within a year of LCP certification. When another agency 
agrees to assume this responsibility, rRedraw the boundaries of the sewer districts to 
correspond to the urban boundary and the boundary of rural residential areas. 



SMC-MAJ-1-07  
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update 
Page 25 of 156 
d. If it is impossible for the County Environmental Health Division or another agency to 
assume responsibility for monitoring septic tanks, maintain existing sewer district 
boundaries and divide districts into rural and urban zones. Accordingly, 
 (1) Make the boundaries of the urban zone, where sanitary sewer connections are 
provided, correspond to the urban areas and rural residential areas, as shown on the 
LCP Land Use Plan Map. 
(2) Restrict the activities in the rural zone to monitoring and inspecting septic tanks. 
Prohibit sanitary sewer connections in this rural zone. 
(3) Adjust the sewer district fees in the rural zone to reflect the lower level of service and 
minimize growth inducement. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 7 – Montara Treatment Plant: 
 
2.23 Locating Sites for Sewage Treatment Plants Montara Treatment Plant 
a. Designate the existing site of the Montara Treatment Plant as Institutional on the LCP 
Land Use Plan Map. Allow a sewage treatment plant or pumping station to be 
constructed there. If SAM or its member utility, the Montara Sanitary District, does not 
use this site for expanded or additional sewage treatment facilities, change the site’s 
designation to general open space on the LCP Land Use Plan Map. a. Allow Montara 
Water and Sanitary District to use the old Montara Treatment Plant for wet weather 
storage and a pump station 
b. Reserve public pedestrian access on the seaward side of this Montara site and 
connect it to proposed trails at both ends consistent with the policies of the Shoreline 
Access Component. 
c. Designate a site, approximately 2 to 3 acres in size, north of California 
Avenue near Yale Avenue on the property of the Half Moon Bay Airport, as Institutional 
on the LCP Land Use Plan Map. Allow a sewage treatment plant or pumping station to 
be constructed there subject to FAA approval. If Granada Sanitary District does not use 
this site for expanded or additional sewage treatment, change the site’s designation to 
Transportation on the LCP Land Use Plan Map. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 8 – Phasing public works development: 
 
2.7 Phased Development of Public Works Facilities 
 
Require the phased development of public works facilities in order to insure that 
permitted public works capacities are limited to serving needs generated by 
development which is consistent with the Local Coastal Program policies. Allow 
expansion of public works facilities, including but not limited to water supply and 
transmission, sewage treatment and transmission, and the San Mateo County Midcoast 
and City of Half Moon Bay regional transportation system only after considering the 
availability of other public works facilities, and establishing whether capacity increases 
would overburden the existing and probable future capacity of other public works 
facilities. Consideration of highway capacity shall include review of the adequacy of the 
level of service (LOS) on Highways 1 and 92.  Adequate level of service for Highways 1 
and 92 shall be defined, at minimum, as Level of Service (LOS) C except during the 
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peak commuter period when LOS D is acceptable and the recreation peak periods 
when LOS E is acceptable. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 9 – Priority uses: 
 
2.8 Reservation of Capacity for Priority Land Uses 
 
a. Reserve public works capacity for land uses given priority by the Local 
Coastal Program as shown on Table 2.7 and Table 2.17. Public works shall include 
water supply and transmission, sewage treatment and transmission, and the San Mateo 
County Midcoast and City of Half Moon Bay regional transportation system, including 
the level of service (LOS) on Highways 1 and 92. All priority land uses shall exclusively 
rely on public sewer and water services. 
b. For each public works development phase, reserve capacity adequate to 
allow priority land uses to develop to the buildout allowed by that phasethe LCP. 
 
c. Under the following circumstances, Allow public agencies and utilities to 
reallocate capacity to non-priority land uses only through an LCP Amendment. : (1) 
when landowners refuse 
to pay the assessment fees for public services to serve priority land uses 
because they desire to keep their land vacant or develop a non-priority land use allowed 
on the site by the Local Coastal Program, and (2) when a 
landowner, in response to a written inquiry by a public agency or utility, 
indicates in writing that he/she does not plan to develop his/her land as a 
priority land use and will not be using any reserved capacity during a 
certain phase. The public agency or utility shall calculate the capacity 
needed to serve the remaining priority land uses. Reserved capacity that 
is not required for the remaining priority land uses may be reallocated to 
non-priority land uses after the public agency has gained the approval of 
the Planning Commission. Applications for a LCP Amendment to reallocate priority 
capacity must be accompanied by substantial evidence and studies documenting 
excess capacity. Before approving the reallocation and before submitting the 
reallocation to the Coastal Commission for an LCP Amendment, the Planning 
Commission shall substantiate make the finding, in writing, that the remaining reserved 
capacity will be adequate to serve the remaining priority land uses. The 
reservation of capacity for priority land uses shall be increased during the 
next phase to compensate priority land uses for this reallocation. At least 
50% of the priority land uses planned in each phase must be provided 
capacity for; that capacity may not be allocated to the next phase. 
 
d. Allow Coastside County Water District and Montara Water and Sanitary 
District to allocate priority capacity in accordance with Table 2.17 equivalent to ten 
standard size (5/8 inch diameter) service connections (approximately 2,710 gallons per 
day total) in order to provide municipal water service to residential dwellings which are 
connected to the public sanitary sewer system, when such a connection is necessary to 
avert a substantial hardship caused by the failure of a private well serving the dwelling 
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in production quantity or quality as certified by the Director of the Environmental Health 
Division. For purposes of this policy, “substantial hardship” shall not include any failure 
which can be remedied by repair or replacement of well equipment or facilities, or 
relocation of a well on a parcel. Whether substantial hardship exists shall be determined 
by the Community Development Director Planning Director, following consultation with 
the Director of Environmental Health and the General Manager of the Coastside County 
Water District serving water district. 
 
In order to minimize the reduction in water reserved for Coastal Act priority and uses, 
applications for reallocated water shall include a Water Fixture Retrofit Plan to replace 
existing water fixtures of the residence applying for the connection with water 
conserving fixtures. This plan must be reviewed and approved by the Coastside 
Community Water District General Manager of the serving water district prior to the 
establishment of the connection, and contain the following: 
 
(1) A list of all existing fixtures to be retrofitted and their present associated water flow 
(e.g., gallons/second); 
(2) A list of all proposed fixtures to be installed and their associated water flow; 
(3) The estimated annual water savings resulting from the proposed retrofit, showing all 
calculations and assumptions; and 
(4) A leak detection test; all leaks shall be repaired, but such repairs shall not be 
calculated in the estimates of savings. The inspection personnel of the serving water 
district shall inspect the water fixtures prior to and following the retrofit to confirm 
compliance with the approved plan and proper installation. 
 
The Coastside Community Water District inspection personnel of the serving water 
district shall inspect the water fixtures prior to and following the retrofit to confirm 
compliance with the approved plan and proper installation. 
 
The serving water district shall provide notices to the County Planning Department and 
the Coastal Commission of all failed wells applications.  
 
Suggested Modification No. 10 – Deletion of outdated public works policies: 
 
2.9 Phase I Capacity Limits 
Based the first phase capacity of public works facilities on documentable and 
short-term need (approximately 20 years or less) consistent with the Local 
Coastal Program. Monitor the needs of existing land uses and use these results 
and the existing and probable future capacity of related public works and 
services to document the need. 
 
2.10 Growth Management 
After Phase I sewer and substantial water supply facilities have both been 
provided, limit building permits for the construction of non-priority residential 
land uses in the Mid-Coast in accordance with the policies of the Locating and 
Planning New Development Component. 
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2.11 Monitoring of Phase I 
a. Require that public agencies, utilities or special districts monitor the needs 
of land uses for public works capacity during Phase I. 
b. Notify affected public agencies, utilities and special districts of the 
requirements for monitoring included in this plan. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 11 – Public works expansion policies: 
 
2.12 Timing and Capacity of Later Phasesfor Expansion of Public Works Facilities 
a. Use the results of Phase I monitoring to determine the timing and capacity of later 
phase(s). 
b. Guide timing by allowing later phase(s) to begin when Phase I capacity has been or 
will be consumed within the time period required to construct additional capacity. 
 
c. Amount of expansion capacity shall be determined Establish the capacity by: (1) 
estimating the capacity needed to serve the land use plan at buildout, (2) considering 
the availability of related public works to establish whether capacity increases would 
overburden the existing and probable future capacity of other public works, (3) after a 
thorough traffic study, determining the existing and future level of service (LOS) on 
Highway 92 and Highway 1 as a result of the facility expansion. No expansion of other 
public works facilities shall be permitted unless existing or probable future capacity of 
other related infrastructure, including but not limited to water supply and transmission, 
sewage treatment and transmission, and the San Mateo County Midcoast and City of 
Half Moon Bay regional transportation system, including the level of service (LOS) on 
Highways 1 and 92, is sufficient to adequately serve the level of development that would 
be supported by the proposed public works facility expansion.  Adequate level of service 
for Highways 1 and 92 shall be defined, at a minimum, as Level of Service (LOS) C 
except during the peak commuter period when LOS D is acceptable and the recreation 
peak periods when LOS E is acceptable; and and (34) considering the availability of 
funds. 
d. Require every phaseexpansion of capacity to go through the coastal development 
review process. 
 
2.13 Coordination with the City of Half Moon Bay 
Coordinate with the City of Half Moon Bay’s certified Local Coastal Program to take into 
consideration the policies of the City’s LCP when determining: (1) Phase I sewer 
capacity and (2) when and how much to increase the capacity of all public works 
facilities after Phase I. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 12 – Expansion of special district policy: 
 
2.15.1 
Allow the formation or expansion of special districts only when existing or probable 
future capacity of other related infrastructure, including but not limited to water supply 
and transmission, sewage treatment and transmission, and the San Mateo County 
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Midcoast and City of Half Moon Bay regional transportation system, including the level 
of service (LOS) on Highways 1 and 92, is sufficient to adequately serve the level of 
development that would be supported by the proposed special district formation or 
expansion.  Adequate level of service for Highways 1 and 92 shall be defined, at 
minimum, as Level of Service (LOS) C except during the peak commuter period when 
LOS D is acceptable and the recreation peak periods when LOS E is acceptable. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 13 – Deletion of outdated sewer policies: 
 
2.16 Phase I Capacity Limits 
For Phase I, limit the aerator, clarifier and outfall capacity of Sewer Authority 
Mid-Coast (SAM) joint treatment plant facilities and pump stations to average 
dry weather flows (adwf) of 2.0 million gallons per day (mgd). 
 
2.17 Monitoring of Phase I 
Require that the Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (SAM or its member agencies) monitor: 
(1) the actual amount of sewage generation by land use, particularly non-residential, 
and (2) the rate of growth of new development. Require them to submit an annual data 
report to the County summarizing the results of this monitoring. 
 
 
Suggested Modification No. 14 – Expanding sewer capacity: 
 
2.18 Timing and Capacity of LaterPhasesSewage Treatment and Distribution Capacity 
Expansion 
a. Use the results of Phase I monitoring to determine the timing and capacity of later 
phase(s). 
a. b. Allow expansion of sewage treatment and distribution capacity only under the 
following circumstances: (1) only when existing capacity Guide timing by allowing later 
phase(s) to begin when Phase I capacity has been consumed or will be consumed 
within the time period required to construct additional sewage treatment capacity; (2) 
only after considering the availability of other public works facilities, and establishing 
whether capacity increases would overburden the existing and probable future capacity 
of other public works facilities; and (3) only when the level of service (LOS) on 
Highways 1 and 92 is found to be at a minimum of LOS C except during the peak two-
hour commuting period when LOS D is acceptable, and except during peak recreational 
hour when LOS E is acceptable, and only when substantial evidence and traffic studies 
substantiate that the LOS would be maintained at that level or better. 
 
b. Projects to increase sewage collection, transmission, and storage capacity to prevent 
wet weather overflows only, are permitted notwithstanding traffic conditions on 
Highways 1 and 92 provided that the projects do not induce growth or increase the 
treatment capacity of the SAM plant or the total number of sewer connections made 
available by the SAM treatment plant expansion permitted by Coastal Commission CDP 
No. 1-94-111 as of the time of certification  
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c. Projects to upgrade the SAM treatment plant from secondary to tertiary treatment to 
provide recycled water to the existing Ocean Colony Golf Course (that currently utilizes 
wells), agricultural uses, and other Coastal Act priority uses are permitted 
notwithstanding traffic conditions on Highways 1 and 92 provided that the recycled 
water project does not induce growth, nor provide additional water connections to other 
commercial, residential, or industrial water users; or increase the treatment capacity of 
the SAM plant or the total number of sewer connections made available by the SAM 
treatment plant expansion permitted by Coastal Commission CDP No. 1-94-111 as of 
the time of certification. 
 
cc. Establish the capacity by: (1) estimating the sewage treatment capacity needed to 
serve the land use plan at buildout, (2) considering the availability of related public 
works and whether expansion of the sewage treatment capacity would overburden the 
existing and probable future capacity of other public works, and (3) considering the 
availability of funds.Sewage treatment, collection, storage, and transmission projects 
shall be consistent with the following standards: 
 

1. Maximum Capacity. The maximum service capacity of the project shall not 
induce growth inconsistent with the protection of coastal resources and public 
access and recreation opportunities and will assure that untreated wastewater will 
not be discharged into any coastal waters including streams, wetlands, and the 
marine environment.  

 
 

2. Priority Uses. The project shall demonstrate that sewage treatment capacity is 
available and allocations are reserved for Coastal Act priority uses.  

  
 

3. Other Public Service Capacities. The maximum level of development supported 
by the project shall not exceed that supported by other existing and probable 
future public services, including water supply and road capacity. The project shall 
not induce growth beyond that level necessary to maintain acceptable road Levels 
of Service and circulation to protect coastal access and recreation opportunities, 
and provide for public safety (e.g., fire evacuation).   

 
4. Siting. The project shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts to visual 

resources, prevent degradation of sensitive habitats, and shall be consistent with 
all applicable policies of the LCP.  

 
Suggested Modification No. 15: 
 
2.19 Phase I Capacity Allocations 
a. Require, as a condition of permit approval, that the Phase I capacity be allocated as 
follows: (1) .6 mgd adwf to the Granada Sanitary District and 
(2) .4 mgd adwf to the Montara Sanitary District until the City of Half Moon 
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Bay’s Local Coastal Program is certified.b. After certification of the City of Half Moon 
Bay’s Local Coastal Program, and receipt from the City the information requested in 
2.19(f), the allocations in 2.19(a) shall be amended so that capacity is allocated among 
the member agencies in proportion to the member agencies’ respective service needs 
as identified in both the County and City certified Local Coastal Programs.c. Service 
need shall be defined as the ultimate need for sewage treatment capacity required to 
implement the buildout of the entire Land Use Plan portion of the City and County Local 
Coastal Programs. 
d. Need for the Granada and Montara Sanitary Districts shall be as shown on 
Tables 2.3 and 2.4 as amended to reflect changes in the Land Use Plan since they 
were prepared. 
e. Amend Tables 2.3 and 2.4 whenever all amendments to the certified Land 
Use Plan which affect these tables are approved by the Coastal Commission. 
f. Request the City of Half Moon Bay to submit information to the County on the: (1) 
population, dwelling units and acreages of non-residential land uses permitted at 
buildout of their land use plan and (2) sewage generation factors used to estimate need 
for sewage treatment capacity at buildout. 
g. Allow consideration of amendments to the sewage treatment allocations whenever an 
amendment to the certified City or County Local Coastal Programs is approved by the 
Coastal Commission. 
 
 
Suggested Modification No. 16 – Reserving sewer capacity for priority use: 
 
2.21 Reservation of Capacity for Priority Land Uses 
a. Reserve sewage treatment capacity for each land use given priority by the Coastal 
Act or the Local Coastal Program. These priority uses are shown on Table 2.7. Amend 
this table to reflect all changes in the Land Use Plan which affect these priority land 
uses. 
b. Where existing or planned sewage treatment facilities can accommodate only a 
limited amount of new development, services to Coastal Act priority uses listed on Table 
2.7 shall have priority over Local Coastal Program priority uses listed on Table 2.7.  
 
b. For each phase of sewage treatment facility development reserve capacity adequate 
to allow each priority land use to develop to the percent of 
buildout allowed by the phase. 
 
c. Allow capacity to be reallocated to non-priority land uses in accordance with Policy 
2.8. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 17 – Private septic systems: 
 
2.24.1 Private septic systems shall be prohibited within the urban services line of the 
Midcoast unless authorized pursuant to a groundwater management plan incorporated 
into the LCP. 
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Suggested Modification No. 18 – Delete outdated water supply policy: 
 
2.25 Phase I Capacity Limits 
Require that Phase I capacity not exceed the water supply which: (1) serves the 
development which can be sewered by the Phase I 2.0 mgd adwf sewer capacity 
allocated for Mid-Coast areas within the urban boundary and (2) meets the documented 
needs of floriculturalists within the existing Coastside County Water District Service 
Area. Use recent data on the amount of water consumed by land use to determine the 
actual water supply capacity allowed. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 19 – Monitoring water consumption: 
 
2.26 Monitoring of Phase IRequire that the water service providers, presently Coastside 
County Water 
District (CCWD) and theCitizens Utilities Company (CUC)Montara Water and Sanitary 
District (MWSD), monitor: (1) the actual amount of water consumption by land use, and 
(2) the rate of growth of new development. Require them to submit an annual data 
report to the County summarizing the results of this monitoring. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 20 – Expansion of water supply: 
2.27 Timing and Capacity of Later PhasesExpansion of Water Supply and Distribution 
Capacity 
a. Use the results of Phase I monitoring to determine the timing and capacity of later 
phase(s). 
b. Guide timing by allowing later phase(s) to begin when Phase I capacity 
a. Allow expansion of water supply, service connections, and water treatment and 
distribution capacity to serve new development only under the following circumstances: 
(1) when existing capacity has been consumed or will be consumed within the time 
required to construct additional water supply capacity; (2) after considering the 
availability of other public works facilities, and establishing whether capacity increases 
would overburden the existing and probable future capacity of other public works 
facilities; and (3) only when the level of service (LOS) on Highways 1 and 92 is found to 
be at a minimum of LOS C except during the peak two-hour commuting period when 
LOS D is acceptable, and except during peak recreational hours when LOS E is 
acceptable, and only when substantial evidence and traffic studies substantiate that the 
LOS would be maintained at that level or better. 
 
b. Supplemental water supply projects to serve urban development served by private 
wells that exist as of the date of this amendment certification shall be permitted 
notwithstanding traffic conditions on Highways 1 and 92, but only when existing capacity 
has been consumed.  
c. Supplemental water supply projects shall be consistent with the following standards: 
(1) The maximum service capacity of the project will not induce growth inconsistent with 
the protection of coastal resources and public access and recreation opportunities.  
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(2) The project shall assure that water withdrawals from surface streams and 

groundwater will be sufficiently limited to protect: (i) adequate instream flows 
necessary to support sensitive species and other riparian/wetland habitats; (ii) 
underlying groundwater aquifers; and (iii) agricultural resources.  

 
(3) The project shall demonstrate that water capacity is available and allocations are 

reserved for Coastal Act priority uses.  
 

(4) The project shall demonstrate that water storage and delivery systems will be 
adequate to meet the fire safety and other public health and safety needs of new 
development supported by the project, consistent with the protection of other coastal 
resources.  

 
(5) The maximum level of development supported by the project shall not exceed that 

supported by the existing and probable future capacity of other public services, 
including wastewater treatment capacity and road capacity. The project shall not 
induce growth beyond that level necessary to maintain acceptable road Levels of 
Service and circulation to protect coastal access and recreation opportunities, and 
provide for public safety (e.g., fire evacuation).  

 
(6) The project shall demonstrate that it is an element (where economically and 

environmentally appropriate) of a balanced water supply portfolio that also includes 
other supply alternatives, including conservation and water recycling to the 
maximum extent practicable.  

 
(7) The project shall minimize the use of energy. 
 
(8) The project shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts to visual resources and 

shall be consistent with all applicable policies of the LCP.  
 

 
c. Establish the capacity by: (1) estimating the water supply capacity needed to serve 
the land use plan at buildout, (2) considering the availability of related public works and 
whether expansion of the water supply would overburden the existing and probable 
future capacity of other public works and (3) considering the availability of funds. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 21 – Desalination: 
 
2.28 Desalination 
 
Any proposed desalination plants shall require a coastal development permit and an 
amendment to this LCP.  
 
Desalination facilities must:  
a. Provide public services;  
b. Avoid or fully mitigate any adverse environmental impacts to coastal resources;  
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c. Be consistent with all LCP and Coastal Act policies, including those for concentrating 
development, supporting priority coastal uses, and protecting significant scenic and 
habitat resources;  
d. Be designed and sized based upon adopted community planning documents, which 
may include General Plans, Urban Water Management Plans, Regional Water Supply 
Plans, Local Coastal Programs, and other approved plans that integrate local or 
regional planning, growth, and water supply/demand projections;  
e. Use technologies that are energy-efficient. Estimates of the projected annual energy 
use and the environmental impacts that will result from this energy production, and 
evidence of compliance with air pollution control laws for emissions from the electricity 
generation, shall be submitted with permit applications;  
f. Use, where feasible, sub-surface feedwater intakes (e.g., beach wells) instead of 
open pipelines from the ocean, where they will not cause significant adverse impacts to 
either beach topography or potable groundwater supplies;  
g. Use technologies and processes that eliminate or minimize the discharges of 
hazardous constituents into the ocean and ensure that the least environmentally 
damaging options for feedwater treatment and cleaning of plant components are 
selected. Opportunities for combining brine discharges with other discharges (e.g., from 
a sewage treatment facility or power plant) should be considered and the least 
environmentally damaging alternative pursued. Applicants should provide information 
necessary to determine the potential impacts to marine resources from the proposed 
intake and discharge. Obtaining this information may require new or updated 
engineering, modeling and biological studies, or in some cases may be obtained from 
pre-operational monitoring, monitoring results from other desalination facilities, and pilot 
studies conducted before building a full-scale facility;  
h. Be designed and limited to assure that any water supplies made available as a direct 
or indirect result of the project will accommodate needs generated by development or 
uses consistent with the kinds, location and densities specified in the LCP and Coastal 
Act, including priority uses as required by Coastal Act Section 30254, and;  
i. Be an element (where economically and environmentally appropriate) of a balanced 
water supply portfolio that also includes conservation and water recycling to the 
maximum extent practicable.  
 
Suggested Modification No. 22 – Delete outdated: 
 
2.28 Phase I Capacity Allocations 
Require, as a condition of permit approval, that the Phase I capacity to a particular area 
does not exceed the proportion of buildout that Phase I sewage treatment allocations 
permit. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 23 – Reserving priority water capacity: 
 
2.29 Reservation of Capacity for Priority Land Uses 
 
a. Reserve water supplies for each land use given priority by the Coastal Act or the 
Local Coastal Program. These priority uses are shown on Table 
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2.17. Amend this table to reflect all changes in the Land Use Plan which affect these 
land uses. 
b. For each phase of each water supply and distribution expansion that is permitted, 
development,adequatecapacity adequate to allow eachfor priority land uses shall be 
reserved consistent with LCP Table 2.17 to develop to the percent of buildout allowed 
by the phase. before offering additional capacity to non-priority land uses in accordance 
with Policy 2.8. 
c. Allow capacity to be reallocated to non-priority land uses in accordance with Policy 
2.8. 
c. Where existing or planned public water facilities can accommodate only a limited 
amount of new development, services to the Coastal Act priority uses identified in Table 
2.17 shall have priority over the Local Coastal Program priority uses identified in Table 
2.17.  
 
Suggested Modification No. 24 – water conservation: 
 
2.31 Conservation 
Encourage Require water service providers to establish water conservation programs to 
reduce existing and future water consumption. 
 
 
Suggested Modification No. 25 – Standards for groundwater production: 
2.32 Groundwater Proposal 
Require, if new or increased well production is proposed to increase supply consistent 
with LCP Policy 2.27, that: 
 
a. Water quality be adequate, using blending if required, to meet the water standards of 
Policy 2.30. 
b. Wells are installed under inspection according to the requirements of the State and 
County Department of Public Health. 
c. The amount pumped be limited to a safe yield factor which  such that it doeswill not 
impact water dependent sensitive species and habitats including streams, riparian 
habitats and wetlands marshes. 
d. Base the safe yield and pumping restriction on studies conducted by a person agreed 
upon by the County and the applicant which shall: (1) prior to the granting of the permit, 
examine the geologic and hydrologic conditions of the site to determine a preliminary 
safe yield the amount that may be pumped without which will not adversely affecting a 
water dependent sensitive habitat or result in depletion of the aquifer; and (2) during the 
first [three] years, monitor the impact of the well on groundwater and surface water 
levels and water quality and plant species and animals of water dependent sensitive 
habitats to determine if the preliminary pumping restriction safe yield adequately 
protects the sensitive habitats and what measures should be taken if and when adverse 
effects occur. 
e. If monitoring shows impacts to water-dependent sensitive habitats, the pumping rate 
shall be reduced until it is clear that such impacts will not occur.  
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Suggested Modification No. 26 – Private wells: 
 
2.33 Private wells shall be prohibited within the urban services line of the Midcoast until 
authorized pursuant to a groundwater management plan incorporated into the LCP.  
 
Suggested Modification No. 27 – Delete outdated: 
 
2.35 Pipeline Project Proposal 
 
a. Require, if a pipeline to Crystal Springs or San Andreas Lake is proposed to increase 
water supplies, assurance from CCWD and the San Francisco Water Department of the 
long-range availability of the water supply. 
b. Require the phased development of pump stations and treatment facilities in 
accordance with Policy 2.25. 
c. Require that the pipeline size not exceed the closest nominal size to what is required 
to carry peak daily demand at buildout. 
d. Require that storage facilities be located consistent with LCP policies, particularly the 
Agricultural, Sensitive Habitats and Hazards Components. 
 
 
 
Suggested Modification No. 28 – Required findings for water supply development: 
 
2.36 Findings 
Require, as a condition of permit approval for any facilities to increase water supply, that 
the following findings are made: (1) the addition of this water supply facility is consistent 
with the Capacity Limits and Allocations of this  
Component LUP Policies 2.27, 2.28, and 2.29,  (2) storage is adequate to insure that 
sufficient emergency supply is available and any additional development allowed 
because of this increase in water supply will be served during dry summer months, (3) 
the development of this facility minimizes energy consumption and (4) the siting of this 
facility is consistent with LCP policies. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 29 – Roadway capacity expansion: 
 
2.48 Capacity Limits 
a. Limit expansion of roadways to capacity which does not exceed that needed to 
accommodate commuter peak period traffic when buildout of the Land Use Plan occurs 
and which does not exceed existing and probable future capacity of water and sewage 
treatment and transmission capacity or other wise conflict with other policies of the LCP. 
b. Use the requirements of commuter peak period traffic as the basis for determining 
appropriate increases in capacity. 
c. Ensure that any additional development that would be served/facilitated by the road 
expansion project does not exceed the development levels that the existing water 
supply and sewage treatment capability can serve.  
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d. Maintain Highway 1 as scenic two-lane road outside the Urban Midcoast area 
depicted on LUP Map 1.3. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 30 – Level of service: 
 
2.49 Desired Level of Service 
In assessing the need for road expansion and when assessing the traffic impacts of 
proposed developments, consider Service Level D acceptable during commuter peak 
periods and Service Level E acceptable during recreation peak periods.  
 

2.2.2. Suggested Modification to County Proposed Exhibit I: Future of 
Devil’s Slide Bypass Property 

 
Suggested Modification No. 31 – Route 1 and 92 capacity/devil’s slide bypass: 
 
2.50 Route 1 and Route 92 Phase I Capacity Limits 
a. On Route 92, limit Phase Iimprovements to: (1) slow vehicle lanes on uphill grades, 
and (2) the following operational and safety improvements within the existing alignment 
or lands immediately adjacent: elimination of sharp curves, lane widening, turn pockets, 
wider shoulders to improve allow passage for bicycles and emergency vehicles and 
signals at major intersections. 
b. On Route 1, limit Phase Iimprovements to: (1) slow vehicle lanes on uphill grades 
and the following operational and safety improvements within the existing alignment or 
lands immediately adjacent: elimination of sharp curves, lane widening, lane 
reconfiguration, acceleration/deceleration lanes, wider shoulders to allow passage for 
bicycles emergency vehicles and signals at major intersections; (2) Additional traffic 
lanes in the Midcoast project area as depicted on Map 1.3, provided the additional lanes 
are found to be in compliance with all other applicable policies of the LCP, including, but 
not limited to, sensitive habitat and wetland protection policies; and (23) construction of 
a tunnel for motorized vehicles only behind Devil’s Slide through San Pedro Mountain. 
The tunnel design shall be consistent with (a) Coastal Act limits restricting Route 1 to a 
two-lane scenic highway, and (b) minimum State and federal tunnel standards. A 
separate trail for pedestrians and bicycles shall be provided outside the tunnel as 
specified in Policy 2.56a and 2.56b.  
c. When CalTrans determines that the original Devil’s Slide Bypass Alignment, 

also know as the “Adopted Alignment,” between Sunshine Valley Road and 
McNee Ranch State Park, is no longer needed for highway purposes, i.e. as 
a right-of-way, the County will: 

  
 (1) Designate the former right-of-way as a Linear Park and Trail. 
   
 (2) Revise the zoning of the former right-of-way to implement the Linear 

Park and Trail designation. 
   
 (3) Permit existing roads which cross the former right-of-way to remain. 
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 (4) Permit water supply source and distribution facilities within the former 

right-of-way. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 32 – Traffic monitoring: 
 
2.52 Phase I Monitoring 
a. Require during Phase I that CalTrans monitor peak commuter period traffic and 
submit data reports to the County on the results of this monitoring, as a basis for 
documenting the need for increased roadway capacity, when a permit application is 
submitted. 
b. The County shall mMonitor the number and rate of new residential 
constructionparticularly in the rural Mid-Coast.and its relation to levels of peak 
commuter period and recreation peak period traffic levels.  
c. Submit annual traffic monitoring reports to the Coastal Commission 
 
Suggested Modification No. 33 – Capacity of roadway expansion: 
 
2.53 Timing andRoad Expansion Capacity of Later Phases 
a. Use the results of Phase I monitoring to determine the timing and capacity of later 
phase(s). 
b. Guide timing by allowing later phase(s) to begin when Phase I road capacity has 
been consumed or when actual traffic development shows that road capacities should 
be expanded. 
c. Establish the capacity byof future road expansion projects by: (1) estimating the road 
capacity needed to serve the land use plan at buildout, (2) considering the availability of 
related public works and whether expansion of the road capability would overburden the 
existing and probable future capacity of other public works.The additional development 
that would be served/facilitated by the road expansion project may not exceed the 
development levels that the existing and probable future water supply and sewage 
treatment capability can serve, (3) considering the availability of funds and (4) 
demonstrating that basic levels of public transit service have been met and the 
proposed improvement will not result in reduced public transit patronage;(5) ensuring 
that State Highway One in rural areas north of the Midcoast project boundary and south 
of the City of Half Moon Bay, shall remain a scenic two lane road. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 34 – Roadway alignments: 
 
2.54 Roadway Alignments 
a. For Routes 92 and 84, use the existing alignment when increasing roadway capacity, 
unless it can be proven physically and economically infeasible, or if use of the existing 
alignment would be environmentally more damaging than an alternative route. 
b. For Route 1, allow construction of a tunnel behind Devil’s Slide through 
San Pedro Mountain. The tunnel should be given high priority for federal and State 
highway funds. Until a tunnel is completed, the State should maintain and repair the 
road on the existing alignment. No part of Route 1 used by motor vehicles shall be built 
on any alignment that bisects Montara 
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State Beach, including the “McNee Ranch Acquisition” except along the current Route 1 
alignment. Any alternative to the tunnel, except the repair and reconstruction of the 
existing road, shall require approval by a majority of the voters of San Mateo. 
c. Require that the roadway improvements be consistent with all applicable policies of 
the Local Coastal Program, particularly including, by not limited to, the Sensitive 
Habitats and Agriculture Components. 
 
Suggested Modification No. 35 – Preferential treatment for buses/shuttles: 
 
2.55 Preferential Treatment for Buses 
Require that CalTrans provide preferential treatment for buses and shuttles at 
congested locations, such as the intersection of Routes 1 and 92, in accordance with 
the Transit Policies of this Component. 
 

2.2.3. Suggested Modification to County Proposed Exhibit K: Highway 1 
Pedestrian Access  

 
Suggested Modification No. 36 – Bicycle and Pedestrian Trails: 
 
2.56 Improvements for Bicycle and Pedestrian Trails 
 

a. Require, if funds are available, that CalTrans provide adjacent or separate 
facilities for bicycle and pedestrian trails in accordance with the policies of the 
Recreation and Visitor-Serving Facilities and Shoreline Access Components and 
the San Mateo County Comprehensive Bike Routeways Plan (CCAG).  If a 
tunnel is constructed behind Devil’s Slide, require as part of the project that 
CalTrans construct a bicycle and pedestrian trail outside the tunnel.  When the 
tunnel is completed behind Devil’s Slide, assure that CalTrans provides for a 
multi-use bicycle and pedestrian trail and connections as part of the California 
Coastal Trail (CCT), consistent with the coastal development permit for the 
tunnel project,   

 
 

b. Require, as a minimum, that CalTrans provide adequate right-of-way on new 
or expanded roadways to allow the future development of bicycle and pedestrian 
trails in accordance with the policies of the Recreation and Visitor-Servicing 
Facilities Component and the County Bikeways Plan.  Upon the completion of all 
access improvements associated with the tunnel behind Devil’s Slide, if there is 
no plan for an alternative transition of responsibility for managing the relinquished 
portion of Highway 1 that is slated to become part of the CCT, the County will 
accept Caltrans’ relinquishment of the abandoned portion as a non-motorized 
trail and shall open and operate the trail and facilities 365 days a year.  This CCT 
facility shall be incorporated into the San Mateo County Parks System and 
remain within that system until such time as responsibility for operation and 
maintenance of the access is transferred to an alternative permanent custodian. 
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c.  Through coordination with CalTrans, promote the development of a 
continuous Midcoast pedestrian/bicycle/multi-purpose path parallel to Highway 1 
within the right-of-way.  The County will work with Caltrans, the State Coastal 
Conservancy, the Coastal Commission, State Parks, Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area, and other public agencies to ensure that a CCT trail alignment 
is developed and will continue from the southern terminus of the Devil’s Slide 
Highway 1 relinquishment and link to other trail systems. 

 
d.Through coordination with Caltrans, promote the development of above and 
below ground pedestrian crossings at the Midcoast locations along Highway 1 
shown as “Proposed Safe Crossing” in the Midcoast Recreational Needs 
Assessment – Map 3.Require, ast a minimum, that CalTrans provide adequate 
right-of-way on new or improved roadways to allow the future development of 
bicycle and pedestrian trails in accordance with the policies of the Recreation 
and Visitor-Servicing Facilities and Shoreline Access Components and the San 
Mateo County Comprehensive Bike Route Plan (CCAG). 

 
e. When warranted by the size of Highway 1 projects in the Midcoast, require that 
CalTrans: 

 
(1) Develop a pedestrian/bicycle/multi-purpose path parallel to the portion of 

Highway 1 where the project is located, and/or 
(1) At locations shown as proposed Safe Crossing” in the Midcoast Recreational 

Needs Assessment, develop an above or below ground pedestrian 
crossing.Through coordination with CalTrans, promote the development of a 
continuous Midcoast pedestrian/bicycle/multi-purpose path (or a system of single 
mode paths) parallel to Highway 1 consistent with the California Coastal Trail 
(CCT) Plan (Policy 10.37.A) and within the right-of-way when no other preferable 
CCT alignment is available. 

 
f.Through coordination with CalTrans, promote the most appropriate, safe, 
feasible crossings, either at-grade, above- or below-ground pedestrian crossings at 
Midcoast locations along Highway 1, including those shown as “Proposed Safe 
Crossing” in the Midcoast Recreational Needs Assessment – Map 3.  

 
g. Unless a suitable off-highway alternative already exists or is being provided, 
require that CalTrans incorporate the following as part of any new or improved 
roadway project: 

 
(1) A continuous Midcoast pedestrian/bicycle/multi-purpose path (or a system of 
single mode paths) parallel to Highway 1 consistent with the California Coastal 
Trail (CCT) Plan (Policy 10.37.A) and within the right-of-way when no other 
preferable CCT alignment is available., and/or 

 
(2) The most appropriate, safe, feasible crossings, either at-grade, above- or 
below-ground pedestrian crossings at Midcoast locations along Highway 1, 
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including those shown as “Proposed Safe Crossing” in the Midcoast Recreational 
Needs Assessment – Map 3.  

 
Suggested Modification No. 37 – Protecting roads for visitors: 
 
2.57 Protecting Road Capacity for Visitors through Transportation System 
Management Techniques 
 
a. Use the following transportation system management techniques to maximize the 
efficiency and effectiveness of existing roadways during recreation peak periods and 
protect road capacity for visitors: (1) recommend that the State Highway Patrol enforce 
illegal parking regulations along Route 1 and in emergency pullouts on peak weekends 
and holidays; 
(2) recommend that CalTrans install left turn storage lanes at all parking lots (25 spaces 
or greater) along the shoreline; (3) minimize the number of prohibit new road or 
driveway connections to Routes 1and, 92 in the Midcoast area as shown on Map 1.3 
which do not serve recreation facilities unless there is no other feasible alternative;, and 
(4) minimize the number of new road or driveway connections to Route1, 92, and 84  in 
rural areas which do not serve recreation facilities; and (54) orient local commercial and 
community facilities away from Highways 1 and 92.  
b. Recommend to the City of Half Moon Bay that it prohibit the location of local 
commercial or community facilities on Route 92 and on Route 1, within a half mile of 
Route 92. 
c. Monitor the peak recreation period traffic to determine whether the above techniques 
are successful and whether new residential development is consuming road capacity 
needed for visitors. 
 

2.2.4. Suggested Modification to County Proposed Exhibit H: Midcoast 
Traffic Mitigation Measures  

 
Suggested Modification No. 38 – Traffic Mitigation 
 
2.51 Traffic Mitigation 
  
 In the Midcoast LCP Update Project Area, as shown on Map 1.3, require 

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures for new development 
which generates a net increase of more than 50 peak hour trips per hour at any 
time during the a.m. or p.m. peak period.  TDM measures can include 
establishing a shuttle service, subsidizing transit for employees, charging for 
parking, establishing a carpool or vanpooling program, having a compressed 
work week, providing bicycle storage facilities and showers, or establishing a 
day care program. 
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2.57.1 Traffic Mitigation for all Development  
 
In the urban Midcoast, require new development as defined in Section 30106 of the 
Coastal Act, that generates any net increase in vehicle trips on Highways 1 and 92, 
except single family residential development and visitor serving uses to develop and 
implement a traffic impact analysis and mitigation plan (TIMP). Prior to the approval of 
any coastal development permit application involving the above, information necessary 
for the analysis and implementation of all components of the TIMP shall be submitted in 
support of any CDP application. Calculation of new vehicle trips generated shall assume 
maximum occupancy/use of any approved development.  The TIMP shall include:  
 

a. Traffic mitigation measures, including but not limited to transportation demand 
management (TDM) measures set forth by the City/County Association of 
Governments (CCAG),  lot retirement or merger of lots of record (as described in 
subsection (c) below), establishing a shuttle service for employees of the subject 
development, subsidizing transit for employees of the specific development, 
charging for non-public access parking, establishing a carpool or vanpooling 
program for employees of the subject development, having a compressed work 
week for employees of the subject development, providing bicycle storage 
facilities and showers for employees of the subject development, and 
establishing a day care program for employees of the subject development. Prior 
to approval of the Coastal Development Permit the County shall find that the 
proposed mitigation measures reduce all new vehicle trips generated by the 
project to the maximum extent feasible.  

 
b. Specific provisions to assess, and mitigate for, the project’s significant adverse 

cumulative impacts on public access to, and recreational use of, the beaches of 
the Mid-coast region of San Mateo County. This shall include an assessment of 
project impacts combined with other projects causing related impacts, including 
all reasonably foreseeable future projects as defined in 14 CCR § 15130(b). 
Public access and recreation mitigation measures to consider include: providing 
public access parking that is not time restricted, public access signage indicating 
that public access parking is available, providing a public recreation shuttle bus 
to all the beaches during key recreational use times that commences at the 
junction of Highway 92 and 280, dedication of construction of various public 
access improvements such as bikeways, and vertical and lateral public paths to 
and along the beaches and/or bluffs. 

 
c. Land Divisions. Mitigation measures for all land divisions shall include lot 

retirement or merger, as described in Subsections (1) and (2) below: . 
(1) Lot Retirement: 

i. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall 
submit evidence, for the review and approval of Community Development 
Director, that the development rights have been permanently extinguished 
on the number of existing legal lots equal to the number of lots to be 
developed such that the development of property authorized shall not 
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result in a net increase of residential development within the Midcoast 
project area as depicted on Map 1.3.  The development rights on the lots 
shall be extinguished only in the Midcoast Region of San Mateo County, 
an area that is generally depicted on Map 1.3 and that is primarily served 
by the segment of Highway 1 between its intersection with Highway 92 
and Devil’s Slide and/or by the segment of Highway 92 west of Highway 
280.  Each mitigation lot shall be an existing legal lot or combination of 
contiguous lots in common ownership and shall be zoned to allow 
development of a detached single-family residence.  The legality of each 
mitigation lot shall be demonstrated by the issuance of a Certificate of 
Compliance by the City or County consistent with the applicable standards 
of the certified LCP and other applicable law. 

ii. For each development right extinguished in satisfaction of c(1) of this 
policy, the applicant shall, prior to issuance of the coastal development 
permit execute and record a document, in a form and content acceptable 
to the Community Development Director, irrevocably offering to dedicate 
to a public agency or private association approved by the Executive 
Director an open space or scenic easement to preserve the open space 
and scenic values present on the property that is the source of the 
development right being extinguished and to prevent the significant 
adverse cumulative impact to vehicular traffic levels and public access to 
the coast that would result as a consequence of development of the 
property for residential use.  Such easement shall include a legal 
description of the entire property that is the source of the development 
right being extinguished.  The recorded document shall also reflect that 
development in the easement area is restricted as set forth in this permit 
condition.  Each offer shall be recorded free of prior liens and 
encumbrances that the Executive Director determines may affect the 
interest being conveyed.  The offer shall run with the land in favor of the 
People of the State of California, binding all successors and assigns, and 
shall be irrevocable for a period of 21 years, such period running from the 
date of recording. 

iii. For each development right extinguished in satisfaction of c(1)(ii) of this 
policy, the applicant shall, prior to issuance of the coastal development 
permit, also execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content 
acceptable to the Community Development Director, requiring the 
applicant to combine the property that is the source of the development 
right being extinguished with an adjacent already developed lot or with an 
adjacent lot that could demonstrably be developed consistent with the 
applicable certified local coastal program.  The deed restriction shall 
include legal descriptions of all combined and individual lots affected by 
the deed restriction.  The deed restriction shall run with the land, binding 
all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens and 
encumbrances that the Community Development Director determines may 
affect the enforceability of the restriction.  This deed restriction shall not be 
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removed or changed without an amendment to the coastal development 
permit. 

iv. As an alternative to the method described in subsection c(1)(ii) and (iii) 
above, the applicant may instead, prior to issuance of the coastal 
development permit, purchase existing legal lots that satisfy the criteria in 
subsection c(1)(i) above and, subject to the review and approval of the 
Community Development Director, dedicate such lots in fee to a public or 
private land management agency approved by the Community 
Development Director for permanent public recreational or natural 
resource conservation purposes. 

2. Lot Merger 

i. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall 
submit evidence, for the review and approval of Community Development 
Director, that contiguously owned lots, equal to the number of lots to be 
developed, are merged such that the development of property authorized 
shall not result in a net increase of residential development within the 
Midcoast project area as depicted on Map 1.3. The lots shall be merged 
only in the Midcoast project area. Each merged lot shall be an existing 
legal lot or combination of contiguous lots in common ownership and shall 
be zoned to allow development of a detached single-family residence.  
The legality of each merged lot shall be demonstrated by the issuance of a 
Certificate of Compliance by the City or County consistent with the 
applicable standards of the certified LCP and other applicable law. For 
each lot merger, the applicant shall, prior to issuance of the coastal 
development permit, also execute and record a deed restriction, in a form 
and content acceptable to the Community Development Director, requiring 
the applicant to combine the lot(s) to be merged with an adjacent already 
developed lot or with an adjacent lot that could demonstrably be 
developed consistent with the applicable certified local coastal program. 
The deed restriction shall include legal descriptions of all combined and 
individual lots affected by the deed restriction.  The deed restriction shall 
run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be 
recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances that the Community 
Development Director determines may affect the enforceability of the 
restriction.  This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without 
an amendment to the coastal development permit. 

Suggested Modification No. 39- Transportation Management Plan: 
 
2.57.2 Transportation Management Plan  
 
Develop a comprehensive transportation management plan to address the cumulative 
traffic impacts of residential development on roads and highways in the entire Midcoast, 
including the City of Half Moon Bay. The Plan shall be based on the results of a County-
commissioned study that identifies the total cumulative traffic impact of projected new 
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development at LCP buildout and shall propose specific LCP policies designed to offset 
the demand for all new vehicle trips generated by the project on Highway One, Highway 
92, and relevant local streets, during commuter peak periods and peak recreation 
periods and mitigate for, residential development’s significant adverse cumulative 
impacts on public access to, and recreational use of, the beaches of the Mid-coast 
region of San Mateo County.   

 
The Plan shall thoroughly evaluate the feasibility of developing an in-lieu fee traffic 
mitigation program, the expansion of public transit, including buses and shuttles, 
development of a lot retirement program, and development of a mandatory lot merger 
program. 
 

2.2.5. Suggested Modifications to County Proposed Exhibit C: Updated 
Estimated of Sewage Treatment Demand  

 
Suggested Modification No. 40 – Sewage treatment demand table: 

 
 

TABLE 2.3 
 

a. Original Sewage Generation Estimate (1980) 
 

TABLE 2.3 

ESTIMATE OF SEWAGE GENERATION FROM BUILDOUT 
OF LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM LAND USE PLAN 

MONTARA SANITARY DISTRICT 

Land Use 
Number of 

Acres 
Number of 

People 

Sewage 
Generation 

Factor1

Sewage 
Generation 

(GPD) 
MONTARA-MOSS BEACH     

RESIDENTIAL2     

Developed3 --  3,607  252,490-360,700 

 Single-Family --  (3,523) 70-100 g/d/c  
 Multi-Family7 --  (84) 70-100 g/d/c  

Undeveloped --  3,825  267,750-382,500 
 Single-Family --  (3,549) 70-100 g/d/c  
 Multi-Family --  (276) 70-100 g/d/c  

COMMERCIAL4     
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Developed 1.05 --   1,580 

 Retail (0.40) -- 2,000 gal/acre  (800) 
 Recreation (0.65) -- 1,200 gal/acre  (780) 

Undeveloped 11.14 --   21,870 

 Retail (10.32) -- 2,000 gal/acre  (20,640) 
 Recreation (0.82) -- 1,500 gal/acre  (1,230) 

INDUSTRIAL4     

Developed -- --  -- 

 Marine Related -- --  -- 
 General -- --  -- 

Undeveloped 42.60 --  -- 

 Marine Related (0.00) --  -- 
 General (42.60) -- 1,250 gal/acre  53,250 

PUBLIC 
RECREATION 

    

Parks and Beaches --  4055   4,0806

TOTAL    601,020-823,980 
 
NOTES: 
  
1. Unless otherwise indicated, sewage generation factors are based on Resources 

Engineering and Management’s Draft Phase II Report - Granada Sanitary District 
Master Plan Study, March, 1979. 

  
2. The Midcoast Buildout in the Locating and Planning New Development 

Component is the source for the number of dwelling units and household size 
which is:  Single-Family - 2.6 and Multiple-Family - 2.1 persons per household. 

  
3. Based on assumption that 99% of the existing 180,000 gpd Montara Sanitary 

District flows are generated by developed residences.  A 4% increase was added 
to the existing flows for increasing sewage generation at buildout. 

  
4. Commercial and industrial acreages based on planimeter measurements of the 

LCP Land Use Plan. 
  
5. Based on the number of projected annual visitors to Montara State Beach divided 

by 365 to estimate an average day. 
  
6. Based on estimates of sewage generation for beach and tourist restrooms 
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developed by Williams, Kuebelbeck and Associates, Inc., for the Environmental 
Impact Statement on the Pillar Point Project. 

  
7. This table reflects the second units that are permitted in R-1 Coastal Zoning 

Districts.  It is estimated that 299 persons would be housed in second units 
located in this area based on a household size estimate of 1.410 persons per 
second unit as derived using standards for a one-bedroom duplex from the U.S. 
Department of Commerce and Housing and Urban Development, Annual 
Housing Survey, 1977. 

 
  
b. Updated Sewage Generation Estimate (2006) 
  
 The following is an estimate of Midcoast sewage generation at buildout, which 

includes the Montara Water and Sanitary District component.  The wastewater 
treatment provider for the unincorporated Midcoast is Sewer Authority Mid-
Coastside (SAM), serving the Montara Water and Sanitary District and Granada 
Sanitary District.  Residential sewage treatment demand in the Sewer Authority 
Mid-Coastside service area is for 2001 was approximately 66.8 85 gallons per 
day per person.  The sewage treatment demand for Midcoast non-residential 
uses is estimated as follows: 

  
 Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 2,000 gallons per acre per day 
 Commercial Recreation (CCR) 1,500 gallons per acre per day 
 Waterfront (W) 2,000 gallons per acre per day 
 Light Industrial (M-1) 2,000 gallons per acre per day 
 Institutional 500 gallons per acre per day 
  
 Residential Use 
  
 The estimated Midcoast residential buildout to be served by sewers is as follows: 
  
 R-1 zoned areas 4,804 units  
 R-3 zoned areas 443 units  
 R-3-A zoned areas 513 units  
 C-1 and CCR Zoning Districts 99-495 units  
 Second Units 466 units  
 Caretaker’s Quarters 45 units  
 Mobile Home Park 227 units  
 TOTAL 6,597-6,993 units * 
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 * Excludes 160 units on RM-CZ and PAD zoned Midcoast parcels; most of 

which are assumed will not connect to a sewage treatment facility. 

  
 For the purposes of this study, the estimated residential buildout is 6,993 units 

(this number could increase to a maximum buildout of 9,553 units if contiguously 
owned substandard lots are not merged or retired).  

  
 Census 2000 showed average Midcoast household size as 2.78 persons per 

household.  Based on the residential sewage treatment demand figure above 
(66.8 85 gdp), the estimated sewer treatment capacity needed to serve Midcoast 
residential buildout is 1.65 million gallons per day. 

  
 Non-Residential Uses 
  
 The area designated for non-residential sewage treatment demanding uses in the 

Midcoast is as follows: 
  
 Land Use/Zoning Acres  
 Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 24  
 Commercial Recreation (CCR) 45  
 Waterfront (W) 39  
 Light Industrial (M-1) 47  
 Institutional 49  
 
 Based on the non-residential sewage treatment demand figures above, The 

sewage treatment capacity needed to serve non-residential uses at buildout is as 
follows: 

  
 Land Use/Zoning Gallons per Day 
 Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 48,000  
 Commercial Recreation (CCR) 67,500  
 Waterfront (W) 78,000  
 Light Industrial (M-1) 94,000  
 Institutional 24,500  
 TOTAL 311,000  
  
 The sewage treatment capacity needed to serve non-residential buildout is 0.31 

million gallons per day. 
  
 Combined Residential and Non-Residential Uses at Buildout 
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 The total sewage treatment capacity needed to serve combined residential and 

non-residential Midcoast buildout is 1.9661 million gallons per day. 
… 
 

2.2.6. Suggested Modifications to County Proposed Exhibit D: Updated 
Estimate of Midcoast Water Consumption  

 
Suggested Modification No. 41 – Water consumption table: 
 

 
TABLE 2.9 

a. Original Water Consumption Estimate (1980) 
 

TABLE 2.9 

ESTIMATE OF WATER CONSUMPTION DEMAND 
FROM BUILDOUT OF LAND USE PLAN 

CITIZENS UTILITY COMPANY 

Land Use 
Number of 

Acres1
Number of 

People 
Water Generation 

Factor 

Water 
Generation 

(GPD) 

MONTARA-MOSS BEACH     

RESIDENTIAL     

Developed --  3,607 93-134 g/d/c 335,550-483,300 

 Single-Family --  (3,523)  -- 
 Multi-Family --  (84)  -- 

Undeveloped --  3,825 93-134 g/d/c 355,700-512,600 
 Single-Family6 --  (3,549)  -- 
 Multi-Family --  (276)  -- 

COMMERCIAL2     

Developed 1.05 --   2,000 

 Retail (0.40) -- 2,000 gal/acre  (1,000) 
 Recreation (0.65) -- 1,500 gal/acre  (1,000) 

Undeveloped 11.14 --   27,400 

 Retail (10.32) -- 2,500 gal/acre  (25,800) 
 Recreation (0.82) -- 1,900 gal/acre  (1,600) 

INDUSTRIAL2     
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Undeveloped 42.60 --   85,200 

 Marine Related (0.00) --  -- 
 General (42.60) -- 2,000 gal/acre  (85,200) 

PUBLIC RECREATION2     

Parks and Beaches --  4083 11.5 gal/day/capita  4,700 

FLORICULTURE 
-- --   40,0004

Developed -- --   (20,000) 
Expansion -- -- 100% increase  (20,000) 

INSTITUTIONS5     

Developed -- --   13,600 

TOTAL    864,100-
1,168,000 

 
NOTES: 
  
1. Commercial and industrial acreages based on planimeter measurements of the 

LCP Land Use Plan. 
  
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 15% system loss is 
included. 

  
3. Based on an estimate of average daily visitors to Montara State Beach at 

buildout. 
  
4. Estimate of CUC existing floricultural usage, projected to expand 100% at 

buildout. 
  
5. Institutions include schools and convalescent homes.  School equals about 1,200 

gpd (Farallone).  The rest is a convalescent home.  Expansion at buildout 
assumes a 35% increase for schools, assuming a probable year-round system 
with the potential to accommodate about 35% more children than the system now 
serves. 
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6. This table reflects the second units that are permitted in R-1 Coastal Zoning 

Districts.  It is estimated that 299 persons would be housed in second units 
located in this area based on a household size estimate of 1.410 persons per 
second unit as derived using standards for a one-bedroom duplex from the U.S. 
Department of Commerce and Housing and Urban Development, Annual 
Housing Survey, 1977. 

  
b. Updated Water Consumption Estimate (2006) 
  
 Montara Water and Sanitary District 
  
 The following is an estimate of water consumption at buildout for Midcoast 

properties served by the Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD).  Based on 
2001 and 2002 Midcoast water consumption data, annual average residential 
water consumption is assumed to be 87 gallons per day per person.  Peak day 
consumption is generally 1.8 x annual average water consumption. 

  
 Non-residential water consumption is estimated as follows: 
  
 Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 2,000 gallons per acre per day  
 Commercial Recreation (CCR) 1,500 gallons per acre per day  
 Waterfront (W) 2,000 gallons per acre per day  
 Light Industrial (M-1) 2,000 gallons per acre per day  
 Institutional 500 gallons per acre per day  
  
 Residential Use 
  
 The portion of Midcoast residential buildout expected to be served by a water 

supply utility is 6,993 units (this number could increase to a maximum buildout of 
9,553 units if contiguously owned substandard lots are not merged or retired).  
Census 2000 showed average Midcoast household size as 2.78 persons per 
household.  Based on the residential water consumption figure above (87 gdp), 
the estimated water supply capacity needed to serve Midcoast residential 
buildout is 1.69 million gallons per day (annual average consumption). 

  
 Utility service area maps show that MWSD serves approximately 47.4% of the 

Midcoast water supply area.  The water supply capacity needed for the Montara 
Water and Sanitary District to serve residential buildout is at least 0.80 million 
gallons per day (annual average) and 1.44 million gallons per day (peak day). 

  
 Non-Residential Uses 
  
 The acreage of non-residential water consuming uses served is as follows: 
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 Land Use/Zoning Acres  
 Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 9   
 Commercial Recreation (CCR) 4   
 Waterfront (W) 8   
 Light Industrial (M-1) 47   
 Institutional 31   
  
 Based on the non-residential water consumption figures above, the water supply 

capacity needed for MWSD to serve each non-residential use at buildout is as 
follows: 

  
 Land Use/Zoning Gallons Per Day  
 Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 18,000   
 Commercial Recreation (CCR) 6,000   
 Waterfront (W) 20,000   
 Light Industrial (M-1) 94,000   
 Institutional 15,500   
 TOTAL 153,500   
  
 Combined Residential and Non-Residential Demand at Buildout 
  
 Taking into account 14% percent of system losses and the potential development 

of substandard lots if they are not merged or retired as anticipated, the total 
annual average water supply capacity needed for the Montara Water and 
Sanitary District to serve combined residential and non-residential buildout is at 
least 0.95 1.08 million gallons per day. 

  
 The total peak day water supply capacity needed for the Montara Water and 

Sanitary District to serve combined residential and non-residential buildout is 
1.7296 million gallons per day. 
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 TABLE 2.10 
  
a. Original Water Consumption Estimate (1980) 
  

 
TABLE 2.10 

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

Land Use 
Number of 

Acres 
Number of 

People 
Water Generation 

Factor 

Water 
Generation 

(GPD) 
EL GRANADA-PRINCETON     

RESIDENTIAL     

Developed --  3,400 93-134 g/d/c 316,200-455,600 

 Single-Family -- --  -- 
 Multi-Family -- --  -- 

Undeveloped --  5,193 93-134 g/d/c 482,900-695,900 
 Single-Family6 --  (4,042)   
 Multi-Family --  (1,151)   

COMMERCIAL1, 2     

Developed 6.90 --   14,600 

 Retail (4.25) -- 2,500 gal/acre  (10,600) 
 Recreation (2.65) -- 1,500 gal/acre  (4,000) 

Undeveloped 57.20 --   148,580 

 Retail (14.70) -- 4,700 gal/acre  (68,100) 
 Recreation (42.50) -- 1,900 gal/acre  (80,750) 

INDUSTRIAL1, 2     

Developed 11.00 --   27,500 

 Marine Related (11.00) -- 2,500 gal/acre (27,500) 
 General (0.00) --  -- 

Undeveloped 29.29 --   73,225 

 Marine Related (29.29) -- 2,500 gal/acre  (73,225) 
 General (0.00) --  -- 
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ESSENTIAL PUBLIC SERVICES     

Developed5 -- --   1,700 
Undeveloped -- --   6,425 

PUBLIC RECREATION2     

Parks and Beaches --  3183 11.5 gal/day/capita  3,700 

FLORICULTURE4 -- --   230,000 

Developed -- --   (60,000) 
Expansion -- --   (170,000) 

TOTAL    1,306,100-
1,658,500 

 
NOTES: 
  
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 15% 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: 
    
 Developed (.2 mgd) CCWD actual 1978 floricultural usage. 
  60,000 gpd CCWD County areas (30% of actual). 
  140,000 gpd Half Moon Bay (70% of actual). 
    
 Expansion 50,000 gpd Water usage by existing Pilarcitos Valley 

floriculturalists now relying on creek and 
well water. 

    
  120,000 gpd 100% expansion of existing floricultural 

use at buildout. 
  
5. El Granada School projected to expand its existing consumption (1,300 gpd at 

the time of LCP adoption) by 35% at buildout because of a probable year-round 
system with the potential to accommodate about 35% more children. 
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6. This table reflects the second units that are permitted in R-1 Coastal Zoning 

Districts.  It is estimated that 350 persons would be housed in second units 
located in this area based on a household size estimate of 1.410 persons per 
second unit as derived using standards for a one-bedroom duplex from the U.S. 
Department of Commerce and Housing and Urban Development, Annual 
Housing Survey, 1977. 

  
7. Essential public services include the following uses:  Emergency Facilities, 

Correctional Facilities, Transportation Facilities (public), Utility Facilities, 
Hospitals, Skilled Nursing Facilities, Intermediate Care Facilities, Libraries, 
Community Centers, Elementary and Secondary Schools, Institutional Day Care 
Facilities for Children (Day Care Centers as defined by State law), Adults and the 
Elderly, Institutional Full-Time Care Facilities for Children and Adults, and 
Institutional Shared Housing Facilities for the Elderly.  These services must be 
provided by a public agency or private non-profit or government-funded (partially 
or fully) purveyor to be considered an essential public service.  The reserve 
capacity allocated to these priority uses may not be shared by any associated, 
non-priority use and must be forfeited when the priority use is discontinued. 

  
b. Updated Water Consumption Estimate (2006) 
  
 Coastside County Water District 
  
 The following is an estimate of water consumption at buildout for Midcoast 

properties served by the Coastside County Water District (CCWD).  Based on 
2001 and 2002 Midcoast water consumption data, annual average residential 
water consumption is assumed to be 87 gallons per day per person.  Peak day 
consumption is generally 1.8 x annual average water consumption. 

  
 Non-residential water consumption is estimated as follows: 
  
 Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 2,000 gallons per acre per day  
 Commercial Recreation (CCR) 1,500 gallons per acre per day  
 Waterfront (W) 2,000 gallons per acre per day  
 Light Industrial (M-1) 2,000 gallons per acre per day  
 Institutional 500 gallons per acre per day  
  
 Residential Use 
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 The portion of Midcoast residential buildout expected to be served by a water 

supply utility is 6,993 units (this number could increase to a maximum buildout of 
9,553 units if contiguously owned substandard lots are not merged or retired).  
Census 2000 showed average Midcoast household size as 2.78 
persons/household.  Based on the residential water consumption figure above 
(87 gdp), the estimated water supply capacity needed to serve Midcoast 
residential buildout is 1.69 million gallons per day (annual average consumption). 

  
 Utility service area maps show that CCWD serves approximately 52.6% of the 

Midcoast water supply area.  Therefore, the water supply capacity needed for the 
Coastside County Water District to serve residential buildout is 0.89 million 
gallons per day (annual average) and 1.60 million gallons per day (peak day). 

  
 Non-Residential Uses 
  
 The acreage of non-residential water consuming uses is as follows: 
  
 Land Use/Zoning Acres  
 Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 15   
 Commercial Recreation (CCR) 41   
 Waterfront (W) 31   
 Institutional 18   
 Agriculture (Floriculture) (PAD) (see below)  
  
 Based on the non-residential water consumption figures above, the water supply 

capacity needed for CCWD to serve each non-residential use at buildout is as 
follows: 

  
 Land Use/Zoning Acres  
 Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 30,000   
 Commercial Recreation (CCR) 61,500   
 Waterfront (W) 77,500   
 Institutional 9,000   
 Agriculture (Floriculture) (PAD) 170,000   
 TOTAL 348,000   
  
 Combined Residential and Non-Residential Demand at Buildout 
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 Taking into account 9.5% percent of system losses and the potential 

development of substandard lots if they are not merged or retired as anticipated, 
The total annual average water supply capacity needed for the Coastside County 
Water District to serve combined residential and non-residential buildout is at 
least 1.24 1.36 million gallons per day. 

  
 The total peak day water supply capacity needed for the Coastside County Water 

District to serve combined residential and non-residential buildout is 2.23 2.44 
million gallons per day. 

 
Suggested Modifications to Exhibit E: Reallocated Priority Use 
Reserved Water Capacity  

 
Suggested Modification No. 42 – Reservation of public works for priority uses: 
 
2.8 Reservation of Capacity for Priority Land Uses 
  
 a. Reserve public works capacity for land uses given priority by the Local 

Coastal Program as shown on Table 2.7 and Table 2.17. Public works shall 
include water supply and transmission, sewage treatment and transmission, 
and the San Mateo County Midcoast and City of Half Moon Bay regional 
transportation system, including the level of service (LOS) on Highways 1 
and 92. All priority land uses shall exclusively rely on public sewer and water 
services. 

   
 b. For each public works development phase, reserve capacity adequate to 

allow priority land uses to develop to the buildout allowed by that phasethe 
LCP. 

   
 c. Under the following circumstances, Allow public agencies and utilities to 

reallocate capacity to non-priority land uses only through an LCP 
Amendment. : (1) when landowners refuse 
to pay the assessment fees for public services to serve priority land uses 
because they desire to keep their land vacant or develop a non-priority land 
use allowed on the site by the Local Coastal Program, and (2) when a 
landowner, in response to a written inquiry by a public agency or utility, 
indicates in writing that he/she does not plan to develop his/her land as a 
priority land use and will not be using any reserved capacity during a certain 
phase. The public agency or utility shall calculate the capacity needed to 
serve the remaining priority land uses. Reserved capacity that is not 
required for the remaining priority land uses may be reallocated to non-
priority land uses after the public agency has gained the approval of the 
Planning Commission. Applications for a LCP Amendment to reallocate 
priority capacity must be accompanied by substantial evidence and studies 
documenting excess capacity. Before approving the reallocation and before 
submitting the reallocation to the Coastal Commission for an LCP 
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Amendment, the Planning Commission shall make the finding substantiate, 
in writing, that the remaining reserved capacity will be adequate to serve the 
remaining priority land uses. The reservation of capacity for priority land 
uses shall be increased during the next phase to compensate priority land 
uses for this reallocation. At least 50% of the priority land uses planned in 
each phase must be provided capacity for; that capacity may not be 
allocated to the next phase. 
 

   
 d. Allow Coastside County Water District and Montara Water and Sanitary 
  District to allocate priority capacity in accordance with Table 2.17 equivalent 

to ten standard size (5/8 inch diameter) service connections (approximately 
2,710 gallons per day total) in order to provide municipal water service to 
residential dwellings which are connected to the public sanitary sewer 
system, when such a connection is necessary to avert a substantial 
hardship caused by the failure of a private well serving the dwelling in 
production quantity or quality as certified by the Director of the 
Environmental Health Division. For purposes of this policy, “substantial 
hardship” shall not include any failure which can be remedied by repair or 
replacement of well equipment or facilities, or relocation of a well on a 
parcel. Whether substantial hardship exists shall be determined by the 
Community Development Director Planning Director, following consultation 
with the Director of Environmental Health and the General Manager of the 
Coastside County Water District serving water district. 
 
In order to minimize the reduction in water reserved for Coastal Act priority 
and uses, applications for reallocated water shall include a Water Fixture 
Retrofit Plan to replace existing water fixtures of the residence applying for 
the connection with water conserving fixtures. This plan must be reviewed 
and approved by the Coastside Community Water District General Manager 
of the serving water district prior to the establishment of the connection, and 
contain the following: 
 
(1) A list of all existing fixtures to be retrofitted and their present associated 
water flow (e.g., gallons/second); 
(2) A list of all proposed fixtures to be installed and their associated water 
flow; 
(3) The estimated annual water savings resulting from the proposed retrofit, 
showing all calculations and assumptions; and 
(4) A leak detection test; all leaks shall be repaired, but such repairs shall 
not be calculated in the estimates of savings. The inspection personnel of 
the serving water district shall inspect the water fixtures prior to and 
following the retrofit to confirm compliance with the approved plan and 
proper installation. 
 
The Coastside Community Water District inspection personnel of the serving 
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water district shall inspect the water fixtures prior to and following the retrofit 
to confirm compliance with the approved plan and proper installation. 
 
The serving water district shall provide notices to the County Planning 
Department and the Coastal Commission of all failed wells applications.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Suggested Modification No. 43: Priority allocation table: 
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TABLE 2.17 
 

AMOUNT OF WATER CAPACITY TO BE RESERVED FOR PRIORITY LAND USES1 
MONTARA WATER AND SEWER DISTRICT CITIZENS UTILITY DISTRICT (MONTARA/MOSS BEACH) 

PHASE I March 2009 BUILDOUT ALLOCATION OF RESERVED CAPACITY 
TO PRIORITY LAND USES Units Gallons/Day Units Gallons/Day 

Coastal Act Priorities      

Marine Related Industrial -- --  -- --  

Commercial Recreation .57 acres 1,100  .82 acres 1,230  

Public Recreation 282 persons 3,200  408 persons 4,080  

Floriculture    13,800  20,00010,00015,000  

Essential Public Services2     5,000  

Local Coastal Program Priorities      

Specific Developments on Designated Sites 
Containing Affordable Housing 

148 64,380  148 35,816 to 51,504 

(1) North Moss Beach Site (11 acres)      

Other Affordable Housing    20 5,000  

Total Water Capacity for Priority Land Uses  82,480   61,126 to 76,814 

Percent of Total Water Capacity for Priority 
Land Uses 

 10.6%   5.4 to 9.2% 

Percent of Buildout Allowed by Phase  50 to 69%   100% 

Total Water Capacity  778,800   836,300 to 1,128,700 
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TABLE 2.17 (continued) 
 

AMOUNT OF WATER CAPACITY TO BE RESERVED FOR PRIORITY LAND USES1 
COASTSIDE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT (COUNTY JURISDICTION) 

PHASE IMarch 2009 BUILDOUT ALLOCATION OF RESERVED CAPACITY 
TO PRIORITY LAND USES Units Gallons/Day Units Gallons/Day 

Coastal Act Priorities      

Marine Related Industrial 22.85 acres 55,770  29.29 acres 71,870  

Commercial Recreation 33.15 acres 61,630  42.50 acres 79,395  

Public Recreation 248 persons 2,900  318 persons 3,700  

Floriculture    179,400  230,0002205,000  

Essential Public Services2     7,700 9,13514,135  

Local Coastal Program Priorities      

Specific Developments on Designated Sites 
Containing Affordable Housing  

104 39,936  322 77,924 to 112,056 

(1) North El Granada Site (6 acres)      
(2) South Moss Beach Site (12.5 acres)      

Other Affordable Housing     20 5,000  

Consolidated Lots in Miramar  55 20,900   70 16,900 to 24,400 

Historic Structures3    1 1,480     1 1,480  
(1) Johnston House       
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TABLE 2.17 (continued) 
 

AMOUNT OF WATER CAPACITY TO BE RESERVED FOR PRIORITY LAND USES1 
COASTSIDE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT (COUNTY JURISDICTION) 

PHASE IMarch 2009 BUILDOUT ALLOCATION OF RESERVED CAPACITY 
TO PRIORITY LAND USES Units Gallons/Day Units Gallons/Day 

Total Water Capacity for Priority Land Uses  369,716   490,404 to 532,036 

Percent of Total Water Capacity for Priority 
Land Uses 

 29.4%   30.4 to 41.8% 

Percent of Buildout Allowed by Phase  59 to 78%   100% 

Total Water Capacity  1,257,000   1,273,600 to 1,611,600 

 
NOTES: 
 
1. Capacity reserved for additional priority land use development.  Does not include existing, developed priority land uses at time of LCP 

adoption. 
 
2. Essential public services include the following uses:  Emergency Facilities, Correctional Facilities, Transportation Facilities (public), Utility 

Facilities, Hospitals, Skilled Nursing Facilities, Intermediate Care Facilities, Libraries, Community Centers, Elementary and Secondary 
Schools, Institutional Day Care Facilities for Children (Day Care Centers as defined by State law), Adults and the Elderly, Institutional Full-
Time Care Facilities for Children and Adults, Institutional Shared Housing Facilities for the Elderly and One-Family Dwellings with Failed 
Domestic Wells.  These services must be provided by a public agency or private non-profit or government-funded (partially or fully) 
purveyor to be considered an essential public service.  The reserve capacity allocated to these priority uses may not be shared by any 
associated, non-priority use and must be forfeited when the priority use is discontinued. 

 
 12,710 gallons/day are reserved for One-Family Dwellings with Failed Domestic Wells.  This reservation was calculated by reserving 

capacity for ten (10) One Family Dwellings, each consuming 271 gallons/day of water.  This reservation is allocated as follows:   
 
  Coastside County Water District – 7,710 gallons/day (30 units) 
  Montara Water and Sanitary District – 5,000 gallons/day (20 units) 
 
3. In order to qualify for priority, historic structures must meet the criteria contained under LCP Policy 2.37.c(b). 
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2.3. Suggested Modifications to LUP Chapter 3 (Housing) 
 

2.3.1. Suggested Modification to County Exhibit L: Incentives for 
Midcoast Affordable Housing 

 
Suggested Modification No. 43 – Affordable housing incentives: 

 
3.17. Incentives for Midcoast Affordable Housing 
  

 Provide the following incentives for voluntary development of affordable 
housing units on Midcoast parcels other than the designated housing sites: 

  
 a. Any property that is (1) developed with an affordable (very low, low or 

moderate income) housing unit, i.e., subject to income and cost/rent 
restriction contracts with San Mateo County, and (2) located in an urban 
Midcoast zoning district where residential units are permitted, may 
receive reserved water supply capacity to the extent authorized by LCP 
Tables 2.7 and 2.17, respectively. 

   
 b.a. In addition, aAny substandard lot smaller than 4,500 sq. ft. in area and 

not in common ownership with contiguous lots that is (1) developed with 
an affordable (very low, low or moderate income) housing unit, i.e., 
subject to income and cost/rent restriction contracts with San Mateo 
County, and (2) located in a Midcoast residential zoning district, shall be 
entitled to: 

    
  (1) Up to 200 sq. ft. of covered parking floor area that is not counted 

toward the applicable building floor area limit; and 
    
  (2) One required parking space may be provided uncovered. 
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2.4. Suggested Modifications to LUP Chapter 10 (Shoreline 

Access) 
 

2.4.1. Suggested Modifications to County Exhibit P (Role of Trail 
Providing Agencies) 

 
Suggested Modification No. 44 – California Coastal Trail: 
 
10.37.1 California Coastal Trail (CCT) 
 
Segments of the California Coastal Trail shall be developed consistent with the 
parameters of this policy. 
 
Within two years of this LCP, as amended, being certified, the County will seek a 
planning grant, and/or comparable funding, for planning and implementation of the 
California Coastal Trail (CCT). This request for funding will provide for a CCT Alignment 
Study including the following parameters: 

1. The County shall take the lead responsibility and will consult with the National 
Park Service, the State Department of Parks & Recreation, the State Coastal 
Conservancy, the California Coastal Commission, the Counties of San Francisco 
and Santa Cruz, the Cities of Daly City, Pacifica and Half Moon Bay, Caltrans 
and other appropriate public and private entities and interested parties in 
designing, locating, funding, acquiring and implementing the CCT. 
2. The CCT shall be identified and defined as a continuous 
trail system along the state’s coastline and designed and sited as a continuous 
lateral trail network traversing the length of the County’s Coastal Zone and 
connecting with contiguous trail links in adjacent Coastal jurisdictions, the 
counties of San Francisco and Santa Cruz as well as with the Cities of Pacifica 
and Half Moon Bay. 

2. Existing segments of the CCT within County jurisdiction include at least the 
following: 
a) Former Highway One at Devil’s Slide, once formally relinquished by Caltrans 

and opened as a public trail 
b) Old San Pedro Road 
c) Surfer’s Beach trail 
d) Mirada Surf west 
e) Various segments within State Park properties that have been signed with the 

CCT official state logo. 
3.The CCT shall be designed and implemented to achieve the following objectives: 

a) Provide a continuous walking and hiking trail as close to the ocean as 
possible; 
b) Provide maximum access for a variety of non-motorized uses by 

utilizing alternative trail segments where feasible; 
c) Maximize connections to existing and proposed local trail systems; 
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d) Ensure that all segments of the trail have vertical access connections at 
reasonable intervals; 
e) Maximize ocean views and scenic coastal vistas; 
f) Provide an educational experience where feasible through interpretive facilities. 

4. CCT Siting and Design Standards: 
a) The trail should be sited and designed to be located along or as close to the 
shoreline where physically and aesthetically feasible. Where it is not feasible to 
locate the trail along the shoreline due to natural landforms or legally authorized 
development that prevents passage at all times, inland bypass trail segments 
located as close to the shoreline as possible should be utilized. Shoreline trail 
segments that may not be passable at all times should provide inland alternative 
routes. Special attention should be given to identifying any segments that 
necessarily must be placed within Caltrans right-of way. 

 
b) Where gaps are identified in the trail, interim segments should be 
identified to ensure a continuous coastal trail Interim segments should be noted 
as such, with provisions that as opportunities arise, the trail shall be realigned for 
ideal siting. Interim trail segments should meet as many of the CCT objectives 
and standards as possible. 
 
c) The CCT should be designed and located to minimize impacts to 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas and prime agriculture lands to the 
maximum extent feasible. Where appropriate, trail access should be limited to 
pass and repass. Where necessary to prevent disturbance to sensitive species, 
sections of the trail may be closed on a seasonal basis. Alternative trail segments 
shall be provided where feasible.  For situations where impact avoidance is not 
feasible, appropriate mitigation measures should be identified, including but not 
limited to use of boardwalks, reducing width of trails, converting edges of 
agricultural land to public trail use when the minimal amount of conversion is 
used, etc.  
 
d) The CCT should be located to incorporate existing oceanfront trails and paths 
and support facilities of public shoreline parks and beaches to the maximum 
extent feasible. 
 
e) The CCT should be designed to avoid being located on roads with 
motorized vehicle traffic where feasible. In locations where it is not 
possible to avoid siting the trail along a roadway, the trail should be 
located off of the pavement and within the public right-of-way, and 
separated from traffic by a safe distance or by physical barriers that do not 
obstruct, or detract from, the visual scenic character of their surroundings. In 
locations where the trail  must cross a roadway, safe under- or over-crossings or 
other alternative at-grade crossings should be considered in connection with 
appropriate directional and traffic warning signage. 
 

5. CCT Acquisition and Management: 
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a) Trail easements should be obtained by encouraging private donation of land, 
by public purchase, or by dedication of trail easements required pursuant to a 
development permit. 
 
b) The CCT Alignment Study should identify the appropriate management 
agency(s) to take responsibility for trail operation and maintenance. 

 
6. CCT Signage Standards: 

a) The trail should provide adequate signage at all access points, 
trailheads, parking lots, road crossings, and linkages or intersections 
with other trails or roads and shall incorporate the State adopted CCT logo. 
 
b) The trail should provide adequate safety signage, including but not limited to, 
road crossing signs and yield/warning signs on multi-use trail segments. Where 
appropriate signs should be developed in 
coordination with Caltrans, Cities of Daly City, Pacifica and of Half Moon Bay, 
County Public Works Department and/or any other applicable public agencies or 
nonprofit organizations. 

 
7. CCT Support Facilities: 

a) To maximize access to the CCT, adequate parking and trailhead 
facilities should be provided. 
 

8.  CCT Mapping: 
a) The final CCT map shall identify all finally planned or secured segments, 
including existing segments, all access linkages and planned staging areas, 
public and private lands, existing Easements, Deed Restricted sections and 
sections subject to an Offer-to-dedicate (OTD). Where property ownerships or 
other constrictions make final alignment selection unfeasible, a preferred corridor 
for the alignment shall be identified.  The map shall be updated on a regular 
basis. 
 
b) The CCT preferred alignment corridor shall be identified on all applicable 
County Trail Maps contained in the LCP. 

 
9. Inclusion of CCT in LCP: 

a) Within one year of the completion of the CCT Alignment Study, the LCP shall 
be amended to incorporate all plans and designs for locating and implementing 
the CCT within the County, including the final maps of the trails and corridor 
alignments. 

 
Suggested Modification No. 45 – Policies on shoreline access agencies and 
providers: 
 
10.41 Lead Agency Major Shoreline Access Provider 
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Encourage the State Department of Parks and Recreation to continue assuming e the 
a major role responsibility for in the acquisition, development, and maintenance of 
public shoreline access along the coast. 
  
10.44 Major Shoreline Access Facilitator 
  
Encourage the State Coastal Conservancy to continue assuming a major role in 
funding and facilitating the acquisition, development, and maintenance of public 
shoreline access to and along the coast. 
  
10.49 San Mateo County Harbor District 
  
Encourage the San Mateo County Harbor District to continue its efforts developing and 
maintaining public shoreline access on the District’s coastal properties. 
  
10.50 National Park Service 
  
Encourage the National Park Service to acquire, develop, open and maintain public 
shoreline access on coastal land in the Golden Gate National Recreation Area. 
  
 

2.5. Suggested Modifications to LUP Chapter 11 (Recreation and 
Visitor Serving Facilities) 

 
2.5.1. Suggested Modifications to County Exhibit J (Updated LCP Trails 

Policy)  
 

Suggested Modification No. 46 – Trails: 
 

 
11.13 Trails 
   
 a. The 2001 County Trails Plan establishes a trails program for the Coastal 

Zone with the objective of:  (1) connecting major shoreline areas and trails 
to inland park and recreation facilities and trails, and (2) linking existing and 
proposed recreation facilities along the coast. Policies 3.0 -3.2 (County 
Trail Policies) and Policies 4.0 – 4.3 (County Trails Design and 
Management Guidelines) of the 2001 County Trails Plan are hereby 
incorporated into the LCP. 

   
 b. Designate the following as Local Coastal Program (LCP) trails: 
   
  (1) County-wide 
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   a) Coastal Trail as delineated by the State Coastal Conservancy. 

California Coastal Trail, connecting Thorton beach to Ano Nuevo State 
Reserve.  Ocean Corridor Trail of the State Department of Parks and 
Recreation.

    
  (2) Regional Other trails (portions located within the Coastal 

Zone)proposals: 
    
   (a) Montara Mountain Gulch Trail connecting Point Montara 

Lighthouse to the Gregorio Trail between Montara State Beach 
and San Pedro Park near the McNee Ranch, with connections to 
Gray Whale Cove State Beach. 

     
   (b) Pilarcitos, Scarper View, Midcoast Foothill, and Old San Pedro 

Road Trails, as shown in the County Trails Plan. 
     
    When the County Trails Plan is amended, the Scarper View Trail 

could be more precisely described as located on Mirada Surf 
West, Mirada Surf East, Quarry Park, and other publicly owned 
properties. 

     
   (b)  
   (c) Half Moon Bay to Huddart Park Trail connecting Half Moon Bay 

State Beach near via Higgins Road to the Gregorio Trail from 
Huddart County Park. 

     
   (c)  
   (d) Purisima Creek to Huddart County Park Trail connecting from 

Route 1 near via Purisima Creek Road to the Gregorio Trail from 
Huddart County Park. 

     
   (d)  
   (e) Martin’s Beach to Huddart County Park Trail connecting from 

Martin’s Beach via the Lobitos Creek cut-off and Tunitas Creek 
Road to Huddart County Park. 

     
   (e)   
   (f) San Gregorio State Beach to Town of Pescadero Trail connecting 

San Gregorio State Beach to the communities of San Gregorio 
and Pescadero via La Honda Road and Stage Road. 

     
   (f)  
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   (g) Gazos Creek Coastal Access to Butano State Park Trail 

connecting Gazos Creek Coastal Access to Butano State Park 
via Gazos Creek Access Road. 
 
(h)  Midcoast Foothills Trail connecting the south boundary of 
McNee Ranch State Park with Highway 92 in Half Moon Bay. 

     
  (3) Trails, located within the coastal zone, offered by property owners for 

public use. 
 

  (4)  All future trails  located in the coastal zone shall be considered a 
Local Coastal Program trail. 
 
 

Suggested Modification No. 47 – Improvement of public recreation: 
 
11.27 Improvement, Expansion and Maintenance of Public Recreation 
   
 a. Continue to provide for the improvement, expansion and maintenance of 

the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, and San Pedro Valley Park and the CCT. 
   
 b. Support efforts to add the Devil’s Slide bypass roadway alignment to 

adjoining park units, including, but not limited to, the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area. 

   
 b.  
 c. Explore developing a contractual agreement with the State Department of 

Parks and Recreation which would allow the County to maintain and 
operate State-owned recreation areas with reimbursement for these 
expenses by the State Department of Parks and Recreation. 

   
 c.  
 d. Undertake the development and maintenance of Gregorio/Murphy and 

LCP proposed trails, including the Coastal Trail, with reimbursement for 
these activities by the State of California to the greatest extent possible. 

   
 d.  
 e. Collect in-lieu fees and contribute these and other minor funds to the 

appropriate County fund including, but not limited to, the Midcoast Parks 
Development Fund administered by the Parks and Recreation Division.  
County’s general funds and uUse these funds to:  (1) develop County 
public recreation facilities, including trails, and (2) provide matching funds 
for State and federal recreation programs in accordance with the priorities 
in Policy 11.23. 

   
 e.  
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 f. Sign major public recreation areas and commercial recreation areas 

consistent with Policy 11.16. 
 
 

  

 
 

2.5.2. Suggested Modifications to County Exhibit K “Pedestrian 
Improvements for Highway 1” 

 
Suggested Modification No. 48 – Trails and recreational development: 

 
11.26 Requirements for Trails and Recreational Development 
    
 a. Require the dedication by public agencies of trail easements along the 

routes of the Gregorio/Murphy and LCP Trails Program, including the 
Pacific Ocean Corridor Trail after submission by the State Department of 
Parks and Recreation of an acceptable alignment.the LCP Trails (as 
defined in Section 11.13b).   
 

   
 b Require some provision for public recreation for each development permit 

for a land division within the Coastal Zone.  Require either:  (1) the 
dedication of trail easements when the division affects land along the 
routes of Gregorio/Murphy and LCP Trails Program trails, including the 
CCT  Pacific Ocean Corridor Trail, after submission by the State 
Department of Parks and Recreation of an acceptable alignment, or (2) 
the payment of in-lieu fees in areas outside a trail corridor.  Base the 
amount of the land to be dedicated or the fees to be paid on a graduated 
scale related to the size, type, and adverse impact on the development of 
open space recreational opportunities or coastal access. 
c. Require CalTrans, as a condition of granting development permits for 
expansion of State roads for improvements for bicycles in the Coastal 
Zone, to provide adequate right-of-way and construct bikeways in 
conformance with the standards and types of bikeway construction 
contained in the County’s Bikeways Plan.  Require each agency, board, 
department, or commission of the state with property interests or 
regulatory authority in coastal areas, to the extent feasible and consistent 
with their mandates, to cooperate in the planning and making of lands 
available for the California Coastal Trail (CCT), including the construction 
of trail links, placement of signs and management of the trail consistent 
with AB 1396. 

   
 d. 
  Through coordination with CalTrans, promote the development of a 

continuous Midcoast pedestrian/bicycle/multi-purpose path parallel to 
Highway 1 within the right-of-way. 
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 d. Through coordination with CalTrans, promote the development of a 

continuous Midcoast pedestrian/bicycle/multi-purpose path parallel to 
Highway 1 within the right-of way consistent with the California Coastal 
Trail (CCT) Plan (Policy 10.37.A) and within the right-of-way when no 
other preferable CCT alignment is available. 

   
 e Through coordination with CalTrans, promote the development of the 

most appropriate, safe, feasible crossings, either at-grade, above and - or 
below-ground pedestrian crossings at the Midcoast locations along 
Highway 1, including those shown as “Proposed Safe Crossing” in the 
Midcoast Recreational Needs Assessment – Map 3.  
 

   
 fg When warranted by the size of Highway 1 projects in the Midcoast, 

require that CalTrans: Unless a suitable off-highway alternative already 
exists or is being provided, require that CalTrans, except for general 
maintenance activities,   incorporate the following as part of any roadway 
project:  
 

   
  (1) Develop a pedestrian/bicycle/multi-purpose path parallel to the 

portion of Highway 1 where the project is located, and/or a 
continuous Midcoast pedestrian/bicycle/multi-purpose path (or a 
system of single mode paths) parallel to Highway 1 consistent with 
the California Coastal Trail (CCT) Plan (Policy 10.37.A) and within 
the right-of-way when no other preferable CCT alignment is 
available, and/or 

    
  (2) At locations shown as “Proposed Safe Crossing” in the Midcoast 

Recreational Needs Assessment, develop an above or below ground 
pedestrian crossing.The most appropriate, safe, feasible crossings, 
either at-grade, above- or below-ground pedestrian crossings at 
Midcoast locations along Highway 1, including those shown as 
“Proposed Safe Crossing” in the Midcoast Recreational Needs 
Assessment – Map 3.  
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 g.h. Ensure that transportation agencies, including Caltrans, San Mateo 

County Transportation Authority, San Mateo County Public Works, 
etc., coordinate their actions to provide for the California Coastal 
Trail (CCT) along the San Mateo County coastline.  In particular, no 
highway, County road or street right-of-way will be transferred out of 
public ownership unless it has first been evaluated for its utility as 
part of the CCT or other public access, and is found to have no 
reasonable potential for such use. Transfer of public roads or rights-
of-way out of public ownership that may provide such public access 
shall require a coastal development permit appealable to the Coastal 
Commission. The sale or transfer of state lands between the first 
public road and the sea with an existing or potential public  
accessway to or from the sea, or that the Commission or County has 
formally designated as part of the California Coastal Trail, shall 
comply with Coastal Act section 30609.5. 
 
 
 
h.i.  The County shall work with the San Mateo County 
Transportation Authority and the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission to ensure that provisions for the CCT are included 
within the Regional Transportation Plan each time that it is updated, 
consistent with AB 1396. 

 
2.5.3. Suggested Modifications to County Exhibit P “Role of Trail 

Providing Agencies” 
 

Suggested Modification No. 49 – Public expenditure for recreation: 
 
11.24 Priorities for the Expenditure of Public Funds 
  
 a. Establish the following priorities for the expenditure of public funds on 

public recreation and visitor-serving facilities, based on the level of 
existing development and need: 

   
  (1) Improve and maintain existing public recreation areas in the 

Midcoast. 
    
  (2) Develop and maintain necessary visitor-serving facilities, such as 

rest areas, public restrooms, drinking water, campgrounds, within 
existing public recreation areas. 

    
  (3) Expand recreational opportunities through the provision of trails, 

including the CCT, and youth hostels. 
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  (4) Acquire and develop for recreational use lands which are adjacent 

to and would expand the size of existing publicly owned recreation 
areas. 

    
  (5) Acquire and develop for recreational use lands which would 

introduce a public recreation area into a section of the Coastal 
Zone where no public recreation areas now exist. 

    
  (6) Acquire and develop lands designated as community parks. 
    
 b. Use the following priorities when expending County funds for trails: 
    
  (1) Implement the California Coastal Trail Plan identified in LCP Policy 

10.37.A and as included in Regional Transportation Plans as 
identified in Policy 11.32.  Gregorio Trails Program as adopted by 
the County Board of Supervisors.

    
  (2) Implement the other Regional Local Coastal Program trails 

proposals.  identified in LCP Policy 11.13. 
    
 c. Regularly reassess these priorities as new public recreation and visitor-

serving facilities development takes place in the Coastal Zone. 
   
 d. Encourage low cost facilities in privately developed visitor-serving 

facilities, particularly hotels and motels. 
 

  Suggested Modification No. 50 – State Parks: 
11.25 Requirement that State Parks Development Conform to the Local Coastal 

Program 
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 a. Require that the State Department of Parks and Recreation, as part of 

any application for a Coastal Development Permit, and in addition to 
any other submittals required, submit a long-range plan for any park 
unit proposed for improvement which includes:  (1) the development 
plan, including the location of all proposed structures, parking areas, 
trails, recreation facilities and any proposed alterations of the natural 
environment, (2) a map of sensitive habitats and lands which are 
needed for the protection and vital functioning of sensitive habitats and 
(3) evidence of how agriculture has been considered in the planning of 
each park unit by (a) demonstrating how the Department will continue 
or renew the maximum amount of prime agricultural land and other 
lands suitable for agriculture in agricultural production within each park 
unit and (b) providing site specific justifications, which are consistent 
with the criteria for conversion in the Agriculture Component, for 
converting prime agricultural land or other lands suitable for agriculture 
to non-agricultural use, and (4) any capital outlay projects proposed for 
the subsequent one-year period. 

   
 b. Require, prior to granting a development permit to the State 

Department of Parks and Recreation, that the development and the 
long-range park unit plan be found consistent with the certified Local 
Coastal Program, or with a public works plan approved by the 
California Coastal Commission. 

   
 c. Encourage the State Department of Parks and Recreation to specify an 

alignment for the Pacific Ocean Corridor Trail, including design and 
locational requirements.  This alignment should include trails along 
Route 1 proposed in the Shoreline Access Component and shall be 
shown in each applicable park unit long-range plan.

   
11.28 Role of the State Department of Parks and Recreation 
   
 a. Designate the State Department of Parks and Recreation as the 

primary agency for the acquisition, development and maintenance of 
public recreation and visitor-serving facilities in the Coastal Zone. 

   
 b. Encourage the Department to contribute the major portion of funds for 

the development, expansion and maintenance of public recreation and 
visitor-serving facilities in accordance with the priorities and policies of 
this component. 

   
 c. Encourage Designate the State Department of Parks and Recreation 

as the agency to develop and maintain segments of the California 
Coastal Trail on State-owned property the Pacific Ocean Corridor Trail, 
in conjunction with the shoreline access trails. 
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 d. Consider the possibility of having the County undertake the 

maintenance of the facilities with reimbursed funds. 
   

Suggested Modification No. 51 – Coastal Conservancy: 
11.29 Role of the State Coastal Conservancy 
   
 a. Request the State Coastal Conservancy to contribute funds to acquire 

land or interests in land in the areas surrounding public beaches, parks 
and nature preserves when private development would clearly damage 
the resource values of the public land. 

   
 b. Support and facilitate the efforts of the State Coastal Conservancy to 

coordinate the development of  the California Coastal Trail.including 
delineation of the Coastal Trail alignment.&& 

   
Suggested Modification No. 52 – Harbor District: 
11.30 Encourage San Mateo County Harbor District 
  
 Encourage the San Mateo County Harbor District to continue its efforts 

providing public recreation and visitor-serving facilities on the District’s 
coastal properties, including provision of shoreline access and trails. 

  
Suggested Modification No. 53 – National Park Service: 
11.31 Encourage National Park Service 
  
 Encourage the National Park Service to provide public recreation and 

visitor-serving facilities on coastal land in the Golden Gate National 
Recreation Area, including provision of shoreline access and trails. 

  
Suggested Modification No. 54 – San Mateo County Transportation Authority 
11. 32  Encourage the San Mateo County Transportation Authority and the 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission to ensure that provisions for 
the CCT are included within the Regional Transportation Plan each 
time that it is updated, consistent with AB 1396. 

 
2.5.4. Additional Suggested Modifications to Chapter 11  

 
Suggested Modification No. 55 – Re-designation of Caltrans Devil’s Slide 
Bypass Alignment: 
 

11.31 Use of Caltrans’ Devil’s Slide Bypass Alignment within Montara 
 
 
a.  In anticipation that Caltrans will transfer to the County ownership of some or 
all of the original Devil’s Slide Bypass Alignment, also known as the Martini 
Creek “Adopted Alignment,” between the McNee Ranch acquisition of Montara 
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Beach State Park and Highway 1 [including the Peninsula Open Space Trust 
(POST) ownership south and east of Sunshine Valley Road], the County has : 
 

 (1) Designated the former right-of-way as a Linear Park and Trail. 
 Land uses within the Devil’s Slide Bypass Alignment Linear Park and Trail 

shall be limited to: low-intensity, non-motorized park and trail recreation uses 
(pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian (as appropriate)), open space, sensitive 
resource protection and restoration, agriculture, and repair and maintenance 
of existing structures. 
(2) Revised the zoning of the former right-of-way to Community Open Space) 
in order to implement the Linear Park and Trail designation as described in 
section (b) below. 
(3) Provided for existing roads which cross the former right-of-way to remain 
or be relocated, particularly for resource protection purposes, following 
completion of the Land Management Plan (LMP) described below in part (b). 

 
(b) Within two years of certification of San Mateo County LCP Amendment 1-07, 

the County will seek a planning grant, or comparable funding, in partnership 
with Caltrans and other affected agencies, for completion of a Linear Park 
and Trail Plan (LPTP) for the Devil’s Slide Bypass Alignment (Adopted 
Alignment ROW area (also called out as the Midcoast Foothills Trail in the 
2001 County Parks Plan)).  This request for funding will provide for: 

 
1. identification of appropriate, continuous trail alignments for hiking trail 

and bicycle routes, and equestrian trails as appropriate, along with 
projected road and stream crossing locations, consistent with the 
Linear Park and Trail guidelines of LUP Appendix 11.A; 

 
2. reservation of suitable trailhead parking and scenic viewing areas; 

identification of connections to other trail systems, public transit, and 
community faculties; 

 
3. identification of connections to other trail systems (including the 

California Coastal Trail network), public transit, and community 
faculties; 

 
4. identification of existing roads that will be retained, realigned, 

consolidated or retired (generally, all plated but unnecessary, roads 
will be retired) and of actions that the County will undertake to 
implement the desired road configurations and crossings; 

 
5. identification of sensitive resource features and appropriate impact 

avoidance measures for each.  Appropriate mitigation measures 
should be identified for situations where impact avoidance is not 
feasible for the useable location of hiking and biking trails in the 
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Adopted Alignment Linear Park.  Such sensitive resource features 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 

(i)  wetlands, streams, designated critical habitats, and other 
environmentally sensitive habitat areas; 
(ii)  archaeological, paleontological and historical features; 
(iii) productive agricultural lands; 
(iv) highly scenic landscapes; and 
(v) watersheds identified as critical for potable water or 
anadromous fish habitat. 

 
6.  identification of sites with potential prescriptive access rights and of 
sites with value for development as scenic vista points, interpretive 
centers, or other public uses consistent with the Linear Park and Trail 
uses allowed within this land use designation; 
 
7.  evaluation and reservation of sites suitable for future Caltrans’ 
potential mitigation needs, particularly for public access, agriculture, 
wetlands, and other environmentally sensitive habitats as well as 
reservation of necessary access to those selected sites; 
 
8.  identification of lots that were bisected by the highway ROW 
acquisition process and are suitable for recombination and lot line 
adjustment, as necessary, to accommodate the most reasonable land 
use pattern within the community, provided for any particular site, the 
optimum alignment of the linear trails and supporting facilities will not 
be compromised;, 
 

9.   provisions to ensure that adequate ROW space along and across the 
existing County roads traversing the Adopted Alignment ROW is 
reserved for safe crossing of the future hiking and biking trails within 
the Linear Park; and. 

 
10. an implementation plan for the Linear Park and Trail, including 

identification of potential funding sources for trail construction; 
management mechanisms; and any identified parking areas, scenic 
vistas, or other implementing measures and public support facilities. 

 
 

2.6. Suggested Modifications to the Land Use Plan and 
Implementation Plan Maps 

 
Suggested Modification Nos. 56-62 – LUP and zoning map modifications: 
 
56. The County shall create and submit an updated land use plan (LUP) map and 
an Implementation Plan (zoning) map for the urban Midcoast area, based on the 
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maps titled “Midcoast LCP Update Project.” These maps shall depict the certified 
land use and zoning designations for the Midcoast.  
 
57. The LUP map shall clarify that  the existing  land use designation for the 
“burnham strip,” is “Open Space” with a “Park” overlay as identified by the 
certified Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada Community Plan.  

 
58. The LUP maps shall change the Residential Land Use designations for the 
Devil’s Slide Martini Creek Bypass Alignment property to General Open Space.  
 
59. The IP zoning map shall change the zoning for the portion of the Devil’s Slide 
Bypass Alignment property from RM-CZ and R-1/S-17 to COSC, and place a 
“Linear Park and Trail” overlay designation on the Devil’s Slide Bypass 
Alignment property between the McNee Ranch acquisition of Montara Beach 
State Park and Highway 1. 
 
60. All land use designations on the LUP map shall be referred to as LCP land use 
designations, and not as General Plan land use designations.  
 
61. Both maps shall be stamped as “certified by the California Coastal 
Commission on [insert final certification date].”  
 
62. The LUP map shall be inserted into the certified LUP as Map 1.4, and the 
zoning map shall be inserted into the certified zoning regulations in Chapter 20B 
Coastal Development District. 
 
 
3. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN SUGGESTED MODIFICATIONS 
 
Staff recommends the following suggested modifications to the proposed LUP 
amendment be adopted.  The language shown in double underline represent language 
that the Commission suggests be added and the language shown in double strike 
through represents language that the Commission suggests be deleted from the 
language as originally submitted. Suggested modifications that do not involve direct text 
changes, but are directives to the City are shown in italics. 
 

3.1. Suggested Modifications to County Proposed El Granada 
Gateway District (Burnham Strip): 

 
Suggested modification No. 63: 
 
 
 SECTION 6229.0.  REGULATIONS FOR “EG” DISTRICT.  The following 

regulations shall apply in the El Granada Gateway (EG) District. 
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 SECTION 6229.1.  PURPOSE.  The purpose of the “EG” District is to provide 

for low intensity development at the “Burnham Strip” in El Granada, which 
preserves, to the greatest degree possible, the visual and open space 
characteristics of this property. 

  
 SECTION 6229.2.  DEFINITIONS. 
  
 1. Community Centers 
   
  Facilities used by local citizens for civic activities, performances, presenta-

tions or other purposes. 
   
 2. Interpretive Centers 
   
  Facilities used for the education of the public with respect to natural, 

historical and cultural environments and legacies. 
   
 3. Libraries 
   
  Facilities used for storage, exhibition and lending of various media 

including, but not limited to, books, periodicals, documents, audio and 
videotapes and visual art. 

   
 4. Linear Parks and Trails 
   
  Linear strips of land established for the purposes of walking, hiking, 

bicycling, horseback riding and boating, and comprising a natural or 
manmade linear resource such as stream drainage, bluff line, ridge, utility 
right-of-way, or service road. 

   
 5. Open Field Cultivation of Plants and Flowers for Ornamental Purposes 
   
  The cultivation, sale and distribution of seeds, flowers, plants, and/or trees 

of ornamental value that are grown in or on an open field, i.e., uncovered 
by any structure, such as a greenhouse. 

   
 6. Temporary Outdoor Art Centers 
   
  Outdoor facilities used temporarily for the exhibition, study or creation of 

works of artistic value. 
   
 7. Outdoor Athletic Facilities 
   
  Outdoor facilities, associated grounds and accessory structures used for 

active recreation, including swimming pools, tennis courts, playing fields 
or similar uses. 



SMC-MAJ-1-07  
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update 
Page 80 of 156 
   
 8. Outdoor Recreation Areas 
   
  Outdoor areas used for a variety of outdoor recreational purposes, 

including areas that will provide for public use of natural and manmade 
water features, as well as for special recreation activities. 

   
 9. Parks 
   
  Areas of scenic and natural character where outdoor recreation 

opportunities and facilities may be provided for public convenience and 
enjoyment, and within which interpretive exhibits can be established. 

   
 10. Temporary Outdoor Performing Arts Centers 
   
  Outdoor areas used temporarily for the presentation of live musical, 

dance, dramatic or other artistic performances, involving portable facilities 
and equipment, e.g., movable stage sets, and seating. 

   
 11. Temporary Outdoor Sales 
   
  Outdoor areas used temporarily by multiple small commercial 

establishments which serve the general public, typically from portable 
stalls, in the outdoor sales of food, arts and crafts, or used manufactured 
goods, e.g., farmers markets, flea markets, art shows, and food and wine 
tastings. 

   
 12. Temporary Outdoor Showgrounds and Exhibition Facilities 
   
  Outdoor areas used temporarily for a variety of showground and exhibition 

activities, including rodeos, fairs, carnivals, and traveling shows, involving 
portable facilities and equipment. 

   
 13. Urban Roadside Stands 
   
  Structures in urban areas of either portable or permanent construction 

used for the sale of produce and other goods and merchandise. 
   
 14. Vegetative Stormwater Treatment Systems and Underground Storage 

Facilities 
   
  The installation of: 
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  a. Ground level vegetation devices to filter, reduce the velocity of, 

and/or absorb stormwater flow from off-site sources including, but 
not limited to the use of bio-filters, vegetated buffer strips and 
engineered wetlands, and/or 

    
  b. Underground storage or detention facilities for stormwater from off-

site sources. 
   
   
 SECTION 6229.3.  USES PERMITTED.  The following uses are permitted in the 

“EG” District subject to the issuance of a use permit, as provided in Chapter 24 
of this part. 

  
 1. Community Centers 
   
 2. Interpretive Centers 
   
 3. Libraries 
   
 4. Linear Parks and Trails 
   
 5. Open Field Cultivation of Plants and Flowers for Ornamental Purposes 

 
   
 6. Temporary Outdoor Art Centers 
   
 7. Outdoor Athletic Facilities 
   
 8. Outdoor Recreation Areas 
   
 9. Parks 
   
 10. Temporary Outdoor Performing Arts Centers 
   
 11. Temporary Outdoor Sales 
   
 12. Temporary Outdoor Showgrounds and Exhibition Facilities 
   
 13. Urban Roadside Stands 
   
 143

. 
Vegetative Stormwater Treatment Systems and Underground Storage 
Facilities 

 14. Public Parking for Surfer’s Beach  
 

 15. Public Restrooms and Showers 
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 16. Public Pedestrian Trails and Bicycle Trails 
 17. Realignment of Highway 1 

 
 SECTION 6229.4.  DEVELOPMENT CRITERIA AND STANDARDS.  All new 

development must meet the following minimum standards: 
  
 1. Minimum Parcel Area:  3.5 acres. 
   
 2. Maximum Building Height:  16 feet. 
   
 3. Minimum Building Setbacks 
   
   Front Setback  Side Setback  Rear Setback  
         
   50 feet  20 feet  20 feet  
         
 4. Maximum Parcel Coverage:  Ten percent (10%) parcel size. 
   
  Maximum parcel coverage shall include all structures that are 18 inches or 

more above the ground. 
   
 5. Impervious Surface Area 
   
  The amount of parcel area covered by impervious structures less than 

eighteen inches (18”) in height is limited to ten percent (10%) parcel size.  
The runoff equivalent of 10% (parcel size) could be achieved by directing 
runoff to on-site porous areas or through the use of detention basins.  
Impervious structures include, but are not limited to, non-porous 
driveways, decks, patios, walkways and swimming pools. 

   
  An exception to the limit may be granted by the Community Development 

Director upon finding that off-site project drainage, i.e., runoff, will not 
exceed that amount equivalent to 10% (parcel size).  The applicant shall 
submit a professionally prepared site plan showing topography, drainage 
and calculations which demonstrates this finding can be made. 

   
 6. Landscaping 
   
  All building and structures shall be screened with sufficient landscaping to 

obscure and soften their appearance when viewed from Highway 1. 
   
 7. Signs 
   
  a. Prohibited Signs: 
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   (1) Signs having animated, moving, rotating, inflatable, or flashing 

parts. 
     
   (2) Signs emitting intense and highly focused light, including 

beacons. 
     
   (3) Off-premises signs, including billboards. 
     
  b. Number of Signs:  One per use or establishment. 
    
  c. Maximum Sign Display Area:  20 sq. ft. on each sign face. 
    
 8. Winter Grading 
   
  Development related grading, e.g., site preparation, shall not occur 

between October 15 and April 15 in any given year unless the applicant 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Community Development Director 
and Building Official that the development site will be effectively contained 
to prevent erosion and sedimentation, and that such site containment has 
been established and is ongoing.  Site containment shall include, but not 
be limited to, covering stored equipment and materials, stabilizing site 
entrances and exposed slopes, containing or reducing runoff, and 
protecting drain inlets. 
 
 

 9. Traffic Control 
In addition to all other applicable policies of the LCP, all development that 
generates traffic demand, including temporary uses, shall comply with 
LCP Policies 2.58 and 2.59. 
 

  
 
Suggested Modification No. 63: Hydromodification definition 
 
Hydromodification.  Hydromodification is broadly defined as altering the hydrologic 
characteristics of water bodies to cause degradation of water resources.  However, for 
the purpose of administering LCP policy, hydromodification shall mean any condition 
which, as a consequence of new impervious surface development and the construction 
of storm drainage systems, rainwater can no longer infiltrate into the soil and flows 
offsite in greater volume and erosive velocity than occurred under pre-project conditions 
to cause natural creeks or earthen channels to erode excessively, enlarge or otherwise 
change their configuration.  The effects of this additional erosion, i.e. hydromodification 
can include degradation of stream habitat, loss of water quality and property damage. 
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4. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 
 
Between July and November 2000, the County commenced Midcoast LCP Update by holding 
four evening community scoping sessions in El Granada and Half Moon Bay to identify the 
issues and changes that participants wanted to be addressed by the Midcoast LCP Update.  
This process culminated in the project scope of study.  Key tasks included recalculating 
residential buildout, evaluating the annual growth rate limit, reconsidering the controls on non-
conforming parcel development, and preparing new Design Review standards. 
 
In 2001, County staff prepared an “Alternatives Report” which analyzed issues, evaluated 
alternatives, and identified a preferred approach for each project task.  The report became the 
basis for subsequent community workshops. 
 
Between April 2002 and May 2003, County staff convened 21 community workshops in the 
Midcoast to generate and refine policy proposals and identify general community preference.  
Notice of the community workshops occurred through direct mailing of meeting announcements 
to a growing list of Midcoast participants, and through announcements and discussion at regular 
Midcoast Community Council meetings. 
 
Between August 2003 and October 2004, the San Mateo County Planning Commission held 
15 public hearings (five in El Granada) to consider the Midcoast LCP Update to formulate and 
refine policy proposals.  Many members of the public representing varied perspectives provide 
the Planning Commission with substantial testimony and correspondence.     
 
Opportunity for public participation in the hearing process was achieved through: (1) 
publication of all Planning Commission meeting notices in the San Mateo County Times and 
Half Moon Bay Review newspapers, and (2) direct mailing of meeting announcements and 
reports to approximately 200 Midcoast community participants. 
 
Between January and March 2005, the Board of Supervisors convened a noticed study session to 
facilitate improved Board and public understanding of the proposed amendments, and held three 
public hearings to consider the Midcoast LCP Update.  Many members of the public representing 
varied perspectives provided the Board of Supervisors with substantial testimony and 
correspondence. 
 
Between March and June 2005, the Board of Supervisors held two public hearings to conduct 
a visioning process to provide a framework for future policy changes.  Between November 
2005 and November 2006, the Board of Supervisors held six public hearings (one in Half 
Moon Bay) to revise and refine policy changes, and approve the project proposals, including 
the currently proposed LCP amendments.  Many members of the public representing varied 
perspectives provided the Board of Supervisors with substantial testimony and 
correspondence. 
 
The Board of Supervisors hearings were noticed through: (1) publication of all Board of 
Supervisors meeting notices in the San Mateo County Times and Half Moon Bay Review 
newspapers, (2) publication of a project advertisement at the beginning of the hearing process 
in the Half Moon Bay Review, (3) direct mailing to affected properly owners for several key 
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policy proposals, and (4) direct mailing of meeting announcements and reports to more than 
250 Midcoast participants. 
 
5. STANDARD OF REVIEW 
 
Section 30512 of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to certify an LUP 
amendment if it finds that it “meets the requirements of, and is in conformity with, the 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.” A decision to certify an LUP requires a majority 
vote of the appointed membership of the Commission. Pursuant to Section 30513 of the 
Coastal Act, the Commission may only reject zoning ordinances or other implementing 
actions, as well as their amendments, on the grounds that they do not conform with, or 
are inadequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified land use plan.  The 
Commission must act by majority vote of the Commissioners present when making a 
decision on the implementing portion of a local coastal program. 
 
6. LAND USE PLAN FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS  
 

6.1. NEW DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC SERVICES 
 
Coastal Act policies: 
 
Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states:  
 

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as otherwise 
provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in close 
proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where such 
areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public 
services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually 
or cumulatively, on coastal resources… 

 
Section 30254 states: 

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 this division; provided, however, that it is the intent of the 
Legislature that State Highway Route 1 in rural areas of the coastal zone remain 
a scenic two-lane road. Special districts shall not be formed or expanded except 
where assessment for, and provision of, the service would not induce new 
development inconsistent with this division. Where existing or planned public 
works facilities can accommodate only a limited amount of new development, 
services to coastal dependent land use, essential public services and basic 
industries vital to the economic health of the region, state, or nation, public 
recreation, commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not be 
precluded by other development. 

 

Section 30222 of the Coastal Act states: 
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The use of private lands suitable for visitor-serving commercial recreational 
facilities designed to enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation shall 
have priority over private residential, general industrial, or general commercial 
development, but not over agriculture or coastal-dependent industry. 

 
Section 30223 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational uses shall be reserved 
for such uses, where feasible. 

 
Coastal Act section 30250 directs new growth and development to existing urban areas 
with adequate public services, such as water supply, wastewater disposal, roadway 
capacity, and other infrastructure, to assure that such growth does not have significant 
adverse effects on coastal resources, such as public access, water quality, and visual 
quality. Hence, Section 30250 provides an important foundation for analysis of 
proposed LCPs and LCP amendments. LCPs must identify the types, locations, and 
densities of land uses and developments for each geographic areas within the area 
covered by the LCP. In so doing, proposed land uses and development need to assure 
the protection of coastal resources, and the availability of adequate public services in 
urban areas.  
 
“Buildout” in an LCP is the maximum potentially allowable amount of development when 
all available land is developed to the maximum density levels identified in the certified 
LCP. Section 30250 requires thorough analysis of the predicted buildout in context of 
the available and future available infrastructure to serve it. Section 30250 also requires 
that development be concentrated in areas able to accommodate it.  Therefore, the 
analytical question for San Mateo County is whether there is adequate water supply, 
wastewater disposal, roadway capacity, and storm drainage infrastructure to serve the 
maximum potentially allowable buildout, as permitted by the proposed LCP Update, in a 
way that will not significantly adversely impact public access, water quality, and other 
coastal resources.   
 
Section 30254 compliments Section 30250, but it focuses in on the development of 
public works facilities. It states that public works facilities, such as wastewater treatment 
plants, highways, or water wells can only be developed to accommodate the size of the 
population or buildout that is certified in the LCP. Any public works development that 
goes beyond what is allowed by the specific communities LCP planned growth, is 
considered “growth inducing” and prohibited. This prevents the uncontrolled growth of a 
coastal community beyond the capacity of some public services (for example, water and 
sewer capacities), based on the expansion of another public service (for example 
highway capacity). Section 30254 also provides that where public works facilities are 
limited, that services be reserved for coastal act priority uses, such as visitor serving 
land uses, before other development (e.g. residential) can be served. 
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Existing LCP 
 
The existing LCP divides the entire County into defined Urban, Rural, Rural Residential 
and Rural Service Centers. The Midcoast project area contains areas that are Urban 
and Rural Residential, although most of the geographic area consists of Urban lands 
that are subdivided and zoned for residential densities greater than one dwelling unit 
per five acres, and served by sewer and water utilities, and/or designated as affordable 
housing sites. Pursuant to LUP Policy 1.4, these are designated lands that are located 
inside the urban/rural boundary on the Land Use Plan maps, including Montara, Moss 
Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar.  
 
There are a few areas within the urban/rural boundary designated as General Open 
Space, Agriculture, and Public Recreation-Community Park. LUP Policy 1.3(b) 
recognizes this apparent contradiction by stating: “…in order to make a logical 
urban/rural boundary, some land has been included within the urban boundary which 
should be restricted to open space uses and not developed at relatively high densities 
(e.g. prime agricultural soils, and sensitive habitats).” These areas, which are depicted 
on the Midcoast LCP Update Project Map (Exhibit 3), are currently only permitted to be 
developed at 1 dwelling unit per 40 – 160 acres. These areas include the Open Space 
designated area of Seal Cove, a coastal residential subdivision area on the coastal 
bluffs above Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, where lot consolidation of contiguous lots held 
in same ownership is an existing priority as per certified LUP Policy 1.20; the Open 
Space area north of Pillar Point Harbor containing Pillar Point Marsh; and the large 
Agriculturally designated area (zoned Planned Agriculture Development) west of the 
Half Moon Bay Airport. 
 
The Midcoast project area also includes the Rural Residential area in east Montara, 
which is outside the urban/rural boundary. This area is developed with residential uses 
at densities less than one dwelling unit per 5 acres. Rural Residential is defined by 
certified LUP Policy 1.13 as being adjacent to the urban area and partially or entirely 
served by water and sewer utility lines. The area is zoned Resource 
Management/Coastal Zone (RM/CZ), with a minimum parcel size of 40 acres.  
 
The Midcoast project area also contains some Commercial land uses. These include 
LUP designated Public Recreation lands (zoned Resource Management [RM/CZ]) in a 
thin strip along the majority of the coastline in Moss Beach, Montara, Miramar, and 
Princeton-by-the-Sea as well as isolated inland areas in El Granada and Montara. 
Permitted uses include parks, recreational facilities, open space, and in some cases, 
conditional residential uses.  
 
Commercial land uses also include Industrial designated/Waterfront zoned lands in 
Princeton-by-the Sea, Airport designated/light industrial zoned lands at the Half Moon 
Bay airport, Industrial designated/industrial zoned lands just west of the airport, and 
Coastside Commercial Recreation areas along Pillar Point Harbor in El Granada, and 
along Miramar coast. Along the “Burnham Strip” fronting El Granada, designated Open 
Space in the LUP, commercial recreation as well as some conditional residential uses 
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are allowed in the Community Open Space Conservation (COSC) zoned area. In 
addition, there are some scattered Neighborhood Commercial designated areas along 
Highway One in Moss Beach, Montara, and El Granada, as well some pockets of 
Institutional designated lands for schools, hospitals, community centers, etc. in Montara, 
Moss Beach, and El Granada.  
 

6.1.1. Proposed Buildout 
 
The “buildout” of an LCP is the maximum potentially allowable amount of development 
when all available land is developed to its full potential. It is the maximum development 
potential before application of all other applicable development limitations. When the 
San Mateo LCP was originally certified in 1980, it estimated residential buildout in the 
Land Use Plan for the Midcoast to be 6,728 units with an estimated population of 16, 
485 (see “Table 1” of the Hearing Draft of the LCP, exhibit 4). According to the County, 
as of 2008 approximately 3,928 units or 58% of the original buildout estimate have 
already been developed. 
 
The County is proposing to update Table 1 with a new estimated maximum buildout of 
7,153 units and a projected population of 19,885 people -- an increase of 425 dwelling 
units and 3,400 people. The new proposed Table 1 shows the estimated residential 
buildout in each zoning district that allows residential development (Exhibit 4). The 
County states that the recalculated buildout estimate represents the sum of all potential 
residential units at the maximum allowable density by the proposed LUP and IP within 
the Midcoast project area. The recalculation included single family units, multiple-family 
units, second dwelling units, and caretakers quarters (in the Waterfront district), and 
resulted in a figure of 6,757 – 7,153 residential units.2 Census 2000 identified the 
Midcoast average household size as 2.78 persons per household.  Hence, the 
estimated population at the proposed re-calculated buildout is 18,784-19,885 persons. 
According to the County, of the maximum potentially allowable buildout of 7,153 units, 
there are approximately 3,928 existing permitted (and mostly developed) Midcoast 
residential units and approximately 3,038 to 3,434 units yet to be developed under the 
proposed re-estimated buildout figures.  Based on the County’s re-estimates, this 
means the Midcoast is approximately half built out. 
 
Although the proposed amendment would increase the number of permitted caretaker’s 
quarters at Princeton, reduce the number of residential units in El Granada by 
prohibiting new houses at the Burnham Strip (see proposed El-Granada Gateway 
District, exhibit 2), and effect other changes in potential density, the County emphasizes 
that its changes to the buildout projections are simply a more accurate estimate of 
future buildout and population in the Midcoast. In addition, the proposed text that goes 
along with the buildout table emphasizes that the buildout estimate and the LCP policies 
on which it is based are not entitlements and do not guarantee that any proposed 
development will be approved.  

                                            
2 The following zones were counted: R-1, R-3, R-3-A, RM-CZ, PAD, and W. The County also counted permissible 
second units, proposed permissible caretaker’s quarters in the W zoning district, and 227 units in the El Granada 
Mobile Home Park. 
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Proposed New Table 1 
 
 

R-1 Zoning District 4,804 units 
R-3 Zoning District 443 units 
R-3-A Zoning District 513 units 
RM-CZ and PAD Zoning Districts 160 units 
C-1 and CCR Zoning Districts 99-495 units 
Second Units 466 units 
Caretaker’s Quarters 45 units 
El Granada Mobile Home Park 227 units 
TOTAL 6,757-7,153 units 

 
 
Substandard Lots Not Counted Individually in the Buildout Figure 
 
In the early 1900s much of the Midcoast was subdivided into residential tracts, with 25’ 
x 100’ (2,500 sq. ft.) being the predominant size. These lots are now non-conforming 
because the minimum parcel size for most residential zones is 5,000 square-feet. Some 
of the substandard lots have been combined into conforming parcels, but over two 
thousand substandard lots remain.  
 
In determining the proposed buildout estimate for residential units, the County counted 
individual parcels and determined their development potential according to the 
proposed updated LUP.3 The County combined the contiguously owned substandard 
lots into conforming parcels (to roughly 5,000 or 7,500 square feet [5,000 square feet is 
the minimum parcel size]), and only the units for these “merged” lots were included in 
the buildout figure. Only solitary, non-contiguous substandard lots that could not be 
merged in the future were counted as one unit each in the buildout figure.  
 
This counting technique was employed because the County’s assumption is that all the 
contiguously owned lots will be merged according to existing and future merger policies 
that are not part of the LCP. If these lots were not merged or retired in some way, the 
actual buildout number could be 2,400 more units, i.e. closer to 9,553 units rather than 
the proposed re-calculated buildout of 6,757 – 7,153 units.4  

                                            
3 The following zones were counted: R-1, R-3, R-3-A, RM-CZ, PAD, C-1 and CCR. The County also counted 
potential second units, proposed potential caretaker’s quarters in the W zoning district, and 227 units in the El 
Granada Mobile Home Park. 
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In fact, individual substandard lots are also not reflected in the currently certified 1980 
buildout figures (Table 1). According to County staff, when the original LCP was written, 
residential buildout was calculated by combining vacant substandard lots into 5,000 
square foot parcels for counting purposes and likely counting three 2,500 square foot 
lots in common ownership as one 7,500 square foot parcel.   
 
There are two major issues associated with the buildout projections as currently 
proposed: 
 

1) The proposed build out table is not an accurate statement of potential buildout. 
The proposed and existing LCP buildout projections fail to recognize 
approximately 2,400 (1,681 on developed parcels + 726 on undeveloped parcels) 
substandard lots that could be individually developed under the current and 
proposed LCP if not merged. An accurate understanding and statement of 
buildout is the foundation of the planning process for any area. The certified 
LCP’s existing and proposed infrastructure policies and water, sewer, and traffic 
demand figures are based on buildout figures. Failing to take into account the 
potential development of substandard lots calls into question the accuracy of 
assumptions and policies pertaining to public services in the certified and 
proposed LCP. 

 
2) Notwithstanding the above issue, neither existing development nor future 

development, at levels reflected in the proposed buildout estimation, is 
adequately supported by available services (water supply, wastewater disposal, 
and roadway capacity) (see Sections 6.1.2, 6.1.3, 6.1.4). If one takes into 
account the actual increased development potential when including substandard 
lots in the buildout figures, the situation worsens.  

 
The potential development of substandard lots in the Midcoast is a concern. The current 
and proposed LCP is centered around planned buildout. As proposed, the buildout 
figures do not give an accurate picture of potential future development, because 
buildout could be approximately 2,400 more units more than projected. Because neither 
the original nor proposed revised buildout estimates take into account development on 
substandard lots, unanticipated, unplanned development could occur throughout the 
Midcoast, resulting in significant impacts to coastal resources, such as community 
character, existing and planned infrastructure capacity, water quality, and other coastal 
resources.  
 
Commission History with Substandard Lots in the Midcoast 
 

                                                                                                                                             
4 According to the January 27, 2005 Board of Supervisors staff report for the Midcoast LCP update, there are 4,899 residentially zoned 
substandard lots in the project area. 3,294 of these lots occur on developed parcels and 1,605 lots occur on undeveloped parcels. If these lots were 
included in the buildout figure the maximum development potential without lot merger for all substandard lots would be 2,407 additional units 
(1,681 on developed parcels +726 on undeveloped parcels). The calculations for these figures are explained in Exhibit 16. 
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The Commission found in its review of Appeal No. A-1-SMC-99-014 (Judy Taylor and 
Linda Banks), that the consequences of higher buildout totals and overloading 
infrastructure capacities could include increased levels of congestion on Highway 1 and 
35 with consequent adverse impacts on opportunities for recreation access to the coast, 
increased demand for already strained water supplies, and heightened problems 
associated with overdraft of groundwater basins, including reduced water flows for 
streams and wetland areas, and exceeded water treatment capacities, with consequent 
hazards of renewed pollutant discharges to the ocean. 
 
The Commission also found in its review of LCP Amendment 1-97-C, that the extensive 
development of substandard lots could exceed maximum development levels 
anticipated by the certified LCP. LCPA 1-97-C was an amendment to the certified 
zoning non-conformities use permit section of the LCP that was intended to address the 
substandard lot question. In general, the amendment would have incorporated the lot 
coverage and floor-area ratio (FAR) provisions of the document entitled: “San Mateo 
County Policy: Use Permits for Construction on Non-Conforming (25-foot-wide) 
Residential Parcels.” In the hearings on Amendment 1-97-C, numerous community 
members raised concerns that the standards in the proposed amendment permitted 
houses too large for such small lots, causing undesirable impacts to community 
character. Moreover, there was a concern that making such small lots more marketable 
would increase the incentive to develop them as individual building sites, rather than to 
combine them into building sites that meet zoning standards. This in turn could result in 
an unanticipated level of buildout of small lots, with the potential impacts discussed 
above. 
 
For these reasons, the Commission rejected LCP Amendment 1-97-C.The Commission 
recognized that simply rejecting the County’s proposed amendment would not solve the 
problem, and directed staff to encourage the County to determine the exact magnitude 
of the problem, and develop effective means to deal with it.  
 
In the year 2000, the County submitted LCPA No. 3-00 Part A to deal with the 
construction of larger homes on these small 2,500 square foot lots. The County 
amended its implementation plan to establish more restrictive house size, shape, and 
design regulations for R-1 zoned areas in the Midcoast, and the Commission certified 
the amendment in 2001. The Commission made several findings in regards to the 
concerns over the substandard lot issue. There was a concern expressed in letters from 
the public regarding the LCPA No. 3-00 Part A that construction on these lots is contrary 
to the LCP’s buildout numbers and would significantly impact the infrastructure and 
quality of living in the Midcoast area. In its findings on this issue, the Commission 
acknowledged that the buildout of non-conforming lots is an important planning issue in 
the County, but that it was outside the scope of that particular amendment because the 
amendment was limited to size and design issues. Because of this, the Commission 
found that the appropriate mechanism to address the non-conforming lot/buildout-level 
issue is the LCP update, and noted that the County was working on an update and the 
issue of non-conforming lot buildout levels and consequent impacts to coastal resources 
and public access was included in the scope of study for the Midcoast LCP update 
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project.  The Commission further noted that both the ongoing local process and the 
Commission’s future consideration of an LCP amendment to certify the update would 
provide opportunity for public review and comment regarding the issue of non-
conforming lots. 
 
Upon further study of the issue, the County has updated its buildout figures in the 
context of this LCP amendment. In dealing with the substandard lot issue, the County’s 
proposal (a) contemplates voluntary lot merger of substandard lots; (b) does not 
assume that a house will be built on each substandard lot and (c) does not count each 
substandard lot as a potential housing unit. The County maintains that the proposed 
buildout figures omitting approximately 2,400 substandard lots are an accurate 
statement of buildout because, due to several factors, it is unlikely that all the 
substandard lots will be developed. According to the County, full development of all 
these substandard lots would only happen if: 
 
(1)  The County does not fulfill its resolved commitment to merge the substandard lots in 

common ownership (note that the referenced merger provisions are not proposed for 
inclusion in the certified LCP),  

 
(2)   Each existing house that spans multiple substandard lots is demolished,  
 
(3)   The County does not administer its existing non-LCP policy (since 1998 – see 

Exhibit 5) that requires merger of substandard lots at the time of house demolition 
or at the time of application to build a house on a substandard lot,  

 
(4)   Each substandard lot is sold to a separate owner, and  
 
(5)   A discretionary Use Permit and Coastal Permit is approved to build a house on 

each substandard lot.    
 
The first phase of the County’s merger program is a voluntary merger phase, coupled 
with incentives that could last up to 21 months and begin once this subject LCPA is 
certified; after which, a mandatory merger policy would ensue. The merger program 
would not go into effect until the LCP is certified by the Commission, because although 
the merger program itself is not included as part of the LCP amendment, the various 
incentives for merger are included as proposed changes to the zoning districts in the 
Implementation Plan.  The County Board of Supervisors recently adopted a two phase 
merger incentive program, with the first three years being voluntary. This program, 
authorized by Resolution 068386 (the same resolution authorizing the LCP update), is 
included as Exhibit G of the Resolution of Transmittal.5 This Board of Supervisors policy 

                                            
5 The program would set up a merger program for substandard lots in contiguous ownership to a size of 5,000 
square feet minimum or the minimum lot size for the specific district. The program would be in two phases, the first 
two years being voluntary and then mandatory thereafter. The incentives for merger during the voluntary period 
include up to 250 square-feet bonus floor area, or $1,500 (new unit)/$300 (existing unit) or 5% reduction in building 
permit fees, whichever is greater, or one required parking space may be provided uncovered, or if the development 
were to be affordable housing, several other incentives apply. The mandatory merger program would commence at 
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was adopted in part to be implemented by the IP through proposed incentives to be 
included in specific zoning districts, but the merger program itself was explicitly not 
included as an LCP Amendment or to be part of the LCP. There is no guarantee that 
this program will succeed in merging all the contiguously owned substandard lots 
because property owners can transfer/sell off their lots to separate owners to avoid the 
merger process. The merger policy does have a provision that if more than five (5) 
ownership changes occur during Phase I, the mandatory merger phase would kick in 
early. However, it is unknown how the transfer/sale of substandard lots would be 
monitored. 
 
As noted above, the merger program does not commence until the Commission has 
certified the incentives for merger that are included as part of this LCP amendment. 
Critics of this program have noted that there are few mechanisms to stop property 
owners with substandard lots in common contiguous ownership from selling off their 
individual lots to different owners to avoid the merger process, rendering its objective 
useless. Nevertheless, in its proposed (and current) buildout figures, the County has not 
counted substandard lots in common ownership because it assumes that they will all be 
merged. 
 
It is also current County practice to pursue the merger of substandard lots located in the 
R-1/S-17 zoning district on a case-by-case basis when such lots are less than 3500 
square feet in area, and in common ownership with contiguous property, initiated only at 
the time when an application has been received to construct, enlarge or demolish a 
house on the applicable properties. This policy is also not part of the certified LCP. 
 
The Commission finds that the omission of the approximately 2,400 potential lots from 
the proposed buildout figures is inconsistent with Sections 30250 and 30254, which 
mandate the siting of new development in areas with adequate services able to 
accommodate it and where it will avoid significant adverse impacts to coastal resources, 
such as public access and water quality. Further, since the merger policies are not 
proposed to be included in the LCP, and there are various ways that lot merger could 
not occur as assumed, there is a potential that the substandard lots will not be merged 
as intended. In addition, to provide a realistic picture for land use planning issues in the 
Midcoast, it is important to provide the maximum potential buildout in the area. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed LUP re-estimated buildout numbers 
are inconsistent with the Coastal Act and therefore the LUP must be denied. However, if 
modified to include the potential additional substandard lots in the buildout numbers to 
provide a more accurate estimation of buildout thereby providing an accurate base with 
which to conduct coastal planning, including the adequacy of infrastructure to support 
new development, the LUP buildout numbers can be found consistent with the Coastal 
Act. Therefore, the Commission imposes Suggested Modification No. 1. As modified, 
the Commission finds that the proposed LUP is consistent with the Coastal Act. 
 

                                                                                                                                             
the end of the two year period, and would apply to all applicable substandard lots not voluntarily merged during 
Phase 1. 
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6.1.2. Regional Transportation Systems  
 
Relevant Coastal Act Policies: 

In addition to the overarching policies cited above (30250, 30254), the following policies 
relate specifically to regional transportation and traffic, in that they discuss energy 
consumption and vehicle miles traveled, and vehicular public access: 

Section 30253 of the Coastal Act states in part: 
 

New development shall:  
….. 
(4) Minimize energy consumption and vehicle miles traveled 

 
Section 30252 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

The location and amount of new development should maintain and enhance 
public access to the coast by (1) facilitating the provision or extension of transit 
service,  
(2) providing commercial facilities within or adjoining residential development or 
in other areas that will minimize the use of coastal access roads,  
(3) providing nonautomobile circulation within the development,  
(4) providing adequate parking facilities or providing substitute means of serving 
the development with public transportation, 
…… 

Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with 
public safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private 
property owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. 

 
Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states: 
 

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where 
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the 
use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial 
vegetation. 

 

The existing certified LUP Policies 2.48 and 2.49 require adequate road capacity to 
serve new development and to minimize impacts of development to traffic on local 
highways: 

LUP Policy 2.48 (Capacity Limits) states: 

The County will: a. Limit expansion of roadways to capacity which does not 
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exceed that needed to accommodate commuter peak period traffic when buildout 
of the Land Use Plan occurs; b. Use the requirements of commuter peak period 
traffic as the basis for determining appropriate increases in capacity. 

LUP Policy 2.49 (Desired Level of Service) states: 

In assessing the need for road expansion, consider Service Level D acceptable 
during commuter peak periods and Service Level E acceptable during recreation 
peak periods. 

In addition, existing LUP Policy 2.57(c) addresses the need to ensure that new 
residential development is not consuming road capacity needed for visitors:  

c. Monitor the peak recreation period traffic to determine whether the above 
techniques are successful and whether new residential development is 
consuming road capacity needed for visitors. 

Existing Regional Traffic Patterns in San Mateo County  
 
The prevailing mode of transportation in San Mateo County is the automobile, and the 
public depends heavily on the County’s road system for daily transportation to 
commercial, educational, and recreational destinations. Most residents live in 
peripheral, low-density communities while traveling to urban centers for employment 
and other amenities. This development pattern has caused traffic on County roadways 
to rise to “critical levels”.6  
 
During the 1990s high tech manufacturing firms moved to San Mateo County increasing 
the number of jobs in the County. However, there has historically been a high level of 
commuting outside the County, and these firms are not located on the coast, so 
automobile commuting from the Coast to the Bayside is common. County residents also 
share the road system with commuters from surrounding Counties as well. As a result, 
in addition to high “outcommuting” to other counties and from the coast to the Bayside, 
increased “in-commuting” has caused even more vehicles to share the limited roadway 
capacity.5 

 
Local Conditions on the Midcoast 
 
Highway capacity (i.e. traffic) on the coast poses a large problem for the County. While 
the rural, southern portion of the County is relatively uncongested, the urban Midcoast 
area and the City of Half Moon Bay are severely congested at peak travel times, 
hindering traveler’s abilities to reach these more remote areas of the coast as well as 
several of the more “urban” beaches and recreation areas on the Midcoast.  This is 
because road access to the Midcoast region of San Mateo County, for people living 
North of San Mateo County, including the City of San Francisco, is limited to Highways 
1 (from points north) and 92 (from points east).   
 

                                            
6 City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG). 2001. Countywide Transportation Plan 2010 
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Because all of the state highway roads in San Mateo carry a large volume of traffic than 
other roads and serve a vital function in the Bay Area’s transportation network, the 2001 
Countywide Transportation Plan (CTP) has defined all these routes (with the exception 
of Highway 35) “corridors of regional significance”.7  These include Highway One on the 
Coast, and Highway 92, the major route to the Coast from points east (“Bayside”). The 
Countywide Transportation Plan identifies Highway 1 from Half Moon Bay (at Highway 
92) to San Francisco, through the Midcoast, as a “High Priority Corridor of Regional 
Significance.” 
 

Traffic analysis is commonly undertaken using the level of service (LOS) rating method.  
The level of service rating is a qualitative description of the operational conditions along 
roadways and within intersections.  LOS is reported using an A through F letter system 
to describe travel delay and congestion.  LOS A indicates free-flowing conditions.  LOS 
E indicates the maximum capacity condition with significant congestion and delays.  A 
LOS F rating indicates traffic that exceeds operational capacity with unacceptable 
delays and congestion. 

The certified LCP (Policy 2.49) considers LOS “D” acceptable during commuter peak 
periods and Service Level E acceptable during recreation peak periods. Peak commuter 
traffic has already worsened beyond the LOS standard, as described below. The 
County has not provided information on the traffic levels during recreation peak periods 
in conjunction with the proposed LCPA. 
 
Road Segments  
 
The 2007 San Mateo County Congestion Management Program (CMP) shows the 
existing service levels for roadway segments of Highways 1 and 92 during the peak 
afternoon commute, as summarized below.  The LOS shown represents the most 
congested section of each roadway segment.8
 

Highway 92 (1 to 280) LOS “E” 
Highway 1 (Miramontes to Frenchman’s Creek) LOS “E” 
Highway 1 (Frenchman’s Creek to Linda mar, 
Pacifica) 

LOS “D” 

Highway 1 (Pacifica to San Francisco) LOS “F” 
 
Exhibit 7 graphically depicts these segments on a map of the Midcoast.  
 
Highway 92 (1 to 280) is a key route to the Midcoast. Travelers use 92 to reach the 
Midcoast from points north and south (e.g. San Francisco and the South Bay) via 
Highway 280. Highway 92 runs east of the City of Half Moon Bay to Highway 280 

                                            
7 CCAG 2001 
8 C/CAG. 2007. Final Congestion Management Program for 2007; Fehr and Peers. October 2007. Final Report San Mateo County Congestion 
Management Program 2007 Monitoring Report.  
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traversing steep rugged terrain.  Recently, a widening project was completed in the City 
of Half Moon Bay that may alleviate some congestion over the long run, but there is little 
basis for concluding that the severe congestion outside of the City will be alleviated.  
Because of the steep slopes, slow-moving vehicles delay eastbound traffic, and 
highway widening is restricted due to environmental resource issues. As demonstrated 
above, Highway 92 has exceeded its service level standard “D” during peak commuter 
periods. During these times, the segment is at LOS E, which is defined as at maximum 
capacity, with significant congestion and delays for travelers.  
 
A key segment of Highway One leading to and south of the Midcoast project area is 
Miramontes to Frenchman’s Creek, located between Half Moon Bay north and 
Frenchman’s Creek Road. This segment must be used by travelers to reach homes, 
businesses, schools, beaches, etc. around Half Moon Bay and the Midcoast, including 
beaches in Miramar, El Granada, Moss Beach, and Montara, Fitzgerald Marine 
Reserve. It is also used to travel to rural beaches, agricultural areas, and the 
picturesque towns of Pescadero and San Gregorio in the southern portion of the 
County. This segment has exceeded its service level “D” standard during peak 
commuter periods. During these times, the segment is also at LOS E.  
 
The segment of Highway 1 from Frenchman’s Creek north to Linda Mar (in the City of 
Pacifica) stretches along the majority of the Midcoast Area. This segment is used as a 
local travel route to destinations around the Midcoast, including the local beaches 
described above. This segment currently meets the LOS “D” standard at peak 
commuter periods.  However, any significant increase in traffic will cause the segment 
to exceed its standard. 
 
Northern Highway 1 in the City of Pacifica (to San Francisco) is the most congested 
section in the County. While it is not physically located within the unincorporated 
Midcoast, travelers from the Midcoast area commuting to areas north on Highway One, 
including to jobs in San Francisco and beyond, contribute to this congestion along with 
residents of Pacifica and Half Moon Bay. Currently this section of Highway One is at the 
lowest level of service (LOS) F. LOS F is defined as heavily congested flow with traffic 
demand exceeding capacity, resulting in stopped traffic and long delays on 
transportation corridors and specific intersections.  
 
Highway 1 and 92 Intersection 
 
The 2007 CMP also evaluated service levels at the intersection of Highway 92 and 
Highway 1 in the City of Half Moon Bay. This intersection is used heavily by commuters 
and travelers turning from Highway 1 to 92 to travel inland, and commuters and 
travelers returning in the opposite direction from 92 to Highway 1 towards points north 
and south. According to the 2007 Congestion Management Program (CMP), this 
intersection is currently at LOS D during commuter peak periods, the lowest level 
allowable under the LCP (Fehr and Peers 2007).9  Any significant increase in traffic will 
cause the roadway to exceed its standard. 
                                            
9 This result was generated using the “HCM 2000” methodology (Fehr and Peers 2007) 
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Traffic congestion is high on the Midcoast for a number of reasons. First of all, there is a 
significant imbalance between housing supply and jobs throughout the Midcoast region.  
In most areas of San Mateo County, the problem is caused by a shortage of housing 
near the job centers, resulting in workers commuting long distances from outside the 
County.  In these areas, the Congestion Management Plan (CMP) recommends general 
plan and zoning changes designed to increase the housing supply near the job centers 
of the County.  In the Mid-Coast area, this problem is exacerbated by the fact that even 
if the number of jobs in the County increase, these jobs will be located on the Bayside, 
rather than the Coastside, so the roads would still be congested from Coastside 
residents commuting to other parts of the County, or outside of the County for work. 
 
Secondly, capacity increases to the highways are constrained both legally and 
physically. For example, some areas of these roads in the Midcoast cannot be widened 
due to their proximity to existing development, wetlands, agricultural areas, and 
beaches.  In rural areas of the County (outside the Midcoast), Coastal Act Section 
30254 restricts Highway 1 to remain a scenic two-lane road.  This Coastal Act policy is 
implemented in rural areas throughout the San Mateo County Coast outside the Urban 
Midcoast, to the south of the City of Half Moon Bay, and north of Pacifica. 
Approximately 10 miles north of the Midcoast area, Highway 1 passes through the 
“Devil’s Slide” area, where landslides cause frequent interruptions and occasional 
closures during the rainy season.  Caltrans is currently constructing a tunnel to by-pass 
Devil’s Slide.  While the tunnel will improve operations of the highway in that section by 
preventing slide-related delays and closures, the width of the tunnel will only allow one 
lane in each direction consistent with Coastal Act Section 30254.  Construction of 
additional lanes to provide additional capacity is therefore not an option in the Devil’s 
Slide area.   
 
In 1989, the voters of San Mateo County passed Measure A, a 1/2 cent sales tax 
initiative to provide funds for transportation improvements within the County.10 
Operational and safety improvements to Highway 92 from Highway 1 to Highway 280 
were included as part of the Measure A program.  A slow vehicle lane from I-280 to 
Pilarcitos Creek has been constructed. New traffic lanes and intersection improvements 
from the Half Moon Bay city limits to Highway 1, and shoulder widening and curve 
corrections between Pilarcitos Creek and Half Moon Bay are anticipated and are 
expected to begin before the end of 2008. However, these improvements are not 
expected to alleviate congestion, and, in fact, traffic congestion is projected to be worse 
by 2010, as described below. 
 
Projected Traffic Levels 
 
According to the 2007 San Mateo County Countywide Transportation Plan (CTP), most 
of these key travel routes along Highway 92 and Highway 1 will be at LOS “F” by 
2010.11 The CTP shows the projected (2010) Level of Service (LOS) measures for the 

                                            
10 Unrelated to the City of Half Moon Bay Residential Growth Initiative also known as Measure A. 
11 C/CAG 2001 
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most congested segments of Highways 1 and 92 during the peak afternoon commute 
hours as summarized below. The segments between Miramontes and Pacifica are 
located in the urban Midcoast. The other segments (Highway 92 and Highway 1 
Pacifica to San Francisco) are integrally connected to the Midcoast segments. 
 
 

ROADWAY SEGMENT 
LOS 

Highway 92 (1 to 280) LOS “F” 
Highway 1 (Miramontes to El Granada) LOS “F” 
Highway 1 (El Granada to Montara) LOS “E” 
Highway 1 (Montara to Pacifica) LOS “F” 
Highway 1 (Pacifica to San Francisco) LOS “F” 

 
 
These 2010 projections already take into account the completion of the following 
improvements: (a) completion of the Montara Mountain (Devils Slide) tunnel, and (b) the 
following improvements to Highway 92:  (1) a slow vehicle lane from I-280 to Pilarcitos 
Creek, (2) new traffic lanes and intersection improvements from Half Moon Bay city 
limits to Highway 1, and (3) shoulder widening and curve corrections between Pilarcitos 
Creek and Half Moon Bay. In other words, even with the completion of the above 
projects, congestion on these segments is projected to be substandard, because level 
of service (LOS) at peak commuter hours will be below LOS D, as required by the 
existing certified LCP. Indeed, most of Highway 1 and 92 will be LOS F, which indicates 
the worst traffic levels, defined as heavily congested flow with traffic demand exceeding 
capacity, resulting in stopped traffic and long delays on transportation corridors and 
specific intersections. 
 
LCP Buildout Analysis 
 
The CTP 2010 LOS projections assume a Midcoast population of 5,367 households (i.e. 
units) (approximately 1,786 units less than the population assumed by the proposed 
LCPA) and a Half Moon Bay population of 5,692 households (units). In 2010, the 
Highways’ peak time LOS are projected to be mostly at “F.” 
 
In accordance with the projections contained in the CTP and CMP, the demand 
associated with residential buildout of the Midcoast combined with the City of Half Moon 
Bay would exceed the capacity of the available Highways. Further, the capacity of these 
roads cannot feasibly be increased to the level necessary to meet the demand created 
by the development potentially allowable under the City and the County land use plans. 
Since the LOS on key segments and intersections of these roads will already be at “F,” 
with one segment at “E” (El Granada to Montara) in 2010 (according to projections of 
the CTP), without major improvements to transportation infrastructure and public transit 
at LCP buildout, these roads will still be at “F” albeit a much worse “F,” with significant 
traffic delays. 
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According to the County, there are approximately 3,928 existing permitted (and mostly 
developed) Midcoast residential units and approximately 3,038 to 3,434 units yet to be 
developed under the proposed re-estimated buildout figures. If the additional 2,407 
substandard lots are developed and not merged as anticipated, an estimated additional 
5,841 could be developed at buildout. Using the proposed growth rate of 75 units per 
year, buildout would occur in 77 years. If the additional 2,407 are merged as 
anticipated, and only 3,434 units are yet to be developed, using the proposed growth 
rate of 75 units per year (and subtracting 257 potential affordable housing units and 386 
2nd units that wouldn’t be subject to the growth rate), buildout would occur in 
approximately 37 years.  Each additional residential unit puts additional cars on the 
roads, especially during peak commuting hours. Using the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers Trip Generation Rate of 9.6 trips per residential dwelling unit per day (9.6 x 
365 = 3504 per year), and the proposed growth rate of 75 units per year, this results in 
an additional 262,800 vehicle trips (75 x 3504) per year on Highways 1 or 92, for a total 
of between 9,723,600 additional vehicle trips at buildout if substandard lots are merged 
using County assumed numbers and 20,466,864 additional trips at buildout if 
substandard lots are not merged as anticipated.  
 
LOS F generally describes breakdown operations (except for signalized intersections) 
which occur when flow arriving at a point is greater than the facility’s capacity to 
discharge flow. At such points, queues develop, and LOS F exists within the queue and 
at the point of the breakdown. LOS conditions mean forced-flow operations at low 
speeds, where volumes are below capacity. In the extreme, both speed and volume can 
drop to zero. These conditions usually result from queues of vehicles backing up from a 
restriction downstream. Speeds are reduced substantially and stoppages may occur for 
short or long periods of time because of the downstream congestion.12

 
Public Transportation 

The County does not propose any updates to LCP public transit policies. The 
automobile is the prevalent mode of transportation in San Mateo County and public 
transportation is limited. samTrans runs two bus lines, route 294 and route 17. Route 
294 runs between the “bayside” (Hillsdale) and Pacifica via Highway 92 and Highway 1 
through the Midcoast. On weekdays it is limited to 10 trips per day with each trip going 
approximately every two hours. There is no express bus service. On weekends, this 
service is very limited and there are no trips over Highway 92, which eliminates bus 
options for weekend recreationists trying to reach the coast from inland points north and 
south (Vehicular traffic is extremely high along Highway 92 and Highway 1 during peak 
recreational hours on the weekends). 

Route 17 runs local service along the San Mateo Coast between Montara and 
Miramontes Point Road south of Half Moon Bay. In addition, it extends service to 
Pescadero twice a day only, once in the morning and once in the evening. This service 

                                            
12 McShane, William R. and Roess, Roger P. 1990. Traffic Engineering 
Pignataro, Louis J. 1973. Traffic Engineering Theory and Practice. 
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is more frequent in the mornings, running buses approximately every ½ hour. In the 
midday and evening hours it runs approximately every 1.5 hours. There is no express 
bus, and this bus does not travel over Highway 92 to bayside points. Again, on 
weekends the service is much reduced, with buses running every 1.5 to 2 hours. 

The existing certified LUP Chapter 2 policies contain directives to the County and other 
agencies, such as samTrans, to work together to encourage increased ridership on 
existing transit as well as increased transit options for coastside residents and 
recreationists. The desired transit includes an express bus, the development of a park 
and ride facility near the intersection of Highways 1 and 92, increased recreational 
transit options and use on holidays and weekends. These policies have not been 
updated in many years, and the County has not proposed to amend them. Increasing 
public transit options and ridership is extremely important given the constraints on 
expanding the existing roads, which are inadequate to serve buildout, and given the 
Coastal Act mandates to address climate change through reductions in vehicle miles 
traveled.  

Two options for improving public transportation on the Midcoast are through samTrans 
bus service expansions and establishment of local shuttle programs. samTrans is the 
agency responsible for providing and funding public transit service throughout the 
County. samTrans and other transportation agencies have expressed that the ridership 
numbers don’t justify expansion in service. While increased service is important for a 
variety of reasons, many people opt to drive their car instead of taking the bus, and a 
steady funding stream is needed to operate an efficient service.  However, other 
agencies and non-profit groups have gotten together to fund local coastside shuttles.  
 
The City and County Association of Governments (CCAG) for San Mateo County 
provides funding for local service shuttle programs, however funding must be matched 
by local sponsor, such as San Mateo County or Half Moon Bay. If approved, CCAG will 
provide ½ of the required funds through a reimbursement program. The Peninsula 
Traffic Congestion Relief Alliance provides assistance to Cities and Counties on 
establishing and running their shuttle programs. For example, while Highway One’s 
Devil’s Slide was closed, it increased promotion of carpooling and put up billboards in 
the area on carpooling. In cooperation with CCAG, it also put together an emergency 
shuttle service for use while the highway was closed, however this was never 
implemented because the highway opened sooner than expected. 
 
In addition, the Peninsula Traffic Congestion Traffic Relief alliance works to identify local 
transportation needs for low income residents on the San Mateo coast. As a result of 
this work, samTrans expanded bus service to Sundays and later in the evenings. It 
conducted a Coastside Needs assessment for transportation for low income residents. 
While 95% of the low-income population works in the Coastside area, only 30% of the 
general population works in the area. In Half Moon Bay, six percent of the population 
lives below the poverty line. This community was specifically identified as 1,000 
individuals (350 families). The assessment determined that the following was needed:  
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• Larger buses to accommodate workers and students traveling within the 
Coastside area 

• Increased service frequency 
• Expanded hours, including evenings and weekends 
• Increase “over-the-hill” transportation alternatives, especially for medical 

appointments. 
• Improve coordination and scheduling to provide service for middle school and 

high school students. 
• Greater outreach to the community, particularly seniors. 
• Buses Must Carry Bicycles 
• Connect Transit Stops to Pedestrian Paths 

 

The Needs Assessment identified the following solutions: 
 

• Increase Transit Use-express buses from Half Moon Bay to BART, Caltrain and 
on into San Francisco 

• Implement a Coastside Shuttle Service: A shuttle running every 20 minutes from 
Montara to Half Moon Bay would address: 

 o Insufficiently frequent service during commute hours, resulting in 
overcrowded buses 
Middle school and hio gh school students getting to school, and the ensuing 
congestion 

o Congestion from residents traveling to local jobs 
 o Low-income families unable to participate in school events during the day 
 o Evening and weekend transportation to classes and other community 

events 
o Making connections with buses traveling over the hill for medical and 

dental services 
 

• Improve awareness of transit alternatives and incentives. 
 
The assessment also provided an interesting local example of transportation issues 
surrounding local employment and local businesses: The Ritz-Carlton Hotel in Half 
Moon Bay feels that it has saturated the employment market in the Coastside area; all 
potential employees have either interviewed and been rejected, or are employed there. 
The hotel is interested in attracting employees from “over the hill,” the reverse commute 
for 70% of Coastside residents. The Needs Assessment found that by working with the 
hotel, transit could be developed that has significant ridership in each direction. In 
addition, the existing Ritz Carlton employee shuttle could potentially expand its route to 
connect with buses arriving and departing from Half Moon Bay. 
 
Consistency of Proposed LCP with Coastal Act 
 
The Coastal Act (30210, 30211, 30223, 30250 and 30252) requires that development 
be located in areas with adequate public services (including roads), able to 
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accommodate it, development shall not interfere with the public’s ability to access the 
sea, the location and amount of new development maintain and enhance pu
to the coast, upland areas necessary to support coastal recreation uses shall be 
reserved for such uses and that new development be located in areas with adequate 
public services, including roadway capacity, where it will not have a significant ad
effect, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. 
 
Because there are no alternative access routes to and along the

blic access 

verse 

 coastline in this area of 
e coast, and because public transit options are extremely limited to and along the 

 policies to address traffic issues in the LCP: (1) the 
roposed reduced growth rate of 75 units per year [down from 125], (2) the proposed 

ts.  

th
coast, the extreme traffic congestion on Highways 1 and 92 significantly interferes with 
the public’s ability to access the area’s substantial public beaches and other visitor 
serving coastal resources, in conflict with the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
In addition, this extreme traffic congestion renders the highways inadequate to 
accommodate and serve existing and future development, inconsistent with Section 
30250 of the Coastal Act. 
 
The County proposes three
p
traffic mitigation policy, and (3) specific and unspecified road improvement projec
 
Reduced Growth Rate 
 
The County claims that the proposed reduced growth rate will slow growth to a pace 

at will allow infrastructure to keep up with demand. However, the County has not 
 

, 
 

 result in 

 

 

ng 

th
provided an analysis of how the reduced growth rate will improve traffic. The proposal
would reduce the annual limit from 125 to 75 residential units per year (see Exhibit 1
County Exhibit “F”) and eliminate the provision authorizing an increase to 200 units per
year. If the Midcoast were to grow at 75 units per year, buildout would occur in 
approximately 77 years. Using the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation 
Rate of 9.6 trips per residential dwelling unit per day, this growth rate would still
an additional 720 vehicle trips per year on Highways 1 or 92, for a total of 32,966 
additional vehicle trips at buildout (56,073 additional trips if the substandard lots aren’t 
merged as anticipated). Since according to the CTP the LOS on key segments and
intersections of these roads will already be at “F,” with one segment at “E” (El Granada 
to Montara) in 2010, without major improvements to transportation infrastructure and
public transit, and other land use controls, these roads will be still be at “F” albeit a 
much worse “F,” with significant traffic delays even with the Midcoast’s proposed 75 
units per year growth rate restriction in place. The Highways are already nearing 
capacity and are inadequate at peak commuter and recreational times to serve existi
levels of development, and they hinder the public’s ability to access the coast, 
inconsistent with the Coastal Act. Therefore, without significant investment in transit 
planning and land use controls, any growth would make this situation worse.  
 
County Proposed Traffic Mitigation Policy 
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The County is also proposing a new LUP traffic mitigation policy requiring transportation 

 

and 

his policy is modeled on the City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) traffic 

tate 

 more 
d 

 

hen developing its proposed policy, the County noted that C/CAG guidelines of 
e 

e 

 be 

he County has not provided a traffic study examining how this proposed policy 
c on 

 is 

 
l 

 unit/year 

oad Improvements

demand management (TDM) measures to be required of any project that generates 
over fifty (50) peak hour trips during peak periods (Exhibit 1, County Exhibit “H”). The
proposed policy indicates that TDMs can include “establishing a shuttle service, 
subsidizing transit for employees, charging for parking, establishing a carpooling 
vanpooling program, having a compressed work week, providing bicycle storage 
facilities and showers, or establishing a day care program.”  
 
T
mitigation requirements. In May 2000 C/CAG adopted guidelines requiring all local 
jurisdictions in the County to mitigate traffic impacts from new development on the 
Congestion Management Program (CMP) roadway network. In the Midcoast area, S
Highways 1 and 92 are on the CMP network. C/CAG’s guidelines apply to all 
development that require CEQA review and generate a net increase of 100 or
trips per hour during peak periods. Among the traffic impact mitigation options require
by the guidelines are transportation demand management measures (TDM’s). The TDM
can also include collecting road mitigation fees or paying a one time fee of $20,000 per 
peak hour trip.  
 
W
mitigation for more than 100 peak hour trips would apply only to development on th
three affordable housing sites in the Midcoast area (up to 513 units) since these are th
only individual projects that would meet the qualifying criteria (they would generate 
1,004 peak trips). Therefore, only the traffic impacts of these projects would have to
mitigated according to the C/CAG guidelines. As a result, the County’s proposed policy 
requires TDMs for all projects generating 50 trips or more. However, there are very few 
additional anticipated projects allowable by zoning that would generate 50 peak trips or 
more. 
 
T
requiring TDMs for al projects generating 50 peak trips or more will improve traffi
the Midcoast. Since most of the lands in the Midcoast are divided into small parcels, it
unlikely that many projects would generate more than 50 peak hour trips and would be 
subject to this policy, and very few TDMs would be implemented to help alleviate 
congestion problems. Most significant, this proposed policy would not mitigate the
largest threat to roadway capacity, cumulative residential development on individua
legal lots, development which would individually only generate 9.6 trips, but 
cumulatively at buildout, would generate 720 vehicle trips per year (at the 75
growth rate) and approximately 32,966 trips at buildout (56,073 additional trips at 
buildout if the substandard lots aren’t merged as anticipated). 
 
R   

he projected 2010 LOS assumed the construction of the following roadway 
improvement projects. Even after construction of these projects, the LOS is still 
projected to be “E” and “F” on Highways 1 and 92: 

 
T
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• Construction of a slow vehicle lane on Highway 92 from Pilarcitos Cree
(this has been completed up to Highway 35, westbound improvements be
I-280 and 35 are contingent on funding) 

k to I-280 
tween 

• y 92 within the City of Half Moon Bay 

• vil’s Slide Tunnel bypass (in progress) 
 
 
The o  projects that may 
e c n iate traffic. They 
re at various stages of design, funding, and permitting and some are not designed to 

alf 

 

e 

•  of 

 
The o ove 
listed i
esult i service. In addition, the County maintains that future 
nspecified traffic flow improvements, such as (a) operational and safety improvements 

• Construction of additional travel lanes on Highway 92 within the City of Half 
Moon Bay (complete) 
Intersection improvements along Highwa
(complete) 
Construction of the De

 C unty has also provided a list of anticipated road improvement
o structed in the future and has stated that these may help to allevb

a
alleviate traffic, as described below. They include: 
 

• Highway 1/San Pedro Creek Bridge Replacement (not traffic alleviating) 
• Route 1/Manor Drive Overcrossing Improvement and Widening, including a new 

ramp, Pacifica (not traffic alleviating) 
• Routes 1 and 92 Safety and Operational Improvements within and near H

Moon Bay (nothing has been defined yet) 
• Highway 92 and 35 Interchange Project-Unfunded truck climbing lane between I-

280 and Route 35 (“shelved”) 
• Widening of Calera Parkway in Pacifica between Fassler Ave to So. Westport

(may alleviate traffic in Pacifica, unknown how this will affect the Midcoast, 
pending approval from the Commission and there are potential ESHA, public 
access, and climate change issues) 

• Construction of northbound and southbound off-ramp in Pacifica at Milagra Driv
(probably won’t affect traffic) 
Elimination of sharp curves and widen roadway near Half Moon Bay City East
Main Street to Pilarcitos Creek Bridge (no anticipated change to traffic) 

• Extend two way left turn lane on Highway One in Half Moon Bay (would alleviate 
traffic, but still in design phase and still needs to go through environmental and 
permitting process) 
Install left turn channelization in Montara (would help alleviate traffic, but•  not 
anticipated until Winter 2012 and still needs to go through environmental and 
permitting process) 

 C unty maintains that the 2010 LOS projections do not take into account the ab
mprovements in Half Moon Bay, Midcoast, and Pacifica, and that they should 
n improved levels of r

u
to increase existing roadway efficiency, (b) maintenance improvements to improve the 
roadway condition, and (c) adding limited lanes such as reversible lanes, auxiliary 
lanes, turn lanes at intersections, signalization improvements, and grade separation 
improvements will increase roadway capacity. These future projects are only theoretical, 
however.  In addition, the bulleted projects above, although they are more defined, are 
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mostly not intended to solve traffic congestion problems specifically, are at various 
stages of design and environmental review, and many are not funded. In addition, the 
County has not submitted traffic studies evaluating whether and how these projects and
improvements would increase levels of service (LOS) to acceptable levels (i.e. “D” a
required in the LUP). 
 
Conclusion

 
s 

 
 
As detailed above, transportation services (i.e. roadway capacity and public transit) are 

 serve existing and projected levels of development in the LCP. This is 
consistent with Section 30250 of the Coastal Act, which requires development to be 

 
l 

eres 

apacity for priority uses. However, if 
tial 

 

)  

posed LUP 
 

insufficient to
in
located in existing developed areas able to accommodate it and with adequate public 
services, and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually or 
cumulatively, on coastal resources.  The above-detailed level of transportation services
is also inconsistent with public access policies 30210, 30211, and 30252 of the Coasta
Act because the extreme traffic congestion on Highways 1 and 92 significantly interf
with the public’s ability to access the area’s substantial public beaches and other visitor 
serving coastal resources.  

The County’s proposed mitigation policy (2.51) does not adequately mitigate traffic 
impacts in conformance with the above-referenced Coastal Act policies. Further the 
proposed LCPA does not adequately reserve road c
modified as suggested to include specific traffic related mitigation for all non-residen
development, regardless of its size, including subdivisions, such as lot retirement and
mandatory lot merger; and if also modified to address the cumulative impacts of 
residential development on the regional transportation system, by further reducing the 
growth rate to one percent (39 units/year) (consistent with Half Moon Bay’s growth rate
until such time that the County develops, and the Commission certifies, a 
comprehensive transportation management plan for the Midcoast, the proposed LCP 
amendment would be consistent with the Coastal Act (see Section 6.1.5 on growth 
rate). Therefore, the Commission imposes Suggested Modifications to pro
Policies 1.22 (growth rate) and 2.51 (traffic mitigation) and also suggests that the LUP
be modified to add new policies 2.57.1 (Traffic Mitigation for All Development) and 
2.57.2 (Transportation Management Plan) to the public works Chapter 2 of the LUP. 

 
6.1.3. Water Supply and Transmission 

 
Relevant Coastal Act Policies: 
 

 addition to the overarching policies of 30250 and 30250 cited above, Section 30231 
o water supply: 

In
of the Coastal Act also applies t
 
Section 30231 Biological productivity; water quality 
 

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, 
timum populations of marine estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain op
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organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained and, where 

tion of 

as 

 
 
As a
rojections based on the new buildout numbers and (2) reallocate water capacity 
served for floriculture to a total of 50 priority connections for failed wells and 40 

County 
ing 

feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of 
waste water discharges and entrainment, controlling runoff, preventing deple
ground water supplies and substantial interference with surface waterflow, 
encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer are
that protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

 part of this LCP update, the County proposes to (1) update water demand 
p
re
connections for affordable housing (see exhibit 1, County Exhibit B and C). The 
does not propose any specific policy changes with respect to the sections concern
water within the Public Works chapter (Chapter 2) of the LCP.   

 
Overview of Water Supply in the Midcoast 
 
Ensuring adequate water supply has been a significant issue in the Midcoast since the 

coast is currently served by two special 
istricts, the Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD) and the Coastside County 

 
 

l 
). 
om 

 
e wells. Numerous residences in the Midcoast are developed with private 

ells due to a combination of factors that include: (1) MWSD’s moratorium;(2) the fact 

 

46 wells 
 This 

certification of the LCP in 1981. The urban Mid
d
Water District (CCWD). MWSD serves the communities of Montara and Moss Beach 
while CCWD provides water to Miramar, Princeton by the Sea and El Granada as well 
as the City of Half Moon Bay. Each district has dealt with moratoria on new water 
connections due to a lack of supply. The supply shortage is most severe in areas 
served by MWSD which has had a moratorium for new connections since 1986. MWSD
relies exclusively on local sources for its supply. In the mid 1980s, CCWD was also
unable to provide new water connections. Volume and reliability of CCWD’s water 
supply drastically improved in 1994 when the Crystal Springs Pipeline project was 
completed which allowed the district to purchase and distribute water from the Crysta
Springs reservoir owned by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC
Today, CCWD obtains approximately 75% of its supply from SFPUC and the rest fr
local sources. 
 
In addition to these public water providers, residential development in the Midcoast also
relies on privat
w
that although the LCP defines the urban area as an area served by public services, the 
existing LCP does not specifically prohibit wells in the urban area; (3) the County’s 
categorical exclusion order which excludes single-family residential development within
most of the R-1 zoned areas in the Midcoast from coastal development permit 
requirements; and (4) the high cost of CCWD’s water connections for residential 
development. According to data from Kleinfelder, the County’s consulting geologist for 
the Midcoast groundwater study that has not been released, there is a total of 9
in the Midcoast13. The number of existing residential units is approximately 3,928.
                                            
13 The County states that there are more than 550 wells in the Midcoast. However, according to documents from 
Kleinfelder, the number 946 is a “reasonable, full accounting (i.e. potential demand) of wells in the study area.” 
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means that approximately 24 percent of the homes within the urban Midcoast are 
served by private wells instead of public water.  
 
Montara Water and Sanitary District Water Supply 

WSD provides water, sewer, and trash disposal services to the communities of 
cal 

ontara Creek provides the surface water source. MWSD diverts water from the creek 

 

 

roundwater is currently extracted at seven locations: North Airport Well, South Airport 
 

w years. 
 

able 1 presents a summary of the existing MWSD water supply capacity and presents 

upply Source  Capacity (gpm) 

 
M
Montara, Moss Beach, and adjacent areas. Water sources for MWSD consist of lo
surface water diversions and groundwater.  
 
M
at a diversion point north of Montara. The water is conveyed from the diversion point to 
the Alta Vista Water Treatment Plant (AVWTP) site through a 6-inch-diameter raw water
pipeline. Montara Creek flows are diverted into a 77,000-gallon concrete raw water tank 
where suspended solids are allowed to pre-settle prior to treatment at the AVWTP. 
Treated water is stored in the 462,000-gallon Alta Vista storage tank, and then 
conveyed to the distribution system. MWSD’s water rights allow diversions from
Montara Creek of up to 200 gallons per minute (gpm). 
 
G
Well, Airport Well 3 (known as Airport wells), Drake Well, Portola Estates Wells I and IV,
and Wagner Well. There are three additional wells in place, Park and Portola Estates II 
and III; the first two are out-of-service due to higher-than-acceptable iron and 
manganese levels and have not contributed to system production in the last fe
Park and Portola Estates II wells are permitted as standby by the California Department
of Health Services. 
 
T
a calculation of the reliable capacity (source MWSD System Master Plan). 
 
S
 
Montara Creek  70 
 
Airport Wells Water Treatment Facility  225 
 
Five other groundwater wells  171 
 
Total Production Capacity 466 
Total Reliable Capacity with the Largest 
Single Source Out of Service 
 
 

241 

Source: MWSD System Master Plan 

he MWSD does not have enough supply to meet existing demand. It needs additional 
supply and storage capacity to serve existing customers during times of drought and to 
satisfy existing requirements for emergency and fire services. In November 2008, the 

 

 
T

Commission certified a Public Works Plan for MWSD that includes development of an
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additional groundwater well, storage tanks, and treatment facilities to adequately serve 
existing customers and meet emergency supply and storage needs. The approval 
limited the pumping of the new Alta Vista well to 150 gpm (averaged over a 24 hour 
period), which increases MWSD’s total production capacity to 616 gpm. The approval 
was contingent on suggested modifications to the PWP prohibiting the new supply to be
used for any expansion of service or provision of new water connections. The PWP
final certification is awaiting the District’s action as to whether to accept or reject the 
Commission’s suggested modifications, hence none of the proposed improvements 
have been developed. 
 -3: Current Supply Capacity 
Existing Demand in the MWSD Service Area

 
’s 

 
 
Existing demand in the MWSD service area exceeds supply. MWSD currently provides 

ounts, 90% of which are residential. Citizens Utility Company 
-Am) formerly owned the water system 

at is now part of MWSD. MWSD took over the water system in 2003. In 1986, when 

 

 the 

 
ed 

water service to 1,650 acc
and California American Water Company (Cal
th
the water system was owned by Cal-Am, the California Public Utilities Commission 
placed a moratorium on new water connections based on the finding that water supplies 
were inadequate to meet demands on the system. The moratorium was fully supported
by California Department of Health Services and remains in place today. While the 
water system is currently owned by a special district and the moratorium imposed by
PUC is no longer applicable due to lack of jurisdiction, the MWSD board adopted 
regulations to extend the moratorium due to continuing serious shortage of water supply
and storage for existing customers. As described above, new water supply associat
with the District’s Phase I Public Works Plan is limited to serving existing customers 
(with existing connections) only. This leaves approximately 317 homes without 
municipal service and these homes must rely on individual wells even though they are 
located within the urban area.14

 
MWSD Projected Supply and Demand at LCP Buildout 
 
The County estimates that MWSD will need to provide total annual average of 0.95 

illion gallons per day (mgd) and total peak day water supply capacity of 1.72 mgd to 
er consumption estimates in 

able 2.9 of the LUP is as follows: 

m
serve buildout. The County’s proposal to update the wat
T
 
 Montara Water and Sanitary District 

 
 The following is an estimate of water consumption at buildout for Midcoast 

properties served by the Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD).  
Based on 2001 and 2002 Midcoast water consumption data, annual average 
residential water consumption is assumed to be 87 gallons per day per 
person.  Peak day consumption is generally 1.8 x annual average water 
consumption. 

  
                                            
14 Personal communication with Clemens Heldmaier, Montara Water and Sanitary District 2/11/09 



SMC-MAJ-1-07  
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update 
Page 111 of 156 
 Non-residential wate :r consumption is estimated as follows  
  
 Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 2,000 gallons per acre per day  
 Commercial Recreation (CCR) 1,500 gallons per acre per day  
 Waterfront (W) 2,000 gallons per acre per day  
 Light Industrial (M-1) 2,000 gallons per acre per day  
 Institutional 500 gallons per acre per day  
  
 Residential Use 

 
The portion of Midcoast residential buildout expected to be served by a water 
supply utility is 6,993 units.  Census 200 use-0 showed average Midcoast ho
hold size as 2.78 persons per househo ater ld.  Based on the residential w
consumption figure above (87 gdp), th acity e estimated water supply cap
needed to serve Midcoast residential bui  day ldout is 1.69 million gallons per
(annual average consumption). 

a maps show that MWSD serves approximately 47.4% of 
  
 Utility service are

the Midcoast water supply area.  Therefore, the water supply capacity 
needed for the Montara Water and Sanitary District to serve residential 
buildout is 0.80 million gallons per day (annual average) and 1.44 million 
gallons per day (peak day). 
 
Non-Residential Uses

 
  

  
he acreage of non-residential water consuming uses served is as follows: T  

 
  

Land Use/Zoning Acres  
 Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 9   
 )Commercial Recreation (CCR  4   
 Waterfront (W) 8   
 Light Industrial (M-1) 47   
 Institutional 31   
  
 Based on the non-residential water consumption figures above, the water 

supply capacity needed for MWSD to se  each n-resid ntial use at rve no e
buildout is as follows: 

  
 Land Use/Zoning lons Per DaGal y  
 Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 18,000   
 Commercial Recreation (CCR) 6,000   
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 Waterfront (W) 20,000   
 Light Industrial (M-1) 94,000   
 Institutional 15,500   
 TOTAL 153,500   
  

 
 Combined Residential and Non-Resident and at uildoial Dem B ut 

rage water supply c needed for th  Montara 
  
 The total annual ave apacity  e

Water and Sanitary District to serve combined residential and non-residential 
buildout is 0.95 million gallons per day. 

he total peak day water supply capacity needed for the Montara Water and 
  
 T

Sanitary District to serve combined residential and non-residential buildout is 
1.72 million gallons per day. 

  
T e ed 
wate t of 
water metered and sold. This difference is mainly due to leakage, inaccurate meters, 
and un-metered water use such as water used for fire flow testing, hydrant flushing, and 
m in
dema ’s 
submittal that the project water demands include accounting for system water losses. In 
order to more accurately project water demands, system losses must be factored in. 

d 

s 

o 

er pumped from the Alta Vista 
ell to be used to supply new connections; such additional water may only be used for 

sta 
lan. 

h County’s proposed updated estimates do not take into consideration un-account
r which is the difference between the amount of water produced and the amoun

a  repairs. MWSD assumes a 14 percent system loss rate for estimating future 
nds in its 2004 Water System Master Plan. There is no evidence in the County

Therefore, considering a 14 percent system loss, the amount of water that MWSD will 
need to produce to meet buildout would be approximately 1.08 mgd per day. In addition, 
the proposed estimates do not take into account maximum buildout numbers that coul
include residential units developed on substandard lots in MWSD’s District (see Section 
6.1.1). The County has not provided the number of substandard lots within MWSD’
service area. Thus, considering these additional units (up to 2,400 units Midcoast wide 
were not counted in the buildout figures), the amount of water that MWSD will need to 
produce to meet buildout would be at least 1.08 mgd. 
 
Currently, MWSD produces 0.67 million gallons per day and its safe yield is 0.347 
gallons per day. With the new Alta Vista well, pumping at 150 gallons per minute, 
MWSD would increase the total supply by 0.216 million gallons per day, which would 
bring up the average daily supply to 0.886 million gallons per day and the safe yield t
0.56 million gallons per day, which would still be short of the 1.08 mgd projected 
demand that factors in system losses. In addition, the Commission’s approval of the 
Public Works Plan Phase I prohibits any additional wat
w
existing customers and emergency water demands. In order to increase the Alta Vi
well pumping rate, the District must apply for an amendment to the Public Works P
In order to obtain Commission approval, it must be demonstrated with sufficient 
evidence that the increased pumping rate will not impact nearby wetlands, riparian 
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areas, and sensitive habitats. Also, any increase in water supply or distribution ca
to provide additional service connections in excess of the limitations of this Public 
Works Plan Phase I, including any augmentation or reallocation of existing water 
supplies, or changes to the District service area, requires an amendment to the PWP. In
reviewing the proposal, the Commission will have to evaluate whether the proposed 
increase in water supply and/or distribution capacity is in phase with the existing or 
probable future capacity of other area infrastructure, including but not limited to th
need for an adequate level of service for Highways 1 and 92 as required by the loca
coastal program. Therefore, there is a great deal of uncertainty as to whether the Alta 
Vista well or any other source of supply will be able to serve buildout demands.  
 
According to MWSD’s Water System Master Plan, “further development of local 
groundwater resources represents the best option for meeting short term water suppl
needs.” The Master Plan identifies four potential sites for additional groundwater, 
including one of them being the Alta Visa site, and two other sites that would need to
acquired by MWSD before exploration for groundwater could begin. The only other sit
identified in the plan is McNee Ranch which is estimated to produce 0.071 million 
gallons per day. In the letter from MWSD’s General Manager to the County, MWS

pacity, 

 

e 
l 

y 

 be 
e 

D 
dicates that the Alta Vista well site was found after drilling eight test wells in the area.  

 
, 

om the Alta Vista well is currently only permitted to serve existing customers and 

ter 

ary of available supply and projected demands. 

in
 
The other potential source of water supply MWSD is considering as a long-term solution
is desalination, which is a process that removes dissolved minerals from seawater
brackish water of treated wastewater. The Master Plan states “seawater desalination 
may be considered a long-term option, particularly if the opportunity arises to develop 
this resource on a regional basis.” 
 
As discussed above, MWSD currently has a water moratorium and any additional water 
fr
provide emergency supply. There is no available evidence indicating that MWSD will 
have another significant source of water supply that would allow MWSD to lift the wa
moratorium and to serve the County’s proposed water demand at buildout.  
 
The following table provides a summ
 
Available 
Supply 
(normal) 

Available 
Supply (Safe 
yield) 

Projected 
Supply with 
Alta Vista 
Well in 
Production 

Projected 
Demand 

Projected 
Demand 
Factoring 
14% System 
Loss 

Deficit 

0.67 mgd 0.347 mgd 0.886 mgd  0.95 mgd 1.08 mgd -0.194 
 
 
Coastside Cou Distric  Watnty Water t (CCWD) er System 

tside County Water District provides water to three co  in the San 
Mateo County Midcoast, Miramar, Princeton by the Sea, and El Granada, and the entire 

 
The Coas mmunities
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City of Half Moon Bay. The servic ndaries extend a

uth a st an as

CWD currently has three water supply sources including (1) water purchased from the 
itos Lake and Crystal 

prings Reservoir, (2) Pilarcitos Well Fields and (3) the Denniston Project which 

 Public Utilities Commission 

e area’s bou pproximately 9.5 miles 
north to so long the coa d 1.5 miles e t to west.  
 
C
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) at Pilarc
S
includes water from Denniston wells and stream diversions from Denniston and San 
Vicente creeks.  
 

CCWD Supply sources owned by the San Francisco
(SFPUC): 

The District purchases water under an agreement (Master Contract) executed in 1984 
from two sources owned and operated by SFPUC (1) Pilarcitos Lake and (2) Upper
Crystal Springs Reservoir. While the terms of this agreement are complex, the Distric
currently entitled 

 
t is 

to purchase a minimum of about 800 MG (million gallons) annually 
xcept in drought years when mandatory water rationing is in effect. The Master 

contra
unlikely. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission just approved the Water 

ill 

e 

e
Contract between the District and the SFPUC expires in 2009 at which time a new 

ct will be negotiated and implemented, but increased supply from this source is 

System Improvement Project, which stipulates that through 2018 it will not provide 
increases in water deliveries from its sources, and states that wholesale customers w
have to generate their own local sources and/or implement conservation and recycled 
water schemes to meet their demands.  
 
The transmission pipelines from each of the two sources from SFPUC interconnect in 
upper Pilarcitos Canyon. Water can be purchased from only one of these sources at 
any one point in time because of the system hydraulics including a check valve in th
pipeline from Pilarcitos Lake. 
  Pilarcitos Lake 
Water from the Pilarcitos Lake source is normally only available during the winter and 
pring months because the SFPUC seeks to keep the lake relatively full for use during 

 

onnection and northerly end of the 18-inch diameter 
tes the safe yield of Pilarcitos Lake to be 

s Lake supply source is important to the District because 

 

s
emergencies. In addition, the District’s transmission pipeline from Pilarcitos Lake has a
limited capacity of 1,889 gpm (gallons per minute). This limited flow rate is caused by 
the restriction of the 2,200 linear feet of 50-year-old 12-inch diameter steel pipeline 
between the SFPUC service c
Pilarcitos Canyon pipeline. The District estima
520 MG per year. The Pilarcito
the flow is by gravity (no pumping required) from the SFPUC service connection to the 
District’s Nunes Water Treatment Plant (WTP). This gravity flow results in low operating
cost and high dependability. 
 
  Crystal Springs Reservoir 
The District pumps water from Upper Crystal Springs Reservoir through an 18-inch 
diameter transmission pipeline to the Nunes WTP. Water from the Crystal Springs 
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source is available throughout the year on an as-needed basis. The Crystal Springs 
project was designed for an ultimate capacity of 12.0 MGD, but the initial capacity to 
provide water to Half Moon Bay is 4.5 MGD as determined by the capacity of the Nunes 
WTP. Expansion of the project capacity requires the approval of the SFPUC. 

he Crystal Springs supply source is important to the District because Crystal Springs 
n supply source, the Hetch Hetchy system. 

e of 
a 

T
Reservoir is inter-tied with SFPUC’s mai
The Crystal Springs supply is more expensive than the other supply sources becaus
pumping electrical power costs, and is not totally dependable because of the lack of 
standby power system at the Crystal Springs pump station. 
 

Pilarcitos Well Field 
This well field, located in Pilarcitos Canyon between Pilarcitos Lake and Highway 92, is 

. 

ng drought years. 

owned and operated by the District. Operation of this well field is limited by a State-
issued water rights license to the period November 1 through March 31 of each year
Also, the license limits the maximum pumping rate to 673 gpm and annual production to 
117 MG. Because the production of these wells is dependent upon infiltration from the 
Pilarcitos Creek stream flow, their yield is extremely low duri
 

 Denniston Project 
The Denniston Project has two water supply sources: Denniston Wells and Denniston 
Surface Water (stream diversions). The Denniston Project is located in the vicinity o
Half Moon Bay Airport. The District owns and operates these water production facilities
 

Denniston Surface Water

f the 
. 

 
ater may be diverted from both Denniston and San Vicente Creeks under a SW

is
tate 

sued  but currently there are no facilities for diversion of water from 
San Vicente Creek. The water production available from these surface water sources 

roduction from these creeks is extremely low because of the small watershed area. 
 

 water rights permit,

during the summer months is limited by the amount of flow in the creeks, or, in other 
words, the amount of diversion allowed under the water rights permit is greater than the 
amount of flow in the creeks during the summer months. During drought years the 
p

Denniston Wells 
The production from the Denniston area wells is not under the control of a water rights 
permit, but a Coastal Development Permit limits annual total production of the well field
to 130 MG. The production from the Denniston well field decreases substantially durin
drought periods due to lowering of the water table in the Denniston groundwater basin. 
 
Total CCWD Supply

 
g 

 
 
According to the 2006 Water Supply Evaluation Report, the estimated annual 
production capability in million gallons is as follows. Also represented in the table are 
actual 2006 and 2007 production numbers. 
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   2006 Actual 2007 Actual 2008 
Supply 2006 

ated 
Drought 

2006 
Estimated 
Normal 

Production** Production***  Actual 
productionSource Estim

Yield  
(Safe 
Yield)**  

Yield**  

SFPUC 
(Crystal 
Springs Res. 
and Pilarcitos 
Lake) 

 
60015

 
80016

717 817.96 753.64 

Pilarcitos Well 
Field 

1617 5318 49 21.92 29.65 

Denniston 
Surface Water 

10119 20420 103 121.07 52.92 

Denniston 
Groundwater 

4321 5522 13 21.35 11.93 

Annual Total 760 1112 882 gross 
859.3 
produced 
and 
delivered to 
the system  

982.3 (gross) 
876.9**** 
produced and 
delivered to 
the system 

848.1**** 

**Source: CCWD Water Supply Evaluation Report Calendar Year 2006 
***Source: CCWD Fourth Annual Report to Special Condition No. 3 of CDP Nos. A-2-SMC-
99; A-1-HMB-99-20, Exhibit G Monthly Water Production for Each Supply Source 
****Source: Personal communication with Cathleen Brennan, Water Resources Analyst, 
CCWD 
 
The 2006 Water Supply Evaluation Report states that available water during non-
drought years is above the District’s current requirements, but that “however, during 
drought years, like 2006 when the “production requirement” was 880 gpm, the 
production requirement exceeded the estimated drought yield supply of 160 by 120 MG 
demand figure, which would require a cutback of 14%. During the most recent drought 
(1989 – 1992), San Francisco Public Utilities Commission mandated a 20-25% 
reduction of water use by each of its suburban customers, and therefore the current 
drought yield supply is sufficient for drought years with similar SFPUC mandated water 
rationing. Should another water reduction occur which is not mandated by the SFPUC, 
                                            
15 Based on the SFPUC Agreement less 25% mandatory rationing which has been imposed by SFPUC during recent droughts. 
16 Based on SFPUC Agreement amount 
17 Based on historical year of lowest production, 1977 
18 Average production since 1983 
19 Based on historical year of lowest production, 1977 
20 Average production since 1992, when the maximum capacity of the Denniston WTP was decreased to 700 gpm for compliance 
with the Surface Water Treatment Rule. 
21 Based on well production capability at end of 1991. Well production was low this year because it was during a drought period 
when flow in the creek was minimal. 
22 Based on well production during 1995 during which production was maximized 
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the District can refer to its Water Shortage Contingency Plan that was adopted in June 

f 2005. 

Deman Se

o
 
Existing d in CCWD rvice Area  
 
In 2008, CCWD had a total of 7,589 accounts. 60% of the District’s water sales were 
sold to the residential sector. The second major water user is the floriculture sector, 
totaling 13% of s

ting t mers of  demanded 768.5 million gallons of water. In order 
amount, the district had to produce and deliver to the distribution system 
n it sold because of unaccounted water use, inaccurate meters, and 
e  2008 CCWD produced and delivered to the distribution system 
w 2001 and xima 0 to 850 m

ater ar and p ed between 850-934 m lons per  
n naccount r water w 8%.17 CCWD states that according to 

Understan  with the fornia Urban r Conserv
C unaccounte ater loss s ld be no mo  10% of t ter 
su r’s system  averag pas
a  9.50%.  

 
Limitations from Phase I Crystal Sprin

ales.23  
 
In 2008, exis
to supply this 
more water tha
pipelin

 cus o CCWD

e leakag
848.1 mg.  Bet

s. In
een  2008, CCWD sold appro tely 75 illion 

gallons of w
2008 the amou

andu

 per ye
t of u

roduc
ed fo

illion gal year. In
as 9.3

the Memor
Council (CUW

m of 
C), 

ding
d w

Cali
hou

 Wate
re than

ation 
otal wa

into the water 
unaccounted w

pplie
ter is

.24 On e, over the t 34 years, CCWD’s 

gs Project  

tal Springs Pi
 
When the County approved the Phase I Crys pe t in 1993, it 

ty water 

been 

g to CCWD, to finance the Phase I Crystal Springs project, all non-priority 
ervice connections that would be created by the project were made available for 

-
 a 

ether the 

non-priority connections as residential, general commercial, and general industrial and 

lines Projec
allowed CCWD to supply a total of 2,503 non-priority and 1,043 priori
connections. CCWD has sold all of the non-priority connections and approximately two 
thirds of the priority connections. While all of the non-priority connections have 
sold, there are approximately 1,093 non-priority connections that remain uninstalled. 
Accordin
s
purchase before the completion of the project in 1994. As a result, most of the non
priority connections were sold before the completion of project to anyone who owned
lot with an assessor parcel number in the CCWD service area regardless of wh
connections would serve any existing or planned development. Because the sale of the 
connections was not associated with actual development needs at the time of the sale, 
there are approximately 1,093 sold connections that remain uninstalled today.  
 
There are also 109.5 priority connections sold but uninstalled, and 175 unsold priority 
connections and 202.5 connections reserved for affordable housing. CCWD defines 

defines priority connections as public recreational, visitor serving commercial, coastal 
d griculture.  ependent industrial, and a
 

                                            
23 Personal communication with Cathleen Brennan, CCWD Water Resources Analyst, January 2009 
24 CCWD 2006 Water Supply Evaluation Report 
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Assuming that the 1,093 non-priority connections will be used for residential purposes, 
based on the County’s calculation of 87 gallons per day per person and 2.78 persons 

er household, the outstanding uninstalled non-priority connections translate into 
 demand per year.  

 total, outstanding connections from the Phase I Crystal Springs Project represent 

ed 
t 

 mg 
e 

s.  

p
approximately 96,488,837 gallons of water
 
The 487 uninstalled/unsold priority connections equal roughly 161 million gallons per 
year in demand25. 
 
In
approximately 257 million gallons per year of additional water demand which means, 
assuming a 10% systems loss of water, CCWD would need to produce approximately 
283 million gallons of water a year to supply the demand from the outstanding un-us
available connections. After every connection from the Phase I Crystal Springs Projec
is installed, the total water demand would be between approximately 1,128 to 1,266
per year (using the lowest and the highest amounts of annual water production from th
year 2001 to 2007), exceeding the normal year capacity of 1,120 mgy CCWD currently 
has available, and drastically exceeding the 760 mgy available during drought year
 
CCWD Projected Supply and Demand at LCP Buildout 
 
The County has determined that “the total peak day water supply capacity needed for 
the Co esidential and non-residential 
uildout is 2.23 million gallons per day. The total annual average water supply capacity 

n-
y is 452.6 

astside County Water District to serve combined r
b
needed for the Coastside County Water District to serve combined residential and no
residential buildout is 1.24 million gallons per day.”  1.24 million gallons per da
million gallons per year. Specifically the County’s update provides the following 
estimates: 
 
The following is an estimate of water consumption at buildout for Midcoast 
properties served by the Coastside County Water District (CCWD).  Based 
on 2001 and 2002 Midcoast water consumption data, annual average 
residential water consumption is assumed to be 87 gallons per day per 
person.  Peak day consumption is generally 1.8 x annual average water 
consumption. 
 
Non-residential water consumption is estimated as follows: 
 
Neighborhood Commercial (C-
1) 

2,000 gallons per acre per day  

Commercial Recreation (CCR) 1,500 gallons per acre per day  
Waterfront (W) 2,000 gallons per acre per day  
Light Industrial (M-1) 2,000 gallons per acre per day  

                                            
25 The total sale of priority water in 2006 was 181.3 mg. According to Dave Dixon, general manager of CCWD, 

mgy on there’s a total of 555 priority connections installed. Each priority connection therefore consumes 0.33
average.  
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Institutional 500 gallons per acre per day  
 
Residential Use 
 
The portion of Midcoast residential buildout expected to be served by a 
water supply utility is 6,993 units.  Census 2000 showed average 
Midcoast hous he old size as 2.78 persons/household.  Based on the 
residential water consumption figure above (87 gdp), the estimated water 
supply capacity needed to serve Midcoast residential buildout is 1.69 
million gallons per day (annual average consumption). 
 
Utility service area maps show that CCWD serves approximately 52.6% of 
the Midcoast water supply area.  Therefore, the water supply capacity 
needed for the Coastside County Water District to serve residential 
buildout is 0.89 million gallons per day (annual average) and 1.60 million 
gallons per day (peak day). 
 
Non-Residential Uses 
 
The acreage of non-residential water consuming uses is as follows: 
 
Land Use/Zoning Acres  

Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 15   

Commercial Recreation (CCR) 41   

Waterfront (W) 31   

Institutional 18   

Agriculture (Floriculture) (PAD) (see below)  
 
Based on the non-residential water consumption figures above, the water 
supply capacity needed for CCWD to serve each non-residential use at 
buildout is as follows: 
 
Land Use/Zoning Acres  

Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 30,000   

Commercial Recreation (CCR) 61,500   

Waterfront (W) 77,500   

Institutional 9,000   

Agriculture (Floriculture) (PAD) 170,000   
TOTAL 348,000   
 
Combined Residential and Non-Residential Demand at Buildout 
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The total annual average water supply capacity needed for the Coastside 
County Water District to serve combined residential and non-residential 
buildout is 1.24 million gallons per day. 
 
The total peak day water supply capacity needed for the Coastside 
County Water District to serve combined residential and non-residential 
buildout is 2.23 million gallons per day. 

CWD also serves the City of Half Moon Bay, which according to the City’s L
mendment submittal, based on a 1.5 percent growth rate (as mandated by t

nce passed by voters in 1999), the City will h

 
C CP 
a he 
Measure D growth control ordina ave a 
p 5 figures. 
T , the 
r  per year. 
C xcluding 
n
District will need to produce more water than what it sells due to losses in the system, 
actual demand, assuming a 10 percent system wide water loss, would be approximately 
1 year for CCWD at buildout of both the Midcoast and residential 
u
 
As noted above CCWD’s annual drought yield is 760 million gallons, and average yield 
i ns. Because the estimation above of 1,100 million gallons per year 
for combined water demands of buildout of both the City and the Midcoast does not 
include non-residential water demands in the City of Half Moon Bay, it is very likely that 
total demand for buildout of the Midcoast and the City, including all residential and non-
r would exceed existing supply of 1120 million gallons per year.  
 
In the March 24, 2005 letter, CCWD acknowledged that additional surface water and 
groundwater supplies will be needed to meet buildout demands (see exhibit 8).  
 
I er 
Management Plan (2005), indicates that CCWD pl
its water supply from the SFPUC and anticipates supply from local sources to also 
s .  
 
A summary of the District’s existing and planned water supply sources is given below in 
Table 7. When estimating future water supply for the s Capital Improvement 
Program, the District chose a 2030 purchase range of 2.24-3.017 mgd (2,510-3,380 
AFY) from the SFPUC. This range includes a 0.183 mgd (205 AFY) of water 
conservation savings. Table 7 illustrates the District’s planned water supplies assuming 
s plies due to unreliab ater quality erm ting, 
and drought situations. 
 
Table 7: Current and Pl
1
 

opulation of 17,182 by 2025 and an additional 1556 dwelling units from 200
his means that based on the County’s figure of 87 gallons per day per capita

esidential water needs of Half Moon Bay alone would be 545.6 million gallons
ombined with the buildout water demand from the Midcoast, total demand, e
on-residential uses in Half Moon Bay, would be 998.2 million gallons a year. Since the 

,100 million gallons per 
se by Half Moon Bay.  

s 1,120 million gallo

esidential uses, 

n addition to development of local water supplies, CCWD’s latest Urban Wat
ans to acquire a significant portion of 

ignificantly diminish

SFPUC’

ignificant loss in local water sup ility from w , p it

anned CCWD Water Supplies – AFY (Acre Feet per Year) 
 Acre Feet =325,851 Gallons 
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W
S 0 

ater Supply 
ources  

 
2005 

 
2010 

 
2015 

 
2020 

 
2025 

 
203

S ,081 3,182 3,272 3,350 FPUC  2,117 2,980 3
Groundwater      129 78 56 56 44 33 
S
 

urface Water    647 67 56 56 44 44 

R
ater 

 0 0 0 ecycled 0 0 0
W
(projected use) 
Desalination 
(projected use) 

0 0 0 0 0 0 

Conservation    
 

168 168 212 212 205 205 

Total  
 

3,061 3,293 3,405 3,506 3,565 3,632 

 
 

Limitations in Developing Additional CCWD Supply 
 
There are several limitations to CCWD’s ability to increase water supply above existing 
levels, among them are (1) the fact that no increase in water supply or distribution 

 capacity is permissible within the CCWD Service District in excess of phase I limitations
unless the capacity of other infrastructure is sufficient to serve the increased level of 
development served by increased water supply; (2) Uncertainty of additional water from 
SFPUC, and (3) limitations of local water supplies.  
 

Commission’s CDPs for the El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project 
 
CCWD’s El Granada Pipeline Replacement Project was appealed to the Commission 
1999 and in 2003 the Commission approved the coastal development permits (A-1-

MB-99-20 AND A-2-SMC-99-63) with conditions that prohibits CCWD from incr

in 

easing 
apacity 

No increase in water supply or distribution capacity shall be permitted within 

to 

r Highways 1 and 92 shall be defined, at a minimum, as 
Level of Service (LOS) C except during the peak two-hour commuting period 

le, 
ust abide by a stricter standard that is required under 

the applicable LCP at the time that such permit application is considered. 

H
water supplies beyond existing Phase I of the Crystal Springs Project’s service c
unless regional traffic conditions improves to a level that will be able to accommodate 
the additional growth that would be supported by any additional water supply. 
Specifically, Special Condition 4d states:  

the CCWD Service District in excess of the Phase I limitations specified in 
4.A. above, unless the existing or probable future capacity of other related 
infrastructure, including but not limited to the San Mateo County Mid-Coast 
and City of Half Moon Bay regional transportation system, is sufficient 
adequately serve the level of development that would be supported by the 
proposed increase in water supply and/or distribution capacity.  Adequate 
level of service fo

and the ten-day average peak recreational hour when LOS E is acceptab
unless the permittee m
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As discussed i
and 92 is 

n t e Transpo ation sect n (6.1.2), e Level o
at capa d wil orse the foreseeable future. It is therefore 

that con  unde h the
apaci ill be met in the next 20-30 years.  

SFPUC

h rt io th f Service on Highways 1 
city an l get w  within 

doubtful ditions r whic  CCWD would be allowed to increase water 
supply or distribution c ty w
  

 

cated above, CCWD plans to purchase an additional 2.24-3.017 mgd to meet 
s in deman While it is aranteed 800 million gallons per year during 

hrough a pply assurance currently contracted with the SFPUC, 
r rmina  2009. San F sco Pu tilities mission 
e er Sys Improv t Proj hich s tes th ugh 

 will not pr ncre  wat eries ts so  and that 
ale custom ill ha ener ir ow

onservation and recycled water schemes to meet their demands. After 2018 and 
rough 2030 the SFPUC will re-evaluate the situation, and therefore supply assurance 
 unce llenges to increasing 
iversi  main source of water), 

 

 
As indi
projected increa e 

rs t
d. 
 su

 gu
non-drought yea
the Master Cont

st approved th
act te
 Wat

tes in
tem 

 The 
emen

ranci
ect, w

blic U
tipula

 Com
at throju

2018 it
holes

ovide i
ers w

ases in
ve to g

er deliv
ate the

 from i
n local sources and/or implement 

urces, states 
w
c
th
is rtain in the future. Because of the environmental cha

ons of water from the Tuolumne River (the SFPUC’sd
increased supply to wholesale customers is unlikely and local conservation will continue
to be a priority. A July 28, 2006 letter from Bern Beecham of BAWSCA to its member 
agencies, illustrates the uncertainties exist in terms of future supply from the SFPUC 
(exhibit 10).  
 

Limitations of Local Supplies in CCWD Service Area 
 
The 2006 Wa  

cluding the 

ls 
roduction 

 from the Denniston well field decreases 
substa on 
ground
 
In add  
Lake a iod 
Novem
pumpi ion of 
these eir 
yield is
 

ter Supply Evaluation Report notes the limitations on the local supplies,
Denniston Project and the Pilarcitos Well Field. In regards to the in

Denniston Project, the report notes that the water production from the surface water 
sources including Denniston and San Vicente Creeks during the summer months is 
limited by the amount of flow in the creeks, and the amount of diversion allowed under 
the water rights permit is greater than the amount of flow in the creeks during the 
summer months. During drought years the production from these creeks is extremely 
low because of the small watershed area. The production from the Denniston area wel
is under the control of a coastal development permit which limits annual total p
of the well field to 130 MG. The production

ntially during drought periods due to lowering of the water table in the Dennist
water basin. 

ition, the Pilarcitos Well Field, located in Pilarcitos Canyon between Pilarcitos
nd Highway 92, is limited by a State-issued water rights license to the per
ber 1 through March 31 of each year. Also, the license limits the maximum 

ng rate to 673 gpm and annual production to 117 MG. Because the product
wells is dependent upon infiltration from the Pilarcitos Creek stream flow, th
 extremely low during drought years. 
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CCWD’s March 2005 letter to the County discusses the potential of additional water 
supplies from the lower Pilarcitos Creek groundwater (exhibit 8). The District has 
constructed a series of test wells and completed a feasibility study for using the Lowe
Pilarcitos Creek groundwater basin as a source of water supply. Th

r 
e feasibility study 

port states that the estimated annual production from the completed project would 
range from 129 mgy during drought years to 259 mgy during normal precipitation years. 

owever the feasibility study only analyzed potential threat of salt water intrusion and 

re

H
not any other environmental concerns including impacts on in-stream flows and the 
sensitive riparian habitats of Pilarcitos Creek and wetlands.  
 

Additional Demands at Buildout from Uncalculated Substandard Lots 
 
As stated above in the Buildout section (6.1.1), the County’s estimation of projected 
residential demand is not entirely accurate because the buildout numbers do not 
incorporate potential development that could occur on approximately 2,400 substan
lots. Since most of the substandard lots are not located in the Resource Management or
PAD, this would mean approximately 2,400 more units would require water in the 
Midcoast, which means an additional 0.484 mgd of demand combined for both wate
districts.  
 
Private Wells and Groundwater

dard 
 

urban 
r 

  
 
Another source of water supply serving residential development in the Midcoast is 
groundwater atorium on new 

ater connections and the lack of available non-priority connections for purchase from 

wells, 
t 
d 

 the 

tances of failed wells over the years. Four of the 10 priority 
onnections reserved within the CCWD service area under existing certified LCP Policy 

in 
 

extracted from private wells. Because of MWSD’s mor
w
CCWD and the high cost of purchasing uninstalled connections from a third party26, 
many residential developments within the Midcoast are developed with private 
and much of this development using private wells is exempt from coastal developmen
permitting requirements due to the County’s interpretation of its Commission-approve
categorical exclusion order, which excludes single family residences within certain 
geographic areas. Because of a lawsuit filed by a local property owner with a well,
County has interpreted the categorical exclusion to be applicable to single family 
residences in the categorical exclusion area that are developed with private wells. The 
combination of the above factors has led to the development of 946 private wells (as of 
2006) in the urban Midcoast, most of which tap into a shallow water aquifer.  
 
There have been ins
c
2.8d for failed wells have been installed. It is unclear how many wells have failed with
the MWSD’s service area. Residences with failed wells are not able to connect to the

                                            
26 CCWD allows the transfer of water connections within its service area. If a property owner who does not 
currently own a water connection wishes to develop a residence, he/she can purchase a connection from someone 

ho currently owns a non-priority connection and the connw
re

ection would be transferred to the property with the 
sidential development.  However, the cost of these non-priority connections are not regulated and is relatively 

high. According to a City of Half Moon Bay staff report from 2005, a non-priority connection was valued at $25,000 
at the time, this price might be even higher today. 



SMC-MAJ-1-07  
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update 
Page 124 of 156 
public water system within MWSD’s service area due to the moratorium and therefore
may be reluctant to report failed wells due to fears that their residences may be 
declared uninhabitable by the County. There have been six failed wells in Half Moon 
Bay as well. As a part of this submittal, the County proposes to re-allocate additional 
priority water connections, 40 in total, to be reserved for failed well emergencies, 
indicating that the County is anticipating more failed wells in the future.   
 
Commission staff recommended that the Commission rescind the categorical exclus
in 1987 due to concerns for groundwater impacts and the lac

 

ion 
k of public services to 

erve an urban area. However the Commission, in 1987, decided not to rescind the 
catego een 
ufficiently analyzed and partly based on the County’s promise to conduct a 

e 
ivate 

cause for concern in many of the sub-basins at issue; that is, there appears to 
e a need for comprehensive groundwater management plan to assure that overdrafting 

at additional private wells fail. 

 

s
rical exclusion order partly because groundwater impacts had not yet b

s
comprehensive groundwater study to determine the capacity and sustained yield of th
region’s groundwater. Since 1987, there have been several hundred additional pr
wells within the Midcoast, and as of the writing of this staff report, there is no clear 
indication of what the impact of these wells have been on the groundwater supply since 
a draft of the County’s groundwater study has not yet been released to the public for 
review. However, preliminary discussions of the study’s findings with County staff 
indicate a 
b
does not occur in the future, or th
 
Consistency of Proposed LCP with Coastal Act 
 
As a part of this LCP update, the County proposes to (1) update water demand 
projections based on updated buildout numbers and (2) reallocate water capacity 
reserved for floriculture to priority connections for failed wells and affordable housing. 
 
Water Demand Projections 
 
While the County does not propose any specific policy changes concerning water 
supply management and use it does propose to update the projected water dema
buildout which prompts an evaluation of the current water supply situation in the 
Midcoast, the planning realities facing the public water districts, and whether the 
County’s existing water demands and the newly updated water demand proje

nd at 

ctions 
ould be supplied in a manner consistent with Coastal Act policies 30250, 30254, and 

individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources. Section 30254 of the Coastal Act 
allows the expansion of public works facilities only if it would not result in growth 

 uses 

c
30231.  
 
Section 30250 of the Coastal Act requires new development to be located in areas with 
adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either 

inducing effects, and also requires that where there is limited capacity, that priority
shall not be precluded by other, non-priority development, such as residential use. 
Finally Section 30231 requires the biological productivity of coastal waters be 
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maintained and where feasible restored through, among other means, preventing 
depletion of groundwater supplies and substantial interference with surface wate
 
To be consistent with the above sections of the Coastal Act, water supply for the 
planned buildout in the urban Midcoast should (1) be adequate and provided by th
public districts serving the area, MWSD and CCWD, (2) not induce growt

r flow.  

e 
h beyond other 

ublic service capacities, including road and transportation and wastewater treatment 

stal 

jections 

ce added pressure on 
e already limited public supply, is a serious concern as well. 

 order to find the proposed amendment consistent with the Coastal Act, new policies 
ervice 

lls in 

ddress the implications of developing additional water supplies for both MWSD and 

s 

ith 

o 
taff, most of the wells drilled in the Midcoast tap into shallow aquifers. Because 

e County has not released the Midcoast groundwater study, it is unclear what the 

ff 
ter 

ells in 
the urban area, only wells that provide community water supply. To ensure consistency 

p
capacity, (3) reserve sufficient capacity for priority uses, and (4) be developed in a 
manner that would not conflict with the maintenance of biological productivity of coa
water or result in significant adverse impacts to any other coastal resources.  
 
The proposed LCP Update, including planned buildout and water demand pro
are not consistent with Coastal Act Section 30250 that requires adequate public 
services for development consistent with the protection of coastal resources to serve 
them because MWSD does not have capacity to serve existing needs and neither 
MWSD nor CCWD has assured supplies to meet ultimate projected water demands at 
buildout. The submittal is also inconsistent with Section 30231 of the Coastal Act 
because it does not address the impacts of private wells. A significant amount of 
development is being served by private wells instead of public water service providers 
with unknown impacts to groundwater resources sensitive stream, riparian, and wetland 
habitats. The potential for additional failed wells, which would pla
th
 
In
and development standards are needed that better reflect the reality of existing s
capacity deficits within MWSD service area, prohibit the development of private we
the urban area to ensure that development can be served by public infrastructure and 
a
CCWD. 
 
A consequence of MWSD’s on-going water moratorium, the market rate of CCWD’
non-priority connections, and the County’s interpretation of the Categorical Exclusion 
order, is the proliferation of private wells in the Midcoast, which, based on latest 
available data, total 946. The development of private wells within an urban area w
designated public water providers is clearly inconsistent with Section 30250 of the 
Coastal Act that requires new development be served with public services. According t
MWSD s
th
cumulative impacts of these wells are on the groundwater resource and sensitive 
aquatic habitats including streams, wetlands and riparian zones. However, County sta
has indicated that the data supports a conservative approach to managing groundwa
and has indicated that until a comprehensive groundwater management plan is 
developed, it may be prudent to prohibit private wells in the Midcoast.  
 
The existing LCP also does not prohibit nor provide any standards for private w
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with Coastal Act sections 30250, 30231, and 30240, and in light of the significant 
development of private wells since LCP certification, the failure of some wells, 
indications that additional failures are anticipated, and preliminary evidence of 

 groundwater issues in certain areas, private wells in the urban Midcoast should be
prohibited. Coastal Act 30250 requires new development to be served by public 
infrastructure. County’s existing LCP Policy 1.3 defines urban area as “served by sewer 
and water utilities.” Allowing development to be served by private wells in the urban 
Midcoast is clearly inconsistent with Coastal Act 30250 and LCP Policy 1.3. At the t
of LCP certification the Commission acknowledged that County policy, as embodied in 
the LCP’s Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan, was to “confine

ime 

 future 
evelopment to areas… served by utilities,” consistent with the Coastal Act. Thus, no 

re the 
s. 

lls in 

g 

 protection issues, 
cluding growth inducement, water quality and marine habitat impacts, and public water 

.  

learer guidance and avoid any confusion when the special districts use this 
ble as a planning tool for future supply projects.  

a 

ed 
llons 

 connections for 
iled wells. The County’s proposal would mean that CCWD would reserve a total of 30 

d
modification of the LCP to clearly require that new urban development be served by 
public services was proposed. In addition, prohibition of private wells would ensu
protection of groundwater supply and water quality as well as sensitive aquatic habitat
Therefore, the Commission imposes suggested modifications prohibiting private we
the urban area. 
 
Suggested modifications also addresses the possibility of a desalination plant bein
explored by MWSD. The Commission has worked extensively on issues related to 
desalination in the coastal zone and the protection of coastal resources (see the 
Commission’s report on desalination (http://www.coastal.ca.gov/energy/14a-3-2004-
desalination.pdf). Such projects raise a host of coastal resource
in
supply management. To assure that any future desalination plant addresses these 
concerns, a proposed modification is needed to add a standard concerning desalination
 
Other suggested modifications change the demand projections in Table 2.9 (County 
Exhibit D) to include each district’s systems losses and to eliminate the old table to 
provide c
ta
                     
Re-allocation of Priority Water for Affordable Housing and Essential Public 
Services (Failed Wells) 
 
The County proposes to reallocate 20,000 gallons a day of water from Floriculture, 
Coastal Act priority use, to failed wells, which falls under the essential public services 
category in the LCP and to affordable housing, which is designated an “LCP priority 
use” (see Exhibit 1, County Exhibit “E”) (Affordable housing is not a priority use defin
in Section 30254 of the Coastal Act. Each water district would reallocate 10,000 ga
a day from floriculture and would reserve connections for 20 units of affordable housing 
and 20 residences with failed wells).  
 
Existing LCP Policy 2.8d currently requires CCWD to reserve 10 priority
fa
priority connections for failed wells and MWSD would reserve 20 connections.  
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Section 30254 of the Coastal Act provides that where existing or planned public w
facilities can accommodate only a limited amount of new development, services
coastal dependent land use, essential public services and basic industries vital 
economic health of the region, state, or nation, public recreation, commercial recrea
and visitor-serving land uses shall not be precluded by other development. 
 
MWSD

orks 
 to 
to the 

tion, 

 
 
The County is proposing to reallocate 10,000 gallons per day reserved for Floriculture to
affordable housing and failed wells in MWSD’s service area. Failed domestic wells for
single family dwellings are categorized under essential public services in the existing 
LCP.  Essential public services are considered priority uses in Coastal Act Section 
30254.  Affordable housing is an LCP priority use, but not a Coastal Act priority use. As 
stated above, MWSD is currently under a moratorium for new water connections. As of 
the writing of this staff report, it is unclear how much new supply MWSD could develop, 
and to what exte

 
 

nt this new supply would be able to serve the Table 2.17 Coastal Act 
nd LCP priority uses within MWSD’s service area.  Since there is no available supply 

 a 
 

 with 

he reallocation of water from floriculture to affordable housing does not correspond 
ity, 

 
t 

tions delete the proposed 
 water reserved for the floriculture industry to affordable housing. Further, 

acity 
s, suggested modifications are necessary that specifically 

quire reservation of adequate capacity for Coastal Act priority uses and the updating 

s 

a
for any new connections, reallocations of water supplies under the proposed policy is
meaningless exercise under current conditions. However, if new water supplies are
found and approved, MWSD has expressed its desire to provide connections to 
residents with failed wells. The Commission finds that serving homes with failed 
domestic wells within the urban area is an “essential public service,” and consistent
Section 30254 only if the proposed LCP is modified to prohibit new domestic wells 
within the urban area (See below).  
 
T
with the reality of MWSD’s existing capacity deficit and uncertain future supply capac
nor is it consistent with Coastal Act requirements to reserve water supply for priority
uses when existing and planned public works can accommodate only a limited amoun
of new development. Therefore, suggested modifica
reallocation of
to ensure that when supplies do become available, MWSD reserves sufficient cap
for Coastal Act priority use
re
of Table 2.17 in the LCP when any capacity expansion projects are approved. In 
addition, to ensure that the Coastal Act priority uses identified on Table 2.17 are not 
precluded by other uses, the suggested modification to Policy 2.29 of the LCP require
that all new water supplies provide priority to the Coastal Act priority uses identified on 
Table 2.17 over the LCP priority uses such as affordable housing. 
 
CCWD  
There are currently approximately 487 uninstalled Phase I Crystal Springs Project 

escribed above, re-allocation of existing excess priority for failed wells priority uses is 

priority connections within the CCWD district. The County has demonstrated that there 
is excess capacity currently allocated for Floriculture in the Midcoast and proposes to 
re-allocate the capacity for failed well emergencies and affordable housing. As 
d
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consistent with section 30254 of the Coastal Act. However, the reallocation of priority 
water to affordable residential uses, which are not a priority, has not been adequate
justified by the County and must be deleted. Suggested modifications also are impose
to ensure that new water supply expansion projects will reserve sufficient capacity for 
Coastal Act priority uses and that if there are any conflicts in demand betwe

ly 
d 

en Coastal 
ct priority use and LCP priority uses identified in Table 2.17, the Coastal Act priority 

tified in Table 2.17 shall supersede the needs of the LCP priority use 
esignated on Table 2.17.  

A
use iden
d
 

6.1.4. SEWER CAPACITY 
 
Background 
 
Wastewater treatment for the Mid-coast communities of El Granada, Montara, Moss 
Beach and Miramar is provided by the Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside (SAM).  SAM 
was formed in 1976 as a Joint Powers Authority and consists of three member 
agencies: the City of Half Moon Bay, the Granada Sanitary District, and the Montara 
Water and Sanitary District.  The SAM service area is approximately12 square miles of 
which half of the service area is within the boundaries of the City of Half Moon Bay a
the remainder equally divided between Granada Sanitary Water District and Mon
Water and Sanitary District. The three member agencies retain ownership and 
responsibility for their individual collection systems and they have separate capital 
improvement programs. SAM operates the primary sewer treatment facility in the C
Half Moon Bay. This facility provides

nd 
tara 

ity of 
 secondary sewer treatment from wastewater 

enerated by all of the Mid-coast communities and the City of Half Moon Bay.   

 
 from 

ary 

f 

g
 
Wastewater effluent from residential and non-residential land uses is delivered to the 
treatment plant by the Intertie Pipeline System (IPS).  IPS consists of a series pump 
stations located throughout the Mid-coast including 5.8 miles of forcemains, 1.9 miles of
gravity sewers, and 8-miles of large-diameter long pipe that parallels Highway 1
Montara to the SAM treatment plant. After secondary treatment, the treated effluent is 
discharged via an ocean outfall that extends approximately 1,900 feet offshore to a 
depth of 40 feet below mean sea level into the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctu
(MBNMS). MBNMS is a federally protected marine area that stretches from Marin to 
Cambria, encompassing a shoreline length of 276 miles and 5,322 square miles o
ocean.  

 
Existing Capacity of SAM Sewer Treatment Plant 

 
Wastewater treatment capacity is customarily measured as Average Daily Dry Weather 

DWF) in million gallons per day.  Actual flow through the treatment plant varies 

y 
ystem 

Flow (AD
by time of day, day of the week, and by season as the community’s water use and 
wastewater generation fluctuates. Wet weather increases flow at the treatment plant as 
rain fall enters the sewer system by groundwater infiltration into the sewer pipes and b
surface runoff into drains and vents.  Wet weather flows that impact the sewer s
are termed Infiltration and Inflow (I&I). 
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In 1994, the Coastal Commission issued CDP 1-94-111 to SAM that authorized the 
expansion of the wastewater treatment plant from treating 2.0 million gallons per day 
(mgd) to treating 4.062 mgd.  The expansion was authorized as necessary to 
accommodate build-out under the existing LCP for the Mid-coast communities including
residential, non-residential, and priority uses [See Table 2.3 of existing LCP – Exhibit 1
To determine the capacity that was needed for the expansion, the Sewage Ge
Factor of 70 to 100 gallons p

 
].  

neration 
er day per person from Table 2.3 was used by taking the 

id-point of that range – 85 gallons per day per person – and multiplying that number 
by the ousehold to come up with an estimated 
emand of 221 gallons per day per household.    Flow records from the Mid-coast area 

verify the desired capacity of the plant expansion. These records indicated 
at in the mid 1980s wastewater flows averaged between 183 and 203 gallons per day 

y” 

tive 

ually 
et years or from changing household wastewater generation.” (SAM EIR, Page IV-2)   

. 

 

As stated above, the Intertie Pipeline System (IPS) delivers effluent from the various 
Mid-co gh a series of pump stations, 

rce mains, gravity sewers and pipelines.  System-wide, approximately 65% of the 

 

m
household size of 2.6 people per h

d
were used to 
th
per household.  The planning figure of 221 gallons per day per household was 
considered “modestly higher” than actual observed flows but a “necessary contingenc
as stated by the applicant (SAM) to allow adequate operation in wet years and 
accommodate shifts in household wastewater generation. [Findings from 1994 SAM 
Treatment Expansion CDP Staff Report]. 
 
The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) completed for the SAM expansion also 
recognized that the 85 gallons per day per person was an intentionally conserva
number used for planning purposes because “actual wastewater generation is a 
complex function of population size, lifestyle, income level and weather and is difficult to 
measure precisely.” The  EIR also states that the “design planning value chosen is 
conservative in that it must allow the plant to treat high flows resulting from unus
w
 
SAM has completed the treatment plant expansion authorized under the CDP in 1994
For the purposes of reviewing this LCP Update, the treatment facility is assumed to 
allocate half of its capacity to the Mid-coast communities, approximately 2.031 mgd.  
However, according to materials submitted by San Mateo County for the LCP Update, 
SAM elected to construct the treatment facility for a maximum of 3.71 rather than the
4.062 mgd as authorized by the CDP.  As a result, 1.84 mgd of the existing SAM 
wastewater treatment facility capacity is currently allocated to serve the Mid-coast 
population wastewater generation.27  
 

ast communities to the SAM treatment facility throu
fo
gravity sewers in the IPS are 6-inch diameter pipes; this size pipe is generally more 
prone to blockages from roots, grease and debris because of the small size.28   The rest 
of the system consists primarily of 8-inch diameter pipes with the remaining pipeline
ranging from 10 to 18 inches.  Most of the IPS pipes in the Mid-coast area were 
installed in the 1960s. 
                                            
27 personal communication with John Foley III, Manage
28

r of SAM, February 5, 2009 
 EPA Report 
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Each District maintains and operates the collection infrastructure for its respective 
community; for example, the Montara Water and Sanitary District collection system 
consists of 23.6 miles of gravity sewers and 3 miles of force mains, 13 sewage
stations on 23 point-of-use pump stations serving homes in the geologically active Seal 
Cove area.  Over ninety percent of the gravity sewer pipes are 6-inch diameter pipes. 
The gravity sewers are made of an aging vitrified clay material (VCP) that makes this 
section of pipe difficult to access and maintain; however, in 1998, Montara started usin
PVC pipe as the standard for new sewer mains.  The Granada Sanitary District 
collection system consists of 33 miles of gravity sewers, 85% of which are 6-inch 
diameter, and less than 200 feet of force mains.

 pump 

g 

29

 
Residential Wastewater Treatment Demand 
 
As of 2006, SAM treated wastewater for about 22,000 people from its member 
agencies, including the City of Half Moon Bay.30 As stated above, the Mid-coast
communities are divided into two service districts: Montara Water & Sewer District 
(MWSD), which serves the communities o

 

f Montara and Moss Beach, and the Granada 
anitary District (GSD) which serves El Granada, Princeton by the Sea and the north 

Table 

ing 

ewage generation factor is approximately 729,445 gallons per day. 

gh 

a in Average Daily Dry Weather Flow from SAM 

S
portion of City of Half Moon Bay. 
 
The County proposes to change the LCP residential sewage generation factor in 
2.3 from 70-100 gallons per day per person to 66.8 gallons per day per person.  
According to the County, there are currently 3,928 existing units in the Mid-coast. Us
the household data figure of 2.78 persons per household based on the 2000 census, 
the current estimated residential wastewater flow demand, based on the proposed LCP 
s
 
The table below summarizes actual flow data provided by SAM and number of 
connections provided by MWSD, GSD and the City of Half Moon Bay from 2003 throu
2006. The table includes connections from the City of Half Moon Bay because even 
though Half Moon Bay is not part of the Mid-coast LCP Update coverage area, flows 
into SAM include wastewater generated by all three districts. 
 
Table 6.1.4-1- Recent historic flow dat
and Connections from MWSD, GSD and the City of Half Moon Bay31  

                                            
29 EPA 2006 

unications with staff from MWSD, GSD and City of Half Moon Bay Public Works
30 EPA 2006 
31 Recent comm
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*# includes all hook ups until February 3, 2009 
 

ged from 190 gallons per day to 221 
allons per day over this six year period.  This flow rate is remarkably close to the 

 SAM 

The table shows that flows per connection ran
g
planning values used to estimate wastewater treatment demand capacity for the
treatment plant expansion (220 gallons per day).   
 
Non-residential Wastewater Treatment Demand 
 
The County submits as part of the LCP Update that current sewage demand for non-

sidential uses is as follows: re
 
 

Neighborhood-Commercial (C-1)   2,000 gallons per acre per 
day 

Commercial Recreation (CCR) 1,500 gallons per acre per 
day 

Waterfront (W) 2,000 gallons per acre per 
day 

Light Industrial (M-1) 2,000 gallons per acre per 
day 

Institutional    500 gallons per acre per 
day 

 
This demand estimation is slightly revised from the current LCP which differentiates 
non-residential uses sewage generation by developed and undeveloped areas. For 
example, the current LCP estimates Commercial Recreational Uses in Developed area 
generate 1,200 gallons per acre per day while Commercial Recreational Uses in 
Undeveloped areas generate 1,500 gallons per acre per day.  In addition, the existing 
LCP did not assign sewage demand to Waterfront, Light Industrial or Institutional Uses.  
 
In terms of total demand for residential and non-residential uses, Table 6.1.4-1 above 
showing recent historic ADDWF provides a basis from which to estimate current 
demands for wastewater treatment in the Mid-coast.  The flow per connection ranges 

allons per day to 221 gallons per day.  To isolate the Mid-coast demand, we 
ct the portion of ADDWF that was generated by the City of Half Moon Bay.  

Ye ow per 
nnect. 

day) 

from 190 g
can subtra

ar ADDWF  
(MGD) 

Connections 
MWSD 

Connections
GSD 

Connections
HMB  

Connections 
TOTAL 

Fl
Co
 (gal/

2003 1.496 1875 2110 3878 7893 190 
20 0 04 1.674 1879 2137 3916 7962 21
20 8 05 1.746 1892 2159 3925 8006 21
2006 1.777 1899 2185 3935 8049 221 
20 202 07 1.633 1907 2200 3957 8064 
20 189 08 1.535 1916 2227* 3973 8116 
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Year SAM HMB-
ADDWF 

p
ADDWF 

i
por
ADDWF 

ortion M d-coast 
tion 

2003 1.496 0.693 0.803 
2004 1.674 1.339 0.335 
2005 1.746 1.331 0.415 
2006 1.777 0.974 0.803 

 
If one s that imately 9 nt of wastewater flow is generated by 
residential uses, the remaining 10 percent of AD

assume approx 0 perce
DWF would account for nonresidential 

se generated treatment flows from the Mid-coast.  From 2003 to 2006, the average u
value was approximately 58,900 gallons per day.     
 

Projected Wastewater Transmission and Treatment Capacity at LCP Buildout 
 
The projected capacity of SAM treatment plant is expected to be the same as current 

tment plant expansion authorized 

 
 4.0 mgd was determined to serve the needs of the 

opulation served by GSD, MWSD, and the City of Half Moon Bay until the communities 
re full built out to the level designated in the LCP.  The build out level in the Mid-coast 

portion of the LCP was considered to be 6,72 he certified 
LCP estimates that the residential build-out population served by GSD would be 8,593 
peopl build-o 2 people 
(Table 2.3); therefore, at the time of expansion approval it was assumed that SAM 
treatment plant would have the capacity to provide wastewater treatment to 
approximately 16,025 people in the Mid-coas
 

Residential Wastewater Treatment Demand 

capacity described above. The CDP for SAM trea
treatment capacity of 4.0 mgd, however, the treatment plant was built to handle capacity 
of 3.71 mgd.  At the time the Commission approved the SAM treatment plant expansion,
the added capacity from 2.0 to
p
a

8 potential dwelling units.  T

e and for MWSD, the residential ut population would be 7,43

t.    

 
 
The LCP Update proposes to change the estimate of wastewater or sewage generation 

ctor (SGF) for residential use in the Mid-coast.  The County maintains that the 
M 

e 

he County also maintains that certain areas of the Mid-coast, including units on the 

eas 

 

fa
proposed SGF is based on the actual residential sewage treatment demand in the SA
service area for 2001 which was approximately 66.8 gallons per day per person.  Th
County materials state that this calculation was determined by consulting SAM 
personnel but no further details were provided by the County for the basis of this 
calculation. 
 
T
Mid-coast Resource management (RM-CZ) and Planned Agricultural District (PAD) 
zoned parcels are excluded from projected demand at build out because these ar
are assumed to be sufficiently large enough to accommodate a septic system, too far 
from existing sewer line infrastructure, and located in rural areas where sewer 
expansion is not permitted.   Given this, the County submits that the number of units to
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be served by the sewer system at build out is between 6,597 and 6993 units (18,340 to 
19,440 peo sing a c ion fact le per unit) as 
proposed in the LCP Upd e sewa nt deman f 66.8 gallons 
per day per person and the total number of units to be served at build out, the County 
estimates that projected sewer demand at the revised build-out level proposed is 1.31 
mgd.   
 
As stated above under the buildout section, the County’s estimation of projected 

sidential wastewater treatment demand is not entirely accurate because the build out 

nt.   

out 
Figures and Different Sewage Generation Factors 

ple).  U onvers or of 2.78 peop  household (
d factor oate and th ge treatme

re
numbers do not incorporate potential development that could occur on the 
approximately 2,400 substandard lots. Since most of the substandard lots are not 
located in the Resource Management or PAD, approximately 2,400 more units could 
potentially rely on sewer treatment from the SAM pla
 

Table 6.1.4-3 Difference in Wastewater Treatment Capacity with Different Build

 
 Build Out 

Units 
Sewage Gen. 
Factor 

People per 
Household 
(Unit) 

Wastewater 
Treatment 
Capacity 

LCP Update1 6993 66.8 2.78 1.30 mgd 
LCP Update2 6993 85 2.78 1.65 mgd 
Including 
Substandard 
Lots1 

8993 66.8 2.78 1.67 mgd 

Substandard 
Lots2 

8993 85 2.78 2.12 mgd 

 
 
It is worth noting that by lowering the sewage generation factor in the LCP Update, the 
County astewater treatment plant by 
ssuming less wastewater is produced per capita.   The SAM treatment plant expansion 

d non-

 is indirectly adding potential capacity to the w
a
intentionally uses a conservative number of 85 million gallons per day per person to 
account for wet weather flows, variations in residential wastewater generations an
residential uses.  The proposed 66.8 mgd sewage generation factor appears to be 
based on only one year of data (2001).  
 
Non-residential Wastewater Treatment Demand 
 
The LCP Update does not propose to substantially change the sewage treatment 

the 

uild-out 

demand factor for non-residential users as it exists in the current form of the LCP as 
stated above.  To determine projected demand for non-residential uses at build-out, 
County multiplies the sewage treatment demand factors given in gallons per day per 
acre (shown above in Section ii under Non-residential Demand) times the number of 
acres at build-out that various non-residential uses will hold.  The acreages at b
for the various non-residential uses are shown below.   
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Land/Use Zoning Acres 
Neighborhood Commercial (C-1) 24 
Commercial Recreation 45 
Waterfront (W) 39 
Light Industrial (M-1) 47 
Institutional  49 

 
Using these figures, the County concludes that sewage treatment demand at build out 
from non residential will be 311,000 gallons per day.  A more detailed break
sewage generation by each non-residential use is shown in Exhibit C of the proposed
LCP Update. 
 

 down of 
 

dding non residential and residential treatment demand to the following estimates of 
se

 The proposed LCP update estimates a build out estimate of 6993 units and that 
the combine rea fo and n ses 
will be 1.61 m suming ge gener f 66.8  day 
per person.  This estimate is within the 1.71 f SAM capa d to the 

st. 

uming th  sewag eration fac d adding cap
m of 2,000 substandard lots, the combined sewage treatment demand for 

residential and nonresidential uses at build out will be 1.97 mgd, 0.26 mgd 
 than rrent SA apacity alloc o the Mid-coast, but within the 

authorized SAM capacity of 2.0 mgd. 

 Using a more conservative value for sewage generation factor of 85 gallons per 

d 

t, 

A
wage treatment demand at build out reveals the following: 

 

d sewage t
gd as

tment demand 
 a sewa

r residential 
ation factor o
 mgd o

onresidential u
 gallons per
city allotte

Mid-coa
 
 Ass

minimu
e same e gen tor an acity for a 

greater the cu M c ated t

 

day per person as was assumed in the SAM treatment plant expansion 
authorized in 1994 and the added demand for substandard lots, the combine
sewage treatment demand for residential and nonresidential uses at build out will 
be 2.42 mgd, 0.71 mgd greater than current capacity allocated to the Mid-coas
and .42 mgd greater than the authorized SAM capacity of 2.0 mgd. 

 
Conclusion (Treatment Capacity) 
 
The SAM treatment plan only has enough capacity to serve build out under a revised 
ewage generation factor of 66.8 gallons per day per person without accounting for 

re 

 

s
potential development from substandard lot and assuming treatment plant is expanded 
to its authorized capacity of 4.0 mgd (2.0 for Mid-coast). If the County were to use mo
conservative planning estimates for wastewater generation and account for 
development of substandard lots, the SAM treatment plant would not be able to serve
maximum build out. 
 

Adequacy of Supply and Delivery 
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The SAM treatment plant operates under a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System  by the Clean Water Act.  Since 2004, SAM 
and its member agencies have been the subject of ongoing compliance evaluation 
inspection of the SAM treatment plant and wastewater collection system.  As part of the 
on-goin n, the EPA conducted a compliance evaluation inspection 
of the SAM treatment plant and collection systems and rep d their findings in the 

PDES Compliance Evaluation Report for the Sewer Authority Mid-Coastside on 

e most common cause of sewage spills was mainline or pipeline 

 spills (i.e. spills in the 
ame location on different dates) and that these repeat spills verify that the system has 
ap i

reso e
report 
overflo
Pump Station (see Exhibit 11 – IPS diagram) 
 
The b t 
cap i
at vario
in untr  
or into

he e
acti s
 

 

 
epartment of Commerce, National Oceanic and 
 (NOAA), the agency charged with enforcing the 

 

et weather over flow problems are due to excess inflow and 
fi dentified problems at the Montara and Portola 

Pump stations.  Indeed, the EPA report reveals that the largest spills have occurred 

 (NPDES) permit which is required

g compliance evaluatio
orte

N
August 18, 2006.   
 
The EPA report states that 174 overflows occurred from January 2000 through 
December 2004 and that SAM experienced 23 spills in 2005 alone.  The EPA report 

veals that thre
blockages by roots, grease or debris (74%).  The report also acknowledges that SAM 
and its member agencies have experienced numerous repeat
s
c ac ty shortfalls in certain well-known locations; however these problems may be 

lv d by cleaning pipes, repairing defective pipe or pump equipment.  The EPA 
also concludes that capacity shortages are manifested mostly in large volume 
ws at the Montara Pump Station and from the manholes upstream of the Portola 

 a ove information indicates that SAM sewer system does not have sufficien
ac ty to convey peak flows during the winter rains resulting in wet weather overflows 

us locations within the IPS transmission system.  These overflows have resulted 
eated sewage entering the environment, either through streams, drainage areas,
 the storm drain system in the SAM service area. 

 
T  s verity of the overflow situation is also illustrated by the following enforcement 

on : 

On March 21, 2001, the Regional Board issued Order No. 01-033 that contained 
a penalty amount of $21,000 for effluent violations during the period from 
January to June 2000. 

 On May 23, 2003, the US D
Atmospheric Administration
National Marine Sanctuaries Act, issued a warning letter to SAM. The letter was
in response to overflows of raw sewage into the marine sanctuary from the 
Montara Pump Station. These overflows occurred on or about May 5 - 7, 2000.  

 
In addition, the County’s submittal materials for the LCP update acknowledge that 
during certain wet weather periods, the collection system cannot convey peak flows 
which have lead to sewage overflows and water quality violations.  The County 
ecognizes that the wr

in ltration in the IPS, with specifically i
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when the excess wet weather flow hits bottlenecks in the IPS at Montara and Portola 

 
 

ous 

luating the proposed LCP Update, a better understanding of 
ossible or planned improvements to the IPS are important for evaluating the capacity 

ed for 

Pump Stations. The County states that SAM and its member agencies have started to
implement measures to remedy this problem by adding both permanent and temporary
overflow storage tanks of various capacities throughout the system and making vari
IPS pipeline improvements.   The County concludes that wet weather overflows should 
not be a factor in evaluating capacity of the system because significant tank, pump 
station and other improvements have occurred and are expected to continue. 
 
For purposes of eva
p
constraints of the current and future system. In January 2009, the SAM distribut
public review a draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration for the SAM Wet 
Weather Flow Management Project. As proposed, SAM would install two paralle
underground storage pipes to temporarily store excess sewage during peak flows or a 
storm event within the Burnham Strip grassy field area, between Highway 1 (Cabrillo
Highway) and El Granada. The purpose of the project is to provide facilities to contain 
stormwater infiltration and inflow that exceed the existing system capacity during stor
events and to help prevent untreated sewage discharges and resulting potential 
contamination of the Pacific Ocean, beaches and sensitive biological habitats. As part
this LCP Update, the County has proposed a zoning change to the Burnham Strip, 
which would allow this type of use (i.e. Vegeta

l 

 

m 

 of 

tive Stormwater Treatment Systems and 
nderground Storage Facilities) to occur. This proposed project is still in the early 

eatment plant expansion, and more specifically, the Wastewater Treatment Plant 

 the treatment plant at maximum recommended loadings will require 
ignificantly more operator attention and that the risk of violating discharge 

req e
 

y Analysis

U
planning stages, and environmental review has not concluded.    
 
It is also worth noting that the County’s projected wastewater demand at build-out as 
submitted in the LCP Update would essentially require the SAM treatment facility to 
operate at full treatment capacity.  Planning documents for the 1994 authorized SAM 
tr
Capacity Study conducted by John Carollo Engineers (March 1991), indicate that 
operating
s

uir ments will be much greater. 

Coastal Act Consistenc  
 
Sec o be 
located le to 
accom
with ad , 
either 

tion 30250 (a) requires new residential, commercial, or industrial development t
 within, contiguous with, or in close proximity to, existing developed areas ab
modate it or, where such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas 
equate public services and where it will not have significant adverse effects

individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources.   
 
The proposal does not ensure that new residential, commercial or industrial 
development will have adequate sewer collection and treatment services because:  

(1) Existing capacity is limited by IPS 
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(2) The proposed sewage generation factor used does not provide room for 
fluctuations in use or wet weather conditions; therefore, the projected demand at
build-out is artificially low.  

 
The proposed LCP Update revises the estimated sewage generation factor to 66.8 mgd
from a range of 70 to 100 mgd, based on a single year of data, and uses this numbe
estimate build-out demand for wastewater treatment. This number does not ref

 

 
r to 

lect 
lanning rationale to allow for variations from year to year based on wet weather 

 30231 

acts 
e 

dential 

d 

ne 

ely 

er 
 

 with 
 the 

evised build out estimate generates a wastewater 
eatment demand of 1.97 mgd, which is 0.26 mgd greater than the allocated capacity 

for Mid pplying a conservative estimate for sewage 
eneration per person that accounts for variations in flow due to wet weather scenarios 

p
conditions and changes in household uses, inconsistent with Sections 30250 and
of the Coastal Act. Using a more conservative approach to calculating wastewater 
treatment demand at build-out would allow for inevitable fluctuations in use and wet 
weather, thereby allowing more accurate planning for buildout in order to avoid imp
to water quality and other coastal resources, consistent with the requirements of th
Coastal Act.   
 
For example, as stated above, the capacity at build-out identified in the findings for the 
coastal development permit for the SAM Wastewater Treatment Plant expansion, was 
based on a sewage generation factor of 85 mgd, for both residential and non-resi
uses.  It was recognized in the findings that this number was purposefully conservative 
in order to allow for fluctuations in wastewater flow due to wet weather conditions an
changing use patterns.  The proposed LCP Update disregards this planning 
methodology by setting the sewage generation factor for residential use based on o
year of wastewater flow data.  
 
Setting aside the sewage generation factor, the SAM treatment plant expansion was 
authorized to accommodate a build out for the Mid-coast communities of approximat
7,500 dwelling units. While the proposed LCP Update proposes a revised and “more 
accurate” build out projection of 7,153 units (of which 6,993 would rely on wastewat
treatment from SAM according to the proposed LCP), the Update does not include
contiguously owned substandard lots into its build out calculations inconsistent
Sections 30250 and 30231 of the Coastal Act.  As stated above, factoring in
substandard lots into the proposed r
tr

coast communities.  Furthermore, a
g
reveals that the demand would exceed capacity at build out by 0.7 mgd. 
 
Priority Uses 
Section 30254 of the Coastal Act requires that where existing or planned public work
facilities can accommodate only a limited amount of new d

s 
evelopment, services to 

oastal dependent land use, essential public services and basic industries vital to the 
 recreation, 

 
The proposed LCP Update is inconsistent with Section 30254 because not all 
wastewater treatment demand can be accommodated at build out by the SAM treatment 

c
economic health of the region, state, or nation, public recreation, commercial
and visitor-serving land uses shall not be precluded by other development.    
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pla ver 
new re
 

 addition, the County has not discussed future planned public works facilities that 

ater 
ndent 

nt and given this limited capacity, coastal dependent land uses have priority o
sidential development. 

In
appear to be necessary to maintain capacity of existing development; until such time as 
improvements to the IPS are approved and implemented, suggested modifications to 
the LCP Update must ensure that when the sewer system reaches capacity, wastew
treatment capacity and transmission capacity is properly allocated to coastal depe
land uses, essential public services and basic industries, before full residential buildout 
is served. 
 
Water Quality 
Section 30231 of the Coastal Act requires the biological productivity and the quality o
coastal waters

f 
, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain 

ptimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall 
 

ting the 
 

r does it seek authorization for improvements to the IPS 
at the County expects to resolve the IPS problems. Yet the LCP update build-out 

t 

 not 

 it discuss 
hat improvements might be necessary to address the constraints within the IPS during 

Moreover, SAM and the sewer districts are planning potential projects to 

stal 

posed by 
e County without causing additional adverse impacts to the biological productivity of 

o
be maintained. Section 30231 also requires that restoration of the biological productivity
and quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, and estuaries by minimizing adverse 
effects of waste water discharges and entrainment.  As described, the overall SAM 
treatment system currently faces capacity challenges with the Intertie Pipeline System 
(IPS).  Numerous discharge overflows have forced untreated sewage into the 
environment, drainages, streams and coastal waters thereby adversely impac
biological productivity and quality of coastal waters.  This LCP update does not address
capacity issues with the IPS, no
th
capacity calculations for sewage treatment rely on changes to the IPS in order to mee
the projected demand.     
 
Therefore, the proposed LCP Update is inconsistent with Coastal Act Section 30231 
because it does not propose policies mandating improvements to the IPS; the IPS 
currently experiences wet weather flows resulting in adverse impacts to biological 
productivity quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, and estuaries, and does
minimize the effects of waste water discharges.  Without improvements to the IPS, the 
system will not be able to handle the demand at build-out and wet weather flow 
problems will continue, threatening water quality.  While the County acknowledges that 
there are issues with wet weather overflows in the submittal materials, the LCP update 
does not propose amendments to the LCP to address this issue, nor does
w
wet weather.  
improve the IPS. These improvements may raise issues regarding consistency with 
existing LCP and Coastal Act policies that will require thorough analyses at the coa
development permit stage, such as growth inducement and water quality.  
Improvements to the IPS system are necessary in order for the overall SAM treatment 
system, including IPS to have necessary capacity to reach build out levels pro
th
coastal waters, streams, wetlands and estuaries. 
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Suggested Modifications 
 
Suggested Modifications to the proposed LCP are necessary to ensure that future 
development does not over-tax the system, including policies requiring that the wet 
weather overflow problems and capacity issues at the plant be remedied. 
Suggested modifications to bring proposed LCP Update into conformance with Coastal 
Act policies include: 
 

(1) A revision of the 66.8 gallon per day per person to 85 gpm, based on the waste 
generation factor used when calculating the appropriate capacity of the SAM 

t plant, and allowing for variations in wet weather flows and unforeseen 

m have 
  

l 

 the 
 

ate

treatmen
changes in both residential treatment demand.   

(2) Limit new development until such time that improvements to the IPS syste
been developed and capacity issues with wet weather flows have been resolved.

 
As modified, the Commission finds that the proposed LCP is consistent with the Coasta
Act. Although the data submitted above demonstrates that the sewer treatment and 
transmission capacity is currently inadequate to accommodate full buildout, the 
Commission finds that treatment and transmission facilities can be expanded in
future to accommodate the updated buildout levels, and other suggested modifications
to the LCP ensure that new development will be adequately served with public services 
(see section 6.1). Only as modified can the Commission find that the proposed LCP is 
consistent with the Coastal Act.  
 

6.1.5. Growth R  

 in 
 will 

ply, 
y 

 
te of 

) 
n 

rred from 
 

 
As discussed in Sections 6.1.2 - 6.1.4, Midcoast infrastructure is severely constrained
serving existing levels of development and it is unclear how growth in the near term
be served, let alone full buildout of the LCP.  It is possible that additional water sup
sewage treatment and transmission, and transportation services (e.g. roadway capacit
and public transportation) can be developed to serve ultimate buildout, however there is
very little indication that this can occur in the near future.  Without limits on the ra
growth, development without adequate infrastructure will result in significant adverse 
impacts to coastal resources, including water quality, public access, and the availability 
of priority visitor serving uses. 
 
The most compelling examples of this include transportation services (roads and transit
and wastewater transmission (Intertie Pipeline System [IPS]).  As discussed in Sectio
6.1.2, Highways 1 and 92 are already at capacity and will only get worse in the future.  
As discussed in Section 6.1.4, numerous water quality violations have occu
sewer overflows in wet weather due to the limited capacity of the IPS.  Each new home
adds additional impervious surface to the landscape, increasing loads on the IPS 
system, and each new home adds cars to the already constrained Highways.  
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Currently, the certified LCP limits Midcoast residential growth to 125 units per year.  

t from this growth limit.  In their action on the LCP Update, 
e County determined that the 125 unit per year growth rate had the potential to over-

n in 

.  Therefore, 

wn in Exhibit 1 (County exhibit F).  75 units per year is 
pproximately a 2% growth rate (based on population). 

 
Over t
units p
units, Over the past five years, the 
ave
that bo
t limiting growth, which limits the ability of infrastructure to “catch up” with 

rban 
her 

 
ublic health, safety and welfare of residents of Half 

oon Bay; to provide for development which is orderly, sustainable, and fiscally 
responsible; to respond to the worsening traffic situation; and to protect the City’s 
nique character...”  Indeed, in 2004, the San Mateo County 

, 
 

coastal resources.  Further, the proposed growth rate 
llows for booms in housing expansions that can't be responded to with the constrained 

 

hat a 
onable 

iven its limited infrastructure, so growth will more likely be equally distributed in county 
and city portions of the urban Midcoast.  Currently, 1% of the San Mateo County 

Affordable housing is exemp
th
burden infrastructure and disrupt community quality of life, and that a 40% reductio
the growth rate would lower the burden on infrastructure and meet the objective for 
gradual, paced Midcoast growth, while reasonably facilitating infill housing
the County is proposing to reduce the LCP growth rate from 125 units per year to 75 
units per year, as sho
a

he past 28 years (1981 – 2008), the Midcoast has grown at an average of 49 
er year, and has exceeded 75 only three times (1987 = 133 units, 1988 = 101 

and 1998 = 81 units) (see Figure 6.1.5-1 below).  
rage has decreased to 38 units per year.  Based on actual growth rate, one can see 

th the existing and proposed growth rates are set too high to have any real effect 
a
development. 
 
The City of Half Moon Bay is in a near identical situation to the unincorporated U
Midcoast in terms of infrastructure constraints.  They both contribute to the wet weat
flow problem, use the same distribution system and the same treatment plant, use 
CCWD water and use the same road system.  In 1999, the voters of Half Moon Bay 
passed Measure D, an ordinance limiting growth to 1% of the population.  This measure
was established to  “protect the p
M

u  scenic and rural coastal 
Planning Commission recommended to the Board of Supervisors that the growth rate 
be reduced to 1% “in recognition of existing utility and transportation infrastructure 
constraints.” 
 
The Commission finds that the proposed 2% or 75 unit per year growth rate is 
inconsistent with Coastal Act Sections 30250, 30252, 30254, and 30210 because it 
would not slow growth to a rate that will allow transportation, wastewater transmission
and water supply capacity to adequately serve development, thereby causing significant
adverse cumulative impacts to 
a
infrastructure capacity.  Therefore, the proposed LCPA must be denied.  However, if the 
LCP is modified to incorporate a 1% of population growth rate until these constraints are
addressed, the LCP would be consistent with the Coastal Act.   
 
Therefore the Commission imposes suggested modifications to LUP Policy 1.22 (see 
Section 2), lowering the growth rate to 1% of population.  The Commission notes t
1% growth rate is also the rate the City of Half Moon Bay has identified as reas
g
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population equals approximately 39 units per year.  The suggested modification also 
requires that the 1% growth rate shall remain in effect until such time that the County 
incorporates a comprehensive transportation management plan into the LCP, facilities 
are constructed that adequately address sewer wet weather overflows and water quality
issues, and a new growth rate is approved by the Commission as an LCPA.  Only as
modified can the LCP be found consistent with Sections 30250, 30252, 30254 and 
30210 of the Coastal Act.  
 

Figure 6.1.5-1: Growth Rate 19

 
 

81-2008 
 

 
 
New Development and Public Services Conclusion 
 
The proposed LCP Update is not fully consistent with Coastal Act policies 30250, 
30254, 30222, and 30223 related to transportation capacity, water supply and 
transmission, and sewer treatment and transmission and must be denied as submitted.  
However, if modified as suggested herein, the LCP Update will be consistent with the 
30250, 30254, 30222, and 30223 of the Coastal Act.   
 

6.2. Public Works  
 
Section 30254 of the Coastal Act States:  
 

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 this division; provided, however, that it is the intent of the 
Legislature that State Highway Route 1 in rural areas of the coastal zone remain 
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a scenic two-lane road. Special districts shall not be formed or expanded except 
where assessment for, and provision of, the service would not induce new 
development inconsistent with this division. Where existing or planned public 
works facilities can accommodate only a limited amount of new development, 
services to coastal dependent land use, essential public services and basic 
industries vital to the economic health of the region, state, or nation, public 
recreation, commercial recreation, and visitor-serving land uses shall not be 
precluded by other development. 

 
he existing certified San Mateo County LCP regulates public works facilities to ensure 

ied LUP 
d in phase with 

-out in 

nd treatment on the Midcoast was lacking, and therefore phasing policies were 
ks facilities (e.g. water and 
sal system could handle (i.e. 

tside [SAM]) from 2 million 
all e Commission found that the existing plant was 

undersized to accommodate peak flows, and had been in violation of Regional Water 
uality Control Board standards for releasing untreated wastewater. The Commission 

tective of coastal resources, while not 
xceeding build-out levels allowable under the San Mateo County and Half Moon Bay 

LCPs. t of the 
LCP.  
longer  

T
that expanded facilities do not induce growth and are designed and limited to 
accommodate needs generated by development or uses permitted consistent with the 
certified LCP and Coastal Act Policy 30254. To this end, Chapter 2 of the certif
contains several policies requiring that public works facilities be develope
each other (e.g. water supply, sewage disposal, and transportation systems 
[roads/transit]), that facilities not expand in capacity beyond the permitted build
the certified LCP, and that adequate capacities be reserved for priority uses. The intent 
of these policies is to ensure that the expansion of public works facilities do not induce 
growth beyond what is permissible in the LCP, and beyond that which can be handled 
by other public works facilities such as roads and transit. 
 
These LUP public works policies also speak to the amount of public works expansion 
allowed for what is termed “Phase I.” According to these LCP policies, Phase I 
development public works must not exceed both the total amount of development which 
would be served by the Phase I sewer capacity that had been allocated to the Midcoast 
at the time the LCP was certified (~1985) (2.0 million gallons per day) and the 
proportion of buildout allowed by the Phase I sewage treatment allocations permit for 
specific areas of the County (Montara, El Granada, HMB). The public works policies 
reflect the situation in 1985 when the original LCP was certified, that sewage disposal 
a
instituted to ensure that development of other public wor
transportation) not outpace that which the sewage dispo
the Phase I sewage treatment allocations permit).  
 
At the time the LCP was certified, the Midcoast was in Phase I with respect to sewer 
capacity, reflecting the limited capacity of the sewer capacity of 2.0 mgd.  In 1994, the 
Commission approved a coastal development permit (#1-94-111) to expand the 

astewater treatment plant (Sewer Authority Mid-Coasw
g ons per day (mgd) to 4 mgd. Th

Q
also found that a larger plant was most pro
e

In fact the existing treatment plant was sized to accommodate full build ou
Therefore, since the sewer capacity was expanded, the Midcoast area is no 
 in Phase I, as defined specifically by LUP Policies 2.9, 2.25, and 2.28. In reality,
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while t
works r 
draina ht 
up with
facilitie ut, 
and th
 
Sectio in detail the current status of available water 
upply in the urban areas within MWSD and CCWD service areas, the state of traffic 

e water 

ly 

he project proponents to 
plement a lot retirement program to avoid cumulative traffic impacts by ensuring that 

 El 

 LCP. 

 regional transportation 
system, is sufficient to adequately serve the level of development that 

he Midcoast is no longer in Phase I in terms of its sewage treatment, other public 
facilities, including highway capacity, public transit, water supply, stormwate
ge, and the IPS sewage transmission lines (during wet weather) have not caug
 the capacity provided with the treatment plant. In other words, these other 
s are inadequate to serve existing levels of development, let alone full buildo
ey are “out of phase” with the capacity of the SAM sewage treatment plant.  

ns 6.1.3, 6.1.2, and 6.1.4 describe 
s
problems (level of service) along Highways 1 and 92, the adequacy of public transit 
(busses/shuttles) as an alternative option for commuters and the public, and th
quality problems and hazards created as a result of failures in the IPS to convey wet 
weather flows (sewage). In relative degrees of inadequacy, traffic and transit capacity 
are currently the least able to handle existing levels of development, and have the 
added impact of affecting public access to the coast. One of the most serious
constrained public services in the Midcoast is roadway capacity. The Commission 
expressed its concerns over traffic congestion in the region and its impacts on the 
public’s ability to access the coast through several permit approvals. In the Pacific 
Ridge (CDP No. A-1-HMB-99-022) and Beachwood (CDP No. A-2-HMB-01-011) 
subdivisions in Half Moon Bay, the Commission required t
im
the development will not result in net increases to the amount of residential 
development at buildout. In dealing specifically with the CDP issued for CCWD’s
Granada Pipeline Replacement project, the Commission limited CCWD’s ability to 
expand its capacity to when level of service (LOS) on Highways 1 and 92 reach 
standards deemed acceptable by both Half Moon Bay’s as well as the County’s
Specifically, Special Condition 4d of the CDP states: 
 

No increase in water supply or distribution capacity shall be permitted 
within the CCWD Service District in excess of the Phase I limitations 
specified in 4.A. above, unless the existing or probable future capacity of 
other related infrastructure, including but not limited to the San Mateo 
County Mid-Coast and City of Half Moon Bay

would be supported by the proposed increase in water supply and/or 
distribution capacity.  Adequate level of service for Highways 1 and 92 
shall be defined, at minimum, as Level of Service (LOS) C except during 
the peak two-hour commuting period and the ten-day average peak 
recreational hour when LOS E is acceptable, unless the permittee must 
abide by a stricter standard that is required under the applicable LCP at 
the time that such permit application is considered. 

 
The Commission recognizes that to adequately serve estimated buildout, expansion to 
these public works are, and will be necessary (along with the traffic mitigation and other 
land use controls). The LCP Public Works Chapter 2 is outdated and ill equipped to 
address the changed realities in public works on the Midcoast, because it centers 
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around what was the immediate need in the 80s to expand the sewage treatment 
plant.32 The County has proposed some changes to  Chapter 2, the traffic mitigation 
policy, water reallocation policy, and changes to the water and sewer demand and 
priority allocations tables,  (see County exhibits B, C, H) and findings Section 6.1), 
they do not comprehensively update the chapter to today’s public works realities. 
Therefore, the proposed LCP is inconsistent with Sections 30254, 30250 of the Coa

but 

stal 
ct. Suggested modifications are needed to bring Chapter 2 up to date, more user 

 
r 

s 

 
he 

 of 
f the 

ings 

 
astewater 

A
friendly, and to provide clear enforceable standards for any expansion of or new public
works facility. Therefore, the Commission imposes Suggested Modifications to Chapte
2 policies of the LUP (see Section 2). These policies ensure that public works facilitie
are subject to various standards to assure that the capacity of the new source is not 
growth inducing so as to adversely impact coastal resources or otherwise be out of 
phase with other existing public service capacities. To ensure consistency with Section
30254 of the Coastal Act and to reflect the intent of previous Commission actions, t
suggested modifications specifically limit future capacity increases to both the 
Midcoast’s public water supply and distribution system and the sewer treatment 
expansion system until such time that the region’s transportation system is capable
providing adequate service to support growth provided by the remaining capacity o
water districts, primarily connections remaining from CCWD’s Phase I Crystal Spr
Project. An exception is provided to the limitations on capacity increases to allow 
existing residences on wells to connect to public water and to allow projects designed to
correct existing problems associated with wet weather flows in the sewage/w
transmission lines.    
 
Public Works Conclusion 
 
The proposed LCP Update is not fully consistent with Coastal Act policies 30254 related 

 phasing of public works facilities and must be denied as submitted.  However, if 
modifie lic works 
policie
 

6.3
 
Coasta ally 
protec

Sec  
Ca
and  with 
pub
pro

Section 30211. Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access 

to
d as suggested herein, the LCP Update will be consistent with the pub

s of the Coastal Act.   

. PUBLIC ACCESS AND RECREATION 

l Act Sections 30210 through 30214 and 30220 through 30224 specific
t public access and recreation: 

tion 30210. In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the
lifornia Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, 
 recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent
lic safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private 
perty owners, and natural resource areas from overuse. 

to the sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but 

                                            
32 The Commission notes that sewage treatment and transmission capacity is still lacking, as described in Sectio
6.1.4, but that Chapter 2 does not place the system in proper context with the current status of other public works. 

n 
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not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of 
terrestrial vegetation. 

Section 30212(a). Public access from the nearest public roadway to the 
shoreline and along the coast shall be provided in new development projects 
except where: 

(1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the 
protection of fragile coastal resources, 

(2) adequate access exists nearby, or,  

(3) agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated accessway shall not be
required to be opened to public use until a public agency or private 
association agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and liability of 
the accessway. 

Section 30212.5. Wherever appropriate and feasible, public facilities, including 
parking areas or facilities, shall be distributed throughout an area so as to 
mitigate against the impacts, social and otherwise, of overcrowding or overuse by 
the public of any single area. 

Section 30213. Lower cost visitor and recreational facilities shall be protected, 
encouraged, and, where feasible, provided. Developments providing public 
recreational oppor

 

tunities are preferred. … 

 public access policies of this article shall be implemented 
in a manner that takes into account the need to regulate the time, place, and 

eologic site characteristics. 

t what level of intensity. 

 (3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and 
 

 of the access area to adjacent residential 

 

Section 30221. Oceanfront land suitable for recreational use shall be protected 

Section 30214(a). The

manner of public access depending on the facts and circumstances in each case 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

(1) Topographic and g

(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and a

repass depending on such factors as the fragility of the natural resources
in the area and the proximity
uses. 

(4) The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect 
the privacy of adjacent property owners and to protect the aesthetic values
of the area by providing for the collection of litter. 

Section 30220. Coastal areas suited for water-oriented recreational activities 
that cannot readily be provided at inland water areas shall be protected for such 
uses. 

for recreational use and development unless present and foreseeable future 
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demand for public or commercial recreational activities that could be 
accommodated on the property is already adequately provided for in the area. 

ses 

 
Consi
The Coun ect to its trails policy, Highway One 
pedestrian access, and the future use of the 
longer  County Exhibits I, J, K, and P). The 
propos n 
Mid Co
 
The propo
componen  amendments do not fully address certain public access 
con
acc  the 
Co re 
drafted, new circumstances have arisen, such as increased attention to the planning 
needs for the California Coastal Trail and the beginning of construction of the Devil’s 
Slid sted 
to b
 
California Coastal Trail 
The e 
pro ed 
bot
dev CT). When completed, the CCT will 
provide ils parallel to the shoreline, 
but will a
in orde d along 
the coast, the LCP must be modified to incorporate a CCT element. Proposed policy 
10.37( ov e 
County to ied 
County Ex
 
Of par  
be site y 
and aesth  
due to nat hat prevents passage at all 
tim hould 
be t 
may not be passable at all times should pr
modifications are suggested to identify any segments that necessarily must be placed 
with re 

Section 30223. Upland areas necessary to support coastal recreational u
shall be reserved for such uses, where feasible. 

stency Analysis 
ty proposes to update the LUP with resp

Devil’s Slide Bypass property that is no 
 needed for Highway One (see Exhibit 1,
ed amendments include changes to trails policies that apply outside of the urba
ast area (i.e. rural areas of San Mateo’s coastal zone). 

sed changes would enhance various parts of the LCP’s public access 
ts. However, the

cerns that must be addressed through this update in order to assure that public 
ess in San Mateo County is maximized to the fullest extent, consistent with

astal Act policies cited above. In addition, since the County’s proposed changes we

e tunnel project for Highway One. Therefore, numerous modifications are sugge
ring the amendment into full conformance with the Coastal Act. 

 current County LCP incorporates the overall Coastal Act policies that mandate th
vision and protection of public access opportunities. However, it needs to be updat
h with specific trail references and policies to assure adequate designation and 
elopment of the California Coastal Trail (C

 not only access along the coast via a strand of tra
lso link both existing and future vertical access points to the coast. Therefore, 

r to implement the Coastal Act mandate to maximize public access to an

A) pr ides parameters for future development of the CCT and direction to th
 pursue a planning grant to facilitate implementation of the CCT (see modif
hibit P). 

ticular note, the suggested CCT planning standards specify that the trail should
d and designed to be located along or as close to the shoreline where physicall

etically feasible. Where it is not feasible to locate the trail along the shoreline
ural landforms or legally authorized development t

es, inland bypass trail segments located as close to the shoreline as possible s
used.  The suggested modifications also instruct that shoreline trail segments tha

ovide inland alternative routes. Finally, 

in Caltrans right-of way, so that the trail may be developed in an manner to assu
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ade r impacts due 
to p
 
Minor updates also are needed for LUP policies 11.13 and 11.27 to reference the 
Ca ther trail segments in the County 

at have been developed (County Exhibit J). 

 

 Slide tunnel. The 
rated 

 

areful planning and 
l alignments, the need and location for support facilities, 

d 

altrans. Minor suggested modifications are needed to assure that 

quate separation between the trail and the highway and mitigate othe
roximity to the highway.  

lifornia Coastal Trail and to update references to o
th
 
Devil’s Slide Bypass 
The County has proposed a new policy to address planning for and future potential use
of the Caltrans’ Devil’s Slide Bypass Alignment within the Montara area (see County 
Exhibit I). This includes designating the alignment as a Linear Park and Trail for public 
access use. Since the County adopted its policy, though, considerable progress has 
een made on the authorization and construction of the Devil’sb

completion of the bridge component of the Devil’s Slide project was recently celeb
and Caltrans projects that the tunnel will be open by 2011. Thus, it is now a virtual 
certainty that the alternative Bypass alignment will not be needed for future highway
construction through Montara.  
 
Therefore, to assure consistency with Coastal Act requirements to maximize public 
access, modifications are suggested that would re-designate and rezone this public 
right-of-way land of the alignment to open space and linear park and trail through this 
update (see Section 2). In addition, while designating the Bypass alignment for public 
ccess is an important objective, there also is a need to undertake ca

evaluation of potential trai
sensitive resources and mitigation strategies for future trail development, maintenance 
and retention of existing roads and other utilities, etc. Therefore, a new policy, 11.31, is 
suggested so the County pursues grant funding to support trail planning and 
development in the new corridor. The policy also specifies various trail planning 
standards that should be considered through the planning process. 
 
Highway One and Public Access 
The Commission has been working closely with Caltrans in recent years to assure that 
opportunities for public access improvements in the Highway 1 corridor are planned an
developed to both provide optimum public access and to address the needs of the 
highway corridor. The County proposes updates to the LCP to provide for enhanced 
oordination with Cc

this coordination addresses all aspects of public access planning, including CCT 
development. For example, policy language is suggested to promote the development 
of a continuous Midcoast pedestrian/bicycle/multi-purpose path parallel to Highway 1 
within the right-of way consistent with the California Coastal Trail (CCT) Plan (Policy 
10.37.A) and within the Caltrans right-of-way when no other preferable CCT alignment 
is available (see modified County Exhibit K). 
 
Public Road Transfers and Public Access  
County LUP Policy 11.26(h) provides that  no highway, County road or street right-of-
way will be transferred out of public ownership unless it has first been evaluated for its 
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utility as part of the CCT or other public access, and is found to have no reasonable 
potential for such use. Since the LUP was first certified, the Coastal Act has been 
mended to include a specific requirement for the transfer of state lands between the 

that is located between the first public road and the sea, 

 or 

 the 

wnership.  
with 

 use, and the state 
will retain permanent property interests in the land that may be necessary to 

for the permanent protection of, those resources 

to time 

 access shall require a coastal 
evelopment permit appealable to the Coastal Commission. In addition, new language 

f Coastal Act 30609.5 into the LCP. 

a
first public road and the sea, in order to assure that the potential public access 
opportunities of such lands is fully protected. Among other things Coastal Act section 
30609.5 provides that: 

. . .no state land 
with an existing or potential public accessway to or from the sea, or that 
the commission has formally designated as part of the California Coastal 
Trail, shall be transferred or sold by the state to any private entity unless 
the state retains a permanent property interest in the land adequate to 
provide public access to or along the sea. In any transfer or sale of real 
property by a state agency to a private entity or person pursuant to this 
section, the instrument of conveyance created by the state shall require 
that the private entity or person or the entity or person's successors or 
assigns manage the property in such a way as to ensure that existing or 
potential public access is not diminished 

Section 30609.5 also provides direction that the Department of Parks and Recreation
the State Coastal Conservancy may transfer such property if one of the following 
findings is made: 

(1) The state has retained or will retain, as a condition of the transfer or sale, 
permanent property interests on the land providing public access to or along
sea.  
(2) Equivalent or greater public access to the same beach or shoreline area is 
provided for than would be feasible if the land were to remain in state o
(3) The land to be transferred or sold is an environmentally sensitive area 
natural resources that would be adversely impacted by public

protect, or otherwise provide 
prior to or as a condition of the transfer or sale.  
(4) The land to be transferred or sold has neither existing nor potential public 
accessway to the sea. 
  

In addition to the provisions of section 30609.5, the Commission is aware that public 
roads and rights-of-way may be proposed for transfer or abandonment from time 
and that this may impact existing or potential public access opportunities to and along 
the shoreline. It is important that such transfers of public land or rights protect and 
maximize public access consistent with the Coastal Act. Therefore, a modification is 
suggested that requires that any such transfer of a public road or right-of-way out of 
public ownership that may provide such public
d
is suggested to incorporate the requirements o

Conclusion 
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The County LCP Update is not fully consistent with Coastal Act policies and must be 
denied as submitted. However, if modified as suggested herein, the amended LCP
be consistent with the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. 

6.4. WATER QUALITY 
 

 will 

The Coastal Act requires the protection of water quality: 
 

 
ical 

f 

 lakes appropriate to maintain 

t, controlling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water 

 
The Co
water q
develo  
Pollutio
require
Mid-co
(Exhib
 
Consistency

ith 

Section 30230. Marine resources shall be maintained, enhanced, and 
where feasible, restored. Special protection shall be given to areas and 
species of special biological or economic significance. Uses of the marine
environment shall be carried out in a manner that will sustain the biolog
productivity of coastal waters and that will maintain healthy populations o
all species of marine organisms adequate for long-term commercial, 
recreational, scientific, and educational purposes. 
 
Section 30231. The biological productivity and the quality of coastal 
waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and
optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human 
health shall be maintained and, where feasible, restored through, among 
other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and 
entrainmen
supplies and substantial interference with surface waterflow, encouraging 
waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that 
protect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. 

unty proposes to add a new water quality policy 1.35 and Appendix to address 
uality (see Exhibit 1, County Exhibit M). The policy and Appendix require new 

pment to comply with minimum requirements of the County’s existing Stormwater
n Prevention Program (STOPPP). The County also proposes to add new 
ments for impervious surfaces and winter grading to each zone district of the 
ast and to update the grading regulations to include the winter grading limitation 
it 2).  

 Analysis 
 
The water quality update proposed by the County relies on minimum standards of an 
existing water quality program (STOPPP). While this program includes important 
policies and programs to address water quality, including various Best Management 
Practices (BMPs), the STOPPP program itself has not been submitted to the 
Commission for certification. In addition, because it has not been submitted, the 
Commission is not able to review whether the STOPPP program is fully consistent w
the Coastal Act requirements, as implemented through the Commission’s water quality 
program, to protect coastal water quality. Therefore, the proposed update cannot be 
approved as submitted. 
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To address this concern, the Commission suggests modifications that would incorpora
various water quality policies and BMP requirements directly into the LUP as policies 
1.35 through 1.41. Commission staff have developed these p

te 

olicies in direct 
coordination with the County and staff of the Regional Water Quality Control Board to 
harmonize the requirements of the Commission, RWQCB and the County with respect 

 water quality protection. As modified, the Commission finds that the San Mateo 
ions 30230 and 30231. 

With re ly in the 
Mid-Co ctober 
15 and rry 
out the ge, 
the LU
minimi ther than 
buildin e. In some cases they have 
specified maximum coverages, such as in the S-94 District. Providing a maximum 
covera nt the LUP 
require hat 
would 
confor
 

6.5
 
The Co licts 
etwee e is most 

l Programs (LCPs), which local governments must submit to the 
tion pursuant to Chapter 6 of the Coastal Act. LCPs consist of a 
 zoning ordinances, maps, and other implementing actions (an 

l 

to
County LCP submittal is consistent with Coastal Act sect
 

spect to the proposed additions to the various zoning sections that app
ast, the proposed limitation on winter grading (i.e. no grading between O
 April 15 unless specifically exempted) conforms with and is adequate to ca
 LUP as it would be amended above. Concerning impervious surface covera
P as proposed for modification would require that impervious surfaces be 
zed. The County proposes to limit the maximum impervious surface, o
gs, in various zone districts to 10% of the parcel siz

ge for non-building impervious surface coverage will help to impleme
ments to minimize impervious surfaces. In conjunction with other BMPs t
be required by the LUP as suggested for modification, the amendment will 
m with, and be adequate to carry out the LUP. 

. RESOLVING POLICY CONFLICTS 

unty proposes to add Policy 1.3 to the LCP that would allow potential conf
n one more LCP policies to be resolved in “a manner which on balancb

protective of significant coastal resources’ (see Exhibit 1, County Exhibit Q). As 
discussed below, this proposed policy is not consistent with the Coastal Act and must 
be deleted.33  
 
A fundamental purpose of the Coastal Act is to assure that new development in the 
coastal zone is consistent with the Chapter 3 resource protection policies of the Act. 
One of the primary Coastal Act mechanisms for achieving this is the implementation of 
Local Coasta
Commission for certifica
land use plan (LUP), and
Implementation Plan or IP). Coastal Act section 30510 requires that local governments 
make a specific finding that an LCP submitted to the Commission “is intended to be 
carried out  in a manner fully in conformity with [the Coastal Act]. Importantly, Coasta
Act section 30512(c) further requires that the provisions of an LUP certified by the 
Commission be in conformity with the policies of Chapter 3: 
  

 The commission shall certify a land use plan, or any amendments thereto, if it 
finds that a land use plan meets the requirements of, and is in conformity with, 
the policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with Section 30200).  

                                            
 Commission staff previously advised the County in September of 2004 that such a policy could not be certified 

(see Exhibit 14). 
33
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Coastal Act Section 30200(a) also specifies that unless specifically provided elsewher
“the policies of [Chapter 3] shall constitute the standards by which the adequa
coastal programs, as provided in Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 30500), . . . are
determined.” Pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30513, an LCP’s zoning ordinances, 
maps, and other implementing actions (the IP) must conform with, and be adequate
carry out, the land use plan and thus, by extension, Chapter 3. 

e, 
cy of local 

 

 to 

oastal 

s 

 
on 

urces. This policy, though, is not 
onsistent with Coastal Act for several reasons. First, Coastal Act sections 30512 and 

305 ction and other policies of Chapter 3 of 
e Act are the only basis for evaluating and certifying LUP policies and, by extension, 

 

the 

would require or otherwise allow the incorporation of such conflict 
solution in an LCP.  Further, to the extent that Chapter 3 may contemplate potential 

cies 

l Act 

pter, 
t and the resolution of such 

          

 
Once certified, the authority to approve coastal development permits is delegated to 
local governments for those areas of the coastal zone outside of the Commission’s 
retained jurisdiction.34 A local government may then approve a coastal development 
permit if it finds that a proposed development is in conformity with the certified local 
coastal program.35 Because an LUP must be in conformity with Chapter 3 of the C
Act, and an IP must conform with the LUP, a locally-approved development that is 
conformity with the LCP should be consistent with the broad resource protection policie
of Chapter 3.36  
 
As summarized above, the proposed new LCP policy would allow the County of San
Mateo to resolve any potential conflicts between LCP provisions in a manner that 
balance was most protective of significant coastal reso
c

13 clearly establish that the resource prote
th
IPs. Thus, the proposed conflict resolution policy must have a basis in Chapter 3 to be
found consistent with the Coastal Act. Significantly, although Section 30200(b), 
contained within Chapter 3, expressly references resolution of conflicts between 
policies of Chapter 3, there is no general conflict resolution or balancing standard in 
Chapter 3 that 
re
conflicts between the policy objectives of Chapter 3, such conflicts are limited to poli
that contain specific statutory directives or affirmative mandates. 
 
More fundamentally, the proposed policy also is not consistent with the Coasta
because it does not conform to the Act’s specific elaboration of when conflict resolution 
is appropriate. Chapter 3 does contemplate that conflicts between Chapter 3 policies 
may occur. Section 30200(b) provides:  
 

(b) Where the commission or any local government in implementing the 
provisions of this division identifies a conflict between the policies of this cha
Section 30007.5 shall be utilized to resolve the conflic

                                  
0519(a). The Commission retains permitting jurisdiction on tidelands, submerged lands, and public trust 
hether filled or unfilled, lying within the coastal zone (PRC 30519(b); 30600(b)(2)).  
0604(b). 

34 PRC 3
lands, w
35 PRC 3
36 There may be particular circumstances where subsequent Coastal Act amendments, case law, or other changed 

  circumstances result in an inconsistency between certain provisions of an LCP or their application to specific facts,
and Chapter 3. 
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conflicts shall be supported by appropriate findings setting forth the basis for the 

fore declares that in 
carrying out the provisions of this division such conflicts be resolved in a manner 

e 
en 

ified policies of an LCP. Indeed, by design LCPs are required to be 
ertified as consistent with Chapter 3, and thus they should not contain internal 

 

(b) 
ly 
ter 

 local 

 the implementation 
f an LCP but coastal development permits may still be issued by a local government. 

 the standard of review, not under a certified 
CP. 

 
In add
resolut
strictly limits the invocation of conflict resolution through balancing to cases where there 

resolution of identified policy conflicts. 
 
Coastal Act section 30007.5 states, in relevant part: 
 

The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur between 
one or more policies of the division. The Legislature there

which on balance is the most protective of significant coastal resources…..  
 
These sections recognize that conflicts may occur between one or more policies of th
Coastal Act (Division 20 of the Public Resources Code) and more specifically, betwe
the policies of Chapter 3. The first important requirement of this allowance for conflict 
resolution to recognize, though, is that it is specifically limited to conflicts between 
Coastal Act Chapter 3 policies.37 There is no authorization for conflict resolution 
between the cert
c
inconsistencies or conflicts that would undermine their ability to adequately carry out 
Chapter 3.38

 
In addition, local governments typically do not directly implement Division 20 and the 
policies of Chapter 3. Thus, the primary mode of conflict resolution contemplated by the
Coastal Act is that the Coastal Commission itself may be required to resolve policy 
conflicts in a manner that is most protective of coastal resources when it is 
implementing the various provisions of the Coastal Act. That said, section 30200
does clearly indicate that local governments may invoke section 30007.5 also, but on
when implementing the policies of the Coastal Act such that a conflict between Chap
3 policies is identified. This allowance is provided for those circumstances where a
government may be implementing the policies of Chapter 3 directly; for example, prior 
to LCP certification and pursuant to section 30601(b) and 30620.5; or pursuant to 
30520(a), which addresses circumstances where a court may stay
o
In such cases, the local government is issuing coastal development permits, but the 
standard of review is Chapter 3, not the provisions of an LCP. For example, the City of 
Los Angeles issues coastal development permits pursuant to sections 30601(b) and 
30620.5, but it does so with Chapter 3 as
L

ition to the fact that the Coastal Act does not authorize the use of conflict 
ion between LCP policies, the Commission also observes that Section 30007.5 

                                            
37 The Commission interprets section 30007.5 as applying to conflicts that may arise when applying the substantive 

ies of Chapter 3 of Division 20, as specified in section 30200(b). development polic
38 It is important, therefore, that the policies of an LCP are well crafted and anticipate, to the extent possible, 
potential conflicts between Chapter 3 policies as applied in the local jurisdiction, at the time of certification of the 
policies.   
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is an a  
invoke en there is a specific conflict entailed by 

e application of two Chapter 3 policies to the facts of a case. This means that 
apter 3 policy would result in an 

navoidable inconsistency with another Chapter 3 policy. The clear intent of section 
30007
would 
policie
 

inally, the Commission understands that from time to time local governments may 

n 

 the 
es 

ss, the 

 acting on a local coastal development permit application.  For example, 
is is the procedure that the County and Commission agreed to and followed to resolve 

 
e 

ns 

f 

 

. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

The County proposes to enact the new El Granada Gateway (EG ) zoning district and 

ctual “conflict” between policies of the Coastal Act. Thus, this section may only be
d in those relatively infrequent cases wh

th
requiring a development to be consistent with one Ch
u

.5 thus is to carefully limit the use of discretionary “balancing”  -- an intent that 
be undermined by the unrestricted application of conflict resolution to LCP 
s that is contemplated by the proposed San Mateo County LCP amendment.39  

F
encounter situations where certified LCP policies are in conflict, or do not provide for 
development that may not have been anticipated by the LCP as first certified.  In such 
situations, the conflict or other unanticipated issue must be resolved by the Commissio
through an LCP amendment.  Once the Commission reviews the proposed LCP 
amendment against the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act and provides within
LCP the specific resolution of any conflict between application of the Chapter 3 polici
of the Coastal Act to proposed development through the LCP amendment proce
local government can then implement the Commission’s specific resolution of the 
conflict when
th
the Coastal Act policy conflict presented by the Devil’s Slide tunnel project.  In that 
case, the conflict raised by application of the Coastal Act wetland and sensitive habitat 
protection policies on the one hand and the public access policies on the other hand
was resolved by the Commission through an amendment to the LCP and th
Commission’s resolution of that conflict was specifically incorporated into the provisio
of the certified LCP.  Once the Commission’s resolution of the conflict in application of 
the Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act to the Devil’s Slide tunnel project was 
incorporated into the LCP, the County could then approve the tunnel project consistent 
with the provisions of its certified LCP. 
 
In conclusion, because the Coastal Act only authorizes the resolution of conflicts 
between the application of Chapter 3 policies and does not provide for the delegation o
the Commission’s policy conflict resolution authority to a local government after 
certification of its LCP, proposed LCP Policy 1.3 is inconsistent with Section 30200 of 
the Coastal Act and must be denied.  Therefore, the Commission imposes suggested
Modification 5, deleting proposed LCP Policy 1.3. 
 
7
 

7.1. BURNHAM STRIP 
 

change the zoning designation for the area called the “Burnham Strip” from Community 
Open Space Conservation (COSC) to EG (Exhibit 2).  The EG district would allow a 
                                            
39 Consistent with this intent, the Commission has a long history of strictly limiting its use of 30007.5 to clear cases
where one 

 
Chapter 3 policy cannot be achieved if another is met. 
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number of community and park-oriented uses and unlike the current certified COSC 
zoning, would not allow single family residences. 
 
The legal standard of review for a zoning or implementation plan amendment is the 
certified Land Use Plan (LUP).  The zoning change must adequately conform to and 
carry out the provisions of the LUP.  In this case, the Burnham Strip is designated Op
Space in the LUP, and further designated as “park” in the certified Montara-Moss 
Beach-El Granada Community Plan.  

en 

 

rming 
 

r 
chandise, 

n notes 

hat structures would be temporary and therefore 
e Open Space/Park attributes of the Burnham Strip would be preserved.  

utdoor 

ls.  These suggested uses are 
onsistent with the Open Space/Park designation because they encourage and support 

nt to LUP 
olicy 11.5. 

  
The Commission also imposes as a suggested modification that “realignment of 

 to 
protect Highway 1 from coastal erosion.  Given the potential for sea level rise due to 

 
The parks and recreation policies of the certified Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada 
Community Plan specify the need for local parks (including mini parks and tot lots on 
suitable vacant parcels) and a community center, and stipulate that school playgrounds
should be used for active recreation such as baseball, tennis, swimming, etc. 
 
The proposed uses in the new El Granada Gateway district are all conditional and 
include: community centers, interpretive centers, libraries, linear parks and trails, open 
field cultivation of plants and flowers for ornamental purposes, outdoor art centers, 
outdoor athletic facilities, outdoor recreation areas, parks, temporary outdoor perfo
arts centers, temporary outdoor sales, temporary outdoor showgrounds and exhibition
facilities, urban roadside stands, and vegetative stormwater treatment systems.  
 
Many of these uses are consistent with the Open Space/Park designation. Urban 
Roadside Stands, which are defined as “structures in urban areas of either portable o
permanent construction used for the sale of produce and other goods and mer
are not consistent with the Open Space/Park designation because it is broadly defined 
and could potentially include a permanent commercial structure, which is an 
inconsistent with the uses in the Open Space/Park designation. The Commissio
that if one wanted to sell produce or other goods, one could do so under the “temporary 
outdoor sales” use, which emphasizes t
th
 
Therefore, the Commission imposes suggested modifications to the El Granada 
Gateway District language, specifically striking the Urban Roadside Stand and O
Athletic Facilities allowed uses.  In addition, the Commission adds the following 
allowable conditional uses: Public Parking for Surfer’s Beach, Public Restrooms and 
Showers, Public Pedestrian Trails and Bicycle Trai
c
public recreation and they are visitor serving, both of which are priority pursua
P

Highway 1” be added as an allowable conditional use in the El Granada Gateway 
District.  In this particular location in El Granada, Highway 1 cuts very close to the 
shoreline adjacent to the popular Surfer’s Beach.  The shoreline is currently armored

global warming, it is important to plan for the potential accelerated erosion of this area 
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that may further threaten Highway 1 and adjacent structures.  Planned retreat of thes
structures should be provided for where feasible.  

e 

 

n 
ess environmentally damaging alternative to 

horeline armoring.  In areas where retreat is feasible, i.e. near open, undeveloped 
ged 

 to carry 
ut the certified LUP.  

f 
d 

pprovals necessary for the preparation and adoption of a local coastal program.  
r 

 
esources 

evertheless, the Commission is required, in approving an LCP amendment submittal, 
EQA 

 
 

 LCP Amendment consists of a Land Use Plan amendment (LUP) and an 
plementation Plan (IP) amendment.  The Commission incorporates its findings on 

n full.  
 the 

 

 
Certified LUP Policy 9.11 requires development to be located in areas where beach 
erosion hazards are minimal and where no additional shoreline protection is needed. 
Certified LUP Policy 9.12(b) only allows protection of roadway facilities that provide 
public access to beaches when alternative routes are not feasible.  The Commissio
has found that “managed retreat” is a l
s
lands such as the Burnham Strip, managed retreat of Highway 1 should be encoura
and in some cases, required.  Allowing Highway 1 to be relocated inland and onto the 
Burnham Strip area if needed is consistent with these requirements.  Only as modified, 
would the proposed El Granada Gateway district conform with or be adequate
o
 
8. California Environmental Quality Act 
 
Section 21080.9 of the California Public Resources Code – within the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) – exempts local government from the requirement o
preparing an environmental impact report (EIR) in connection with its activities an
a
Therefore, local governments are not required to prepare an EIR in support of thei
proposed LCP amendments, although the Commission can and does use any 
environmental information that the local government submits in support of its proposed 
LCPA. Instead, the CEQA responsibilities are assigned to the Coastal Commission and
the Commission's LCP review and approval program has been found by the R
Agency to be the functional equivalent of the environmental review required by CEQA, 
pursuant to CEQA Section 21080.5. Therefore the Commission is relieved of the 
responsibility to prepare an EIR for each LCP.  
 
N
to find that the approval of the proposed LCP, as amended, does conform with C
provisions, including the requirement in CEQA section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) that the 
amended LCP will not be approved or adopted as proposed if there are feasible 
alternative or feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen
any significant adverse impact which the activity may have on the environment.  14
C.C.R. §§ 13542(a), 13540(f), and 13555(b). 
 
The County’s
Im
Coastal Act and land use plan conformity into this CEQA finding as it is set forth i
The LUP amendment as originally submitted cannot be found to be consistent with
Coastal Act with respect to locating and planning new development, public works, 
priority uses, public access, water quality, and conflict resolution. The Implementation 
Plan amendment as originally submitted does not conform with and is not adequate to



SMC-MAJ-1-07  
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update 
Page 156 of 156 
carry out the policies of the certified LUP with respect to the Open Space/Park 
designation, public recreation and visitor serving policies, and hazards policies. 

 
o 

d, 
t 

 

t 
f 

future individual projects would require coastal development 
ermits, issued by the County of San Mateo, and in the case of areas of original 

ut the coastal zone, specific impacts 
 

roject’s 

EQA 
cts.  

 
The Commission, therefore, has suggested modifications to bring the Land Use Plan
into full conformance with the Coastal Act and the Implementation Plan amendment int
full conformance with the certified Land Use Plan (See sections 2 and 3).  As modifie
the Commission finds that approval of the LCP amendment will not result in significan
adverse environmental impacts under the meaning of the California Environmental 
Quality Act.  Absent the incorporation of these suggested modifications to effectively
mitigate potential resource impacts, such a finding could not be made.  
 
The Commission finds that the Local Coastal Program Amendment, as modified, will no
result in significant unmitigated adverse environmental impacts under the meaning o
the CEQA.  Further, 
p
jurisdiction, by the Coastal Commission.  Througho

 coastal resources resulting from individual development projects are assessedto
through the coastal development review process; thus, an individual p
compliance with CEQA would be assured.  Therefore, the Commission finds that there 
are no other feasible alternatives or mitigation measures under the meaning of C
which would further reduce the potential for significant adverse environmental impa
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Buildout Analysis Detail 
 
Developed Parcels:  
In summary, the San Mateo County submittal (a) contemplates lot merger (b) 
does not assume that a house will be built on each substandard lot and (c) does 
not count each substandard lot as a potential housing unit.  As such, the potential 
for 1,681(1,131+536+14) additional units on developed parcels is not included in 
the submitted buildout figure, as explained below: 
• 197 lots are developed as one-lot parcels. These were counted in the buildout 
figure as one unit each because there is no way they can be merged. 
• 2,262 lots are developed as two-lot parcels. These two lot parcels were 
combined for counting purposes and counted as one parcel with 1 dwelling unit, 
because the County has assumed they will be merged into standard size parcels 
according to a recently locally approved, but not certified merger program. 
Therefore, 1131 units were included the buildout figure. However, the maximum 
development potential that potentially could be developed if the County does not 
merge these lots in the future would be an additional 1131 units (½ of the 2,262 
substandard lots). 
• 803 lots are developed as three-lot parcels. These three lot parcels were 
combined for counting purposes and counted as one parcel with 1 potential 
dwelling unit, because the County has assumed they will be merged into 
standard size parcels according to a locally approved, but not certified, merger 
program.  Therefore, 267 units were included in the buildout figure. The 
maximum development potential that potentially could be developed if the County 
does not merge these lots in the future would be an additional 536 units (2/3 of 
the 803 substandard lots). 
• 28 lots are developed as four-lot parcels. These four-lot parcels were combined  
into two parcels (5,000 square feet each) for counting purposes and counted as 
two parcels with 1 potential dwelling unit on each, because the County has 
assumed they will be merged into standard size parcels according to a locally 
approved, but uncertified, merger program. Therefore, 14 units were included in 
the buildout figure. The maximum development potential that potentially could be 
developed if the County does not merge these lots in the future would be an 
additional 14 units (1/2 of the 28 substandard lots). 
Undeveloped Parcels: 
In summary, the San Mateo County submittal (a) contemplates lot merger (b) 
does not assume that a house will be built on each substandard lot and (c) does 
not count each substandard lot as a potential housing unit.   As such, the 
theoretical potential for 726 additional units on undeveloped parcels 
(472+236+18) is not included in the submitted buildout figure as explained below: 
The ownership pattern for the 1,605 undeveloped residential zoned substandard 
lots is characterized by the following: 
• 271 lots occur as a one-lot parcel. These were counted in the buildout figure 
one unit each because there is no way they can be merged.   
• 944 lots occur as 472 two-lot parcels. These two lot parcels were combined for 
counting purposes and counted as one parcel with 1 dwelling unit because the 
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County has assumed they will be merged into standard size parcels according to 
a recently locally approved, but not certified, merger program. Therefore, 472 
units were included in the buildout figure. 
The maximum development potential that potentially could be developed if the 
County does not merge these lots in the future would be an additional 472 units 
(1/2 of the 944 substandard lots). 
• 354 lots occur as 118 three-lot parcels. These three-lot parcels were combined 
for counting purposes and counted as one parcel with 1 dwelling unit, because 
the County has assumed they will be merged into standard size parcels 
according to a locally approved, but not certified, merger program. Therefore, 
118 units were counted in the buildout figure. The maximum development 
potential that potentially could be developed if the County does not merge these 
lots in the future would be an additional 236 units (2/3 of the 354 substandard 
lots).    
• 36 lots occur as 9 four-lot parcels. These four-lot parcels were combined into 
two parcels (5,000 square feet each) for counting purposes and counted as two 
parcels with 1 potential dwelling unit on each, because the County has assumed 
they will be merged into standard size parcels according to a locally approved, 
but not certified, merger program.   Therefore, 18 units were included in the 
buildout figure. The maximum development potential that potentially could be 
developed if the County does not merge these lots in the future would be an 
additional 18 units (1/2 of the 36 substandard lots). 
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