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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the Midcoast LCP Update as submitted.

The proposed Midcoast LCP Update (Update) provides an important framework for updating
portions of the LCP, and reflects the combined efforts of the Commission, the County and
members of the public going over a decade. The Update 1) identifies constraints to existing
public services and establishes criteria necessary for siting new development in the urban
Midcoast, 2) updates buildout information, 3) improves LCP mechanisms for enhancing the
Coastal Trail, 4) incorporates a grandfathering provision for pending local CDP applications and
5) implements other minor numbering, ordering or clarifying changes to LUP policies.

On December 10, 2009, the Commission approved the County’s initial submittal of the Update
(SMC-1-07) subject to 72 modifications. These modifications 1) removed a conflict resolution
policy, 2) narrowed grandfathering clauses and included them in the LUP policies, 3) based
location of new development on adequate public works, 4) prohibited private wells in the urban
Midcoast and 5) decreased the growth rate to match existing public service capacity. After
considering the Commission’s suggested modifications, the County declined to accept them in
their entirety, but has instead revised and resubmitted the Update.

In its resubmittal, the County incorporated the vast majority of the Commission-approved
suggested modifications, made minor changes to some approved modifications and also replaced
certain suggested modifications with alternative language that achieves the same goals and
objectives that were intended by the Commission’s suggested modifications. For example, in the
resubmittal, the County reduced the annual allowable growth rate from 75 to 40 units a year as
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was approved by modification by the Commission; added policies requiring thorough analysis
for public services and traffic impacts, particularly for projects likely to have adverse impacts on
traffic; added the requirement for the County to develop a Transportation Management Plan to
evaluate the feasibility of developing an in-lieu fee traffic mitigation program, the expansion of
public transit, including buses and shuttles, and a mandatory lot merger program; and added
policies to improve efforts to protect and enhance the California Coastal Trail, recreational
opportunities and public access through County planning endeavors and individual permit
applications. The proposed Update, as submitted, assures consistency with Coastal Act
requirements that new development is concentrated in 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.

Thus, staff believes that the Update will result in enhanced coastal resource protection in San
Mateo County’s Midcoast area, and recommends that the Commission certify the Update as
submitted. The motion is found on page 3.

EXHIBIT LIST

Resubmittal - Proposed LUP Amendments

Resubmittal - Proposed IP Amendments

Midcoast land use and zoning map

December 10, 2012 Adopted Coastal Commission Report for San Mateo County LCP
Amendment No. SMC-MAJ-1-07 (Midcoast LCP Update)

Pwn e



SMC-MAJ-1-11 (Midcoast Update Resubmittal)

I. MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS

Motion:

I move that the Commission certify the Land Use Plan Amendment No. SMC-
MAJ-1-11 to the San Mateo County LCP as submitted. | recommend a yes vote.

Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in certification of the land use
plan amendment as submitted and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion
to certify as submitted passes only upon an affirmative vote of a majority of the appointed
Commissioners.

Resolution to Certify Land Use Plan as Submitted:

The Commission hereby certifies the Land Use Plan Amendment No. SMC-MAJ-1-11 to
the San Mateo County LCP as submitted and adopts the findings set forth below on
grounds that the land use plan 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 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 land use 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 that will result
from certification of the land use plan amendment.

Motion:

I move that the Commission reject Implementation Program Amendment No.
SMC-MAJ-1-11 to the San Mateo County LCP as submitted. I recommend a no
vote.

Staff recommends a NO vote. Failure of this motion will result in certification of the
Implementation Program Amendment as submitted 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 to Certify Implementation Program as Submitted:

The Commission hereby certifies the Implementation Program Amendment No. SMC-
MAJ-1-11 to the San Mateo County LCP as submitted and adopts the findings set forth
below on grounds that the Implementation Program amendment conforms with, and is
adequate to carry out, the provisions of the certified Land Use Plan as amended, and
certification of the Implementation Program will meet the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act, because either 1) feasible mitigation measures and/or
alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant adverse effects
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of the Implementation Program Amendment on the environment, or 2) there are no
further feasible alternatives or mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any
significant adverse impacts on the environment that will result from certification of the
Implementation Program Amendment.

1. SUMMARY OF AMENDMENT RESUBMITTAL

On December 10, 2009, the Commission denied certification of amendments to the San Mateo
County certified LCP as proposed (Amendment No. SMC-MAJ-1-07), and approved the
amendment subject to 72 modifications. On May 11, 2010, the County Board of Supervisors
adopted a resolution directing County staff to utilize the LCP amendment resubmittal process
and develop a resubmittable amendment to the LCP that would incorporate certain Coastal
Commission modifications, and propose new policy language for other modificaions where the
County disagreed with the Commission’s approved modifications as written. On November 30,
2010, the County Board of Supervisors conducted a public hearing on a new version of the
amendment recommended by County staff for resubmittal to the Commission, but continued the
matter for future consideration. On April 26, 2011, the County Board of Supervisors adopted
revised LCP amendment language for resubmittal.

On June 13, 2011, the Commission’s North Central District Office received a resubmittal of the
Midcoast Update LCP Amendments. The accompanying resolutions and ordinances make clear
that the County submits these amendments for certification without modification. The
Resubmittal now before the Commission is the result of more than a decade of discussions and
hearings and the contributions of Commission staff, County staff and numerous interested
parties. As proposed, the Update would not take effect until 30 days after Commission action
pursuant to the County’s resolution and consistent with the County’s ability to specify
effectiveness pursuant to Coastal Regulation Section 13518.

The Resubmittal makes 23 revisions changes to the 72 modifications approved by the
Commission in December 2009. Of the 23 revisions, eight rephrase approved modifications but
do not make any substantial changes to them. Six of the revisions remove approved
modifications related to grandfathering pending CDP applications so that they would not be
subject to the updated LCP. The remaining nine revisions are substantive changes to the
Commission’s suggested modifications related to the analysis required when siting new
development in the urban Midcoast, in order to ensure adequate water supply and adequacy of
public services, including road capacity.

I11. STANDARD OF REVIEW

The proposed amendments affect the LUP and IP components of the County of San Mateo LCP.
The standard of review for LUP amendments is that they must be consistent with and adequate to
carry out the Coastal Act; the standard of review for IP amendments is that they must be
consistent with and adequate to carry out the policies of the certified LUP.

IV. LAND USE PLAN FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
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In addition to the following consistency findings related to particular Coastal Act issues raised by
this Resubmittal, this recommendation incorporates the December 10, 2009 LCP amendment
staff report herein in its entirety. The December 10, 2009 staff report provides an analysis of the
Update’s consistency with applicable Coastal Act and LCP policies as originally submitted by
the County and modified by the Commission and includes the County’s updated estimates of
residential buildout and infrastructure supply and demand figures.

Background

The existing LCP divides the County into defined Urban, Rural, Rural Residential and Rural
Service Centers. The Midcoast project area contains areas that are both 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 (see Exhibit 3).

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 required by 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 ElI 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
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Strip” fronting El Granada, designated Open Space in the LUP, commercial recreation as well as
some conditional residential uses 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.

Relevant Policies
Section 30250 of the Coastal Act states, in part:

(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:

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, including water supply, wastewater disposal, roadway capacity, and
other infrastructure, to assure that such growth does not have significant adverse effects on
coastal resources, including rural agricultural lands, public access, water quality, and scenic
resources. Hence, Section 30250 provides an important foundation for analysis of proposed
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LCPs and LCP amendments. LCPs must identify the types, locations, and densities of land uses
and developments for each geographic area 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.

Consistency Analysis

Transportation and Roadway Capacity

Coastal Act Section 30250 requires that new residential development shall be located within
existing developed areas able to accommodate it with adequate public services and where it will
not have significant adverse effects on coastal resources.

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 2009 County Congestion
Management Program (CMP), the level of service (LOS) on key segments is mostly at “E” (on a
scale of A — F).* According to the 2001 Countywide Transportation Plan (CTP), most of these
key travel routes were projected to be at LOS “F” by 2010. LOS “F” indicates traffic exceeds the
physical operational capacity of the roadway, with unacceptable delays and congestion. Given
the recent economic downturn, development rates have slowed, and therefore this scenario did
not occur by 2010. However, as the economy rebounds, congestion will likely worsen to LOS
“F”. Additionally, at buildout, if significant improvements to highway capacity are not
completed, the congestion will be at “F”, given that the Midcoast is currently at approximately
half of buildout and the LOS is consistently at an “E” or “F” depending on the roadway segment.

The certified LCP considers LOS “D” to be acceptable, and the traffic has already worsened
beyond this level. Public transportation on the Midcoast is limited to two bus lines with
infrequent service. Without major improvements to roads, public transit, and other transportation
management measures, at LCP buildout the Highways that provide public access to the coast will
still be at “E” or “F”, with significant traffic delays. Therefore, the existing regional
transportation capacity is insufficient to serve current population, future population and
development in the urban area, and significantly impacts the public’s ability to access the coast.

In 2009, the Commission approved modifications that would require all new development to be
dependent upon adequate roadway capacity and reliant upon a traffic study determining existing
and future level of service baselines. The County has incorporated the need to assess traffic
impacts for certain projects, but has proposed alternative policies to ensure roadway capacity is
taken into consideration when analyzing certain development proposals. Specifically, proposed
Policy 2.57.1 requires all proposals for new development in the Midcoast that generate any net
increase in vehicle trips on Highways 1 and 92, except for a single-family dwelling, a second
dwelling unit, or a two-family dwelling, to provide traffic studies that include mitigation
measures that offset the project’s impacts. (Exhibit 1). Further, prior to CDP approval, the
County must be able to make the finding that proposed mitigation measures are adequate to

1 LOS E indicates unstable operations with significant intersection approach delays and low average speeds,
volumes at or near capacity and vehicles waiting through several signal cycles, including long queues forming
upstream from intersections.
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offset new vehicle trips generated by the project to the extent feasible. Additionally, pursuant to
proposed policy 2.57.2, the County will develop a comprehensive Transportation Management
Plan to address cumulative traffic impacts of residential development, including single, two-
family, multi-family and second unit residential development. (Exhibit 1). The Plan will
thoroughly evaluate the feasibility of developing an in-lieu fee traffic mitigation program,
expanding public transit, including buses and shuttles, and/or developing a mandatory lot merger
program to further reduce buildout potential.

Moreover, various policies will remain in the San Mateo certified LUP, including policies that
require the County and the Commission to assess adequate roadway capacity and ensure that
adequate public services are provided for residential development in the urban Midcoast.
Specifically, LUP Policies 1.3, 1.4, 1.18 and 1.19 address the provision of adequate public
services for infill development in urban areas and LUP policy 2.49 sets the desired level of
service for roadways in this area.

Taken together, the existing certified policies and newly proposed policies will bolster the
County’s and Commission’s ability to assess roadway capacity and assure adequate
transportation services for new residential development, thereby protecting the public’s ability to
access the coast. The County’s Transportation Management Plan will enhance efforts to ensure
residential development is only allowed where roadway capacity will not be constrained to
unacceptable levels. Thus, the proposed LUP policies regarding traffic impacts ensure adequate
public services for residential development and provide a mechanism for the County to
strengthen the policies based on the findings of the traffic management plan. Therefore, the
Commission finds that the proposed LUP amendment is consistent with the policies of the
Coastal Act regarding new development, the provision of adequate public services and protecting
of public access.

Private Wells

With limited access to municipal water connections, many residential property owners and
developers have opted to construct homes relying on private on-site wells. At the time of original
LCP certification the Commission acknowledged that County policy, as embodied in the LCP’s
Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan, was to “confine future development to
areas... served by utilities,” consistent with the Coastal Act. Since the original certification of
the LCP, the Commission has considered the use of private wells within an urban area with
designated public water providers as 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
services, although no provision of the LCP expressly prohibits the use of private wells. The
Commission had also adopted a categorical exclusion for new residential development in the
urban area of the LCP in 1981 (i.e., for development being served by public utilities). Overtime,
however, the County has taken the position that residential development in the urban area that
relies on private wells is also excluded, in part due to an adverse trial court decision interpreting
one categorical 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 are significant
groundwater issues in numerous areas of the urban Midcoast. There are approximately 946 wells



SMC-MAJ-1-11 (Midcoast Update Resubmittal)

in the Midcoast, serving approximately 24% of existing homes. There have been several
instances of failed wells over the years, and the County is proposing to reallocate existing water
supply to failed wells, indicating that the County is anticipating the possibility of more failed
wells in the future. Most of the wells drilled in the Midcoast tap into shallow aquifers. The
County contracted with Kleinfelder to conduct a groundwater study in the watershed.? The data
from the recently released report supports a conservative approach to managing groundwater,
and that until a comprehensive groundwater management plan is developed, it is prudent to
prohibit private wells in the Midcoast. The report concludes that if increased pumping continues,
particularly in drier years, there could be significant adverse cumulative impacts on groundwater
resources, such as saltwater intrusion.

The development of private wells has also begun to increase tensions between the County
Planning department and other special agencies in the County County, such as Montara Water and
Sanitary District (MWSD) and Coastside County Water District (CCWD), which provide public
water to existing customers within the urban Midcoast. The County’s Resubmittal addresses the
conflict through a proposal to allow five private wells in the urban Midcoast each year for three
years, beginning on the effective date of the policy (30 days after certification by the
Commission), or until MWSD obtains the necessary approvals from the Commission to provide
water service to vacant properties, whichever occurs first.®> This policy would allow at most 15
new private well connections, because if the three years run out and MWSD is still not permitted
to issue new water connections, there is no provision in the proposed Resubmittal to extend the
private well program. Any permitted private wells will continue to be subject to the County’s
standard condition that they be abandoned once a water connection becomes available. This
policy represents a compromise position between the County and Commission staff, who had
instead recommended that an express limitation be placed on all private wells. It is likely that
Montara Water and Sanitary District’s Public Works Plan can be amended within three years,
which would effectively end this program.® In either case, the program will not continue for
more than three years. This program is sufficiently limited in scope and presents an appropriate
and realistic interim strategy to allow 15 new private wells in the urban Midcoast in the next
three years. Further, the LCP as resubmitted also contains LUP Policy 1.18.1 which expressly
incorporates this three year well policy, prohibits new private septic systems in the urban
Midcoast subject to a three-part limited exception and outlines lack of adequate water supply and
wastewater facilities as grounds for denial of development applications in the urban Midcoast.
The Commission therefore finds that this proposed program is consistent with the new
development and public services policies of the Coastal Act.

Grandfathered Projects

Prior to the Commission’s 2009 approval, the County proposed to exempt, or “grandfather” over
143 pending CDP applications from the provisions of this LCP Update. Those projects would

2 Kleinfelder Midcoast Groundwater Study, Prepared for the Planning & Building Department, San Mateo County,
California (April 2009).

% At present, the existing certified Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD) Public Works Plan (PWP) does not
allow issuance of new water connections (2-06-006).

* The Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD) submitted an application to amend the Public Works Plan (2-
06-006-A1l), to allow new connections. As of July 20, 2012, the application file was still incomplete, but the North
Central District staff and MWSD continue to work together on the content of the amendment.
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still be subject to the existing certified LCP policies but would not be required to follow the rules
of the Updated LCP.

In December 2009, the Commission approved several modifications that narrowed the scope of
grandfathered projects, by requiring grandfathered projects to meet three criteria: 1) any
necessary CDP has already been obtained; 2) no CDP is required pursuant to the Coastal Act and
a building permit application was submitted to the County prior to December 10, 2009 and
appropriate fees paid; and 3) a development agreement consistent with the provision of the
certified LCP then in effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner
where the development will occur prior to December 10, 2009, and the proposed development
conforms with the terms of that development agreement. The Resubmittal replaces this criteria
with new language stating that the Land Use Plan provisions will not apply to applications filed
complete as of the effective date of the proposed Amendment Resubmittal, which is 30 days after
CCC approval pursuant to the County’s Resolution No. 071395. (Exhibit 1). Additionally, the
County proposes that the proposed Implementation Plan provisions not apply to applications
where any of the following three situations apply: (1) an application for each applicable
development permit required by the County Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development
Permit application, has been submitted to the County and deemed complete; (2) A building
permit application has been submitted to the County and appropriate fees paid if no development
permit is required by the County Zoning Regulations; or (3) A development agreement,
consistent with the provisions of the LCP then in effect, has been recorded between the County
and the property owner where the development will occur, and the proposed development
conforms with the terms of that agreement.

The proposed provisions in the Resubmittal narrow the scope of grandfathering provision
originally proposed to the Commission, but the proposed language will allow more applications
to be grandfathered than the modifications approved by the Commission in 2009.

There are many complete coastal development permit applications that would not be subject to
the Updated LCP. Some of these developments include large condominium and apartment
housing projects, subdivisions, and domestic wells, all of which have the potential to impact
coastal resources, such as traffic capacity, public access, water quality, and groundwater
resources. However, the new policies contained in the updated LCP, as modified, would require
additional filing information in order to complete the analysis, such as traffic mitigation plans, in
order to carry out the required analyses to permit development. Given that the only
grandfathered applications are those that have already been deemed filed, and the new policies
will apply to incomplete applications that are still capable of being supplemented with
information to adequately address new standards of review in the updated LCP, the Commission
finds these provisions as they pertain to the LUP and IP, acceptable in ensuring applicants are
adequately on notice of standards that apply to their project and otherwise consistent with the
Coastal Act.

I1. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

In addition to the following consistency findings for this Resubmittal, this recommendation
incorporates the December 10, 2009 LCP amendment staff report herein in its entirety. The

10
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December 10, 2009 staff report provides an analysis of the consistency of the Update’s
Implementation Plan with the amended LUP, as originally submitted by the County and modified
by the Commission, and includes the County’s updated estimates of residential buildout and
infrastructure supply and demand figures.

The County proposes amendments to the IP to establish a linear park and trail plan overlay on all
parcels within the Devil’s Slide Bypass Alignment property along Highway 1 north of Montara,
increase restrictions on impervious surfaces in certain zoning districts, lower maximum
allowable building height in certain districts (including the Planned Agricultural District),
decrease front yard setbacks in certain districts, allow one required parking space to be
uncovered for select affordable housing development or voluntary lot merger program, insert
restrictions on winter grading throughout the Midcoast, and enact the new El Granada Gateway
(EG ) zoning district and 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 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.

Except for the grandfather provisions discussed above, the County incorporated all of the
Commission’s 2009 approved suggested modifications to the IP. Therefore, for the reasons
stated in the 2009 report, attached as Exhibit 4, the Commission finds the proposed
Implementation Plan amendments adequate to carry out the provisions of the LUP, consistent
with the findings in the 2009 Commission approved LCP update. (Exhibit 4).

IV. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT

The Coastal Commission’s review and development process for LCPs and LCP amendments has
been certified by the Secretary of Resources as being the functional equivalent of the
environmental review required by CEQA. Therefore, local governments are not required to
undertake environmental analysis of proposed LCP amendments, although the Commission can
and does use any environmental information that the local government has developed. CEQA
requires that alternatives to the proposed action be reviewed and considered for their potential
impact on the environment and that the least damaging feasible alternative be chosen as the
alternative to undertake.

The County, acting as the lead CEQA agency, held numerous public hearings and approved a
Resolution and Ordinances directing County Staff to submit the Update to the Commission. This
report has discussed the relevant coastal resource issues with the proposal, and has recommended
appropriate suggested modifications to avoid and/or lessen any potential for adverse impacts to
said resources. All public comments received to date have been addressed in the findings above.
All above findings are incorporated herein in their entirety by reference.

11
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As such, there are no additional feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available

which would substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects which approval
of the amendment, as modified, would have on the environment within the meaning of CEQA.
Thus, if so modified, the proposed amendment will not result in any significant environmental

effects for which feasible mitigation measures have not been employed consistent with CEQA
Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A).

12



RESOLUTION NO.  §¥ 1 J““’i

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* % % % & %

RESOLUTION DIRECTING STAFF TO SUBMIT THE PROPOSED LOCAL COASTAL
PROGRAM (LCP) AMENDMENTS FOR COASTAL COMMISSION REVIEW AND
CERTIFICATION WITHOUT MODIFICATION

RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of

California, that

WHEREAS, in November, 1980, the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program

(LCP) was certified by the California Coastal Commission; and

WHEREAS, since its certification, LCP has been amended various times, to

improve its conformity- with the California Coastal Act or respond to local circumstances;

and

WHEREAS, in August, 1999, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution
62999, authorizing the Midcoast LCP Update Project to (1) improve LCP-Coastai Act
consistency, (2) update LCP baseline data and policies, and (3) reduce development

permit appeals; and

), .
WHEREAS, between August 1989 and November 2006, a series of community
scoping sessions, workshops, and public hearings were conducted in order to develop

g
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the content of the Midcoast LCP Update; and
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WHEREAS, on November 14, 2006, the Board of Supervisors .adopted
Resolution 068386, 'th_at directed staff to submit a set of LCP policy and zening

amendments to the California Coastal Commission (CCC) for certification of. conformity

with the California Coastal Act; and

WHEREAS, on February 27, 2009, the CCC staff released a recommendation

that proposed sixty-three modifications to the amendments submitted by the County;

and

WHEREAS, in June, July, and December, 2009, the Board of Supefvisors held

public hearings to consider and respond to the amendments proposed by CCC staff;

and

WHEREAS, on December 10, 2009, the CCC denied certification of the LCP
amendments submitted by the County, then approved the amendments subject to the

County's acceptance of seventy-two suggested modifications; and

WHEREAS, in April and May, 2010, the Board of Supervisors held public

hearings to consider the County’s options for responding to the CCC'’s suggested

modifications; and

WHEREAS, on May 11, 2010, the Board of Supervisors approved Resolution

070836 that directed staff to develop alternatives to the CCC's suggested modifications
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of concern for resubmittal to the CCC, to be considered by the Board of Supetrvisors at

a future public hearing; and

WHEREAS, the San Mateo County Planning and Building Department has
prepared an updated version of the Midcoast LCP Update amendments that incorporate

the CCC’s suggested modifications, with some revisions; and

P

WHEREAS, opportunity for public participation in the hearing process was

provided through: (1) publication of all Board of Supervisors meeting announcement in

the San Mateo County Times and Half Moon Bay Review newspapers, and (2) direct

mailing of the meeting announcement to interested parties; and

3

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the San Mateo County Board of

Supervisors:

1. Amend the San Mateo County LCP Logating and Planning New Development

Gomponent Table 1 to include the updated estimate of Midcoast residential

buildout and add new Policy 1.18.1, as shown in Exhibit “A” of this Resolution.

2. Amend the San Mateo County' LCP Locating and Planning New Development

Component tc add Map 1.3, Midcoast LCP Update Project Area, as shown in

Exhibit “B” of this Resolution.
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Amend the San Mateo County LCP Public Works Component to revise Tables 2.3

and 2.4 to include the updated estimate of Midcoast sewage generation at

buildout and add Section 2.4b, as shown in Exhibit “C” of this Resolution.

Amend the San Mateo County LCP Public Works Component to revise Tables 2.9

and 2.10 to include the updated estimate of Midcoast water consumption at

buildout, as shown in Exhibit “D” of this Resolution.

Amend the San Mateo County 1.CP Public Works Component to revise Policy 2.8

and Table 2.17 to reserve water supply capacity (a) for residential wells deemed
to have failed by the Environmental Health Division, and (b) for affordable housing

units not located at the three designated Midcoast sites, as shown in Exhibit “E” of

this Resolution.

Amend the San Mateo County LCP Locating and Planning New Development

Component to revise Policy 1.22 to reduce the annual Midcoast residential growth
rate limit from 125 to 40 new units per year, and clarify the application of this limit,

as shown in Exhibit “F" of this Resolution.

Amend the San Mateo County LCP Public Works Component to add Policies

2.57.1, and 2.57.2, to require additional traffic mitigation measures for Midcoast

development projects as inciuded in Exhibit “G" of this Resolution.
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10.

11.

Amend the San Mateo County LCP Public Works Component to revise Policy
2.50 to indicate intended future changes for the Devil's Slide bypass property, as

shown in Exhibit “H” of this Resolution.

Amend the San Mateo County L.CP Recreation and Visitor Serving Facilities

Component to revise Policies 11.13 and 11.27 to update the designated trails list,
and to support efforts to add the Devil's Slide bypass property to adjoining park

units, as shown in Exhibit “I” of this Resolution.

Amend the San Mateo County LCP Public Works Component to revise Policies

2.56 and 2.567, and amend the Recreation and Visitor Serving Facilities Com-

ponent to revise Policy 11.26, to (a) promote coordination with CalTrans in
developing a pedestrian/multi-purpose trail parallel to Highway 1, and above or
below ground pedestrian crossings at locations along Highway 1, and (b) require
that CalTrans' Highway 1 improvement projects be conditioned to require

development of such pedestrian improvements, as shown in Exhibit “J" of this

Resolution.

Amend the San Mateo County LCP Housing Companent to revise Policy 3.11 to

provide the correct name of the Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Community, and
to add_ Policy 3.17 to authorize incentivés for voluntary development of affordable
housing units on Midcoast parcels other than the designated affordable housing
sites, including residentially zoned substandard lots that cannot be merged, as

shown in Exhibit “K” of this Resolution.
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12.

13.

14.

Amend the San Mateo County LCP Locating and Planning New Development

Component to add Policy 1.35 and Appendix A to incorporate the Countywide

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) best management practices

and performance standards/requirements which implement Federal NPDES and

State Regional Water Quality Control Board requirements, as shown in Exhibit “L

of this Resolution.

Amend the San Mateo County LCP Shoreline Access Component to add new

Policy 10.37.1 and revise Policies 10.41, 10.44, 10.49 and 10.50, and Recreation

and Visitor Serving Facilities Component to add new Policies 11.32 and 11.33
and revise Policies 11.24, 11.25, and 11.27-11.31 to updat_e the role of trail

providing agencies and use of Highway 1 bypass lands, as shown in Exhibit “M"

of this Resolution.

Amend the San Mateo County LCP to resolve identified LCP policy conflicts,
address Airport Land Use Committee requirements, update public works phasing
and land use priority policies, and clarify ambiguous provisions. These amend-

ments revise the Locating and Planning New Development Component by adding

the Half Moon Bay Airport Influence Area Boundary Map'as LCP Map 1.5, and
modifying Policies 1.5b, 1.7, 1.8b, 1.9a, 1.12b, 1.15, 1.18, 1.20, 1.33, 1.36 and

Table 1.3. In addition, the amendments revise the Public Works Component by

deleting Policies 2.9, 2.10, 2.11, 2.16, 2.17, 2.19, 2.25 and 2.35, modifying

Policies 2.7, 2.8, 2.12, 2.13, 2.18, 2.21, 2.22, 2.23, 2.26, 2.27,2.29,2.31, 2.32,
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15.

2.36, 2.48, 2,49, 2.52, 2.53, 2.54, and 2.55, replacing Policy 2.28, and adding
new Policies 2.15.1 and 2.24.1. These amendments also revise Housing

Component Policy 3.14a; Energy Component Policy 4.3a; Agriculture Component

Policies 5.2 and 5.4; Aquaculture Component Policy 6.2, Sensitive Habitats
Component Policies 7.12, 7.13, 7.34, 7.36-7.40 and 7.47-7.50; and Visual

Resources Component Policies 8.5, 8.6 and 8.14, as shown in Exhibit “N” of this

Resolution.

Amend the San Mateo County LCP Land Use Map 1o 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, and
to place a Linear Park and Trail Plan Specific Plan Overlay over the Residential,
Open Space, and Agriculture Land Use designations for the Devil’'s Slide Martini
Creek Bypass Alignment property to General Open Space. The amended Land
Use Map, as shown by Exhibit “C”, shall be inserted into the certified Land Use
Plan as Map 1.4.

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the provisions of this Resolution do

not apply to applications for development that have been deemed complete before the

effective date of the amendments; and

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the San Mateo County Board of

Supervisors direct staff to resubmit the updated version of the Local Coastal Program

(LCP) amendments as individual amendments to the Coastal Commission for certifica-
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tion of conformity with the California Coastal Act. The LCP amendments submitted to
the Coastal Commission shall include the Land Use Plan changes that are a part of this

Resolution, and concurrently approved Zoning/Ordinance Code amendments; and

AND, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Lbcal Coastal Program amend-
ments shall not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after the California Coastal

Commiésion has certified them, without modification, as conforming with the California

Coastal Act.

* % X Ok Kk k
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EXHIBIT “A”

Insert the following tables and text within Chapter 1 of the LCP Land Use Plan before

Table 1.2

Original Buildout Estimate (1980}

TABLE 1

ESTIMATE OF DWELLING UNITS AND POPULATION
PERMITTED BY THE LAND USE PLAN

MID-COAST | 2775 | 7,675 4',100.— 1”1,500 - B,Téé - .1.6,.4.8.5‘” "
4,700 12,700
Urban (2,550) (7,000) (4,100 - (11 500 — {6,200) (14,900)
, 4,700) 12,700)

Rural (225) (675) (528) (1,585)
HALF MOON | 2,240 6,900 5,000 12,000 — 5,500 - 13,500 -
BAY _ 13,000 6,500 15,000
SOUTH 620 2000 | - 1,424 5,000
COAST

Pescadero (143) e - (2000

San | - - | - @4

Gregorio

Rural [C¥. 74 H— — (1,184)
TOTAL 5,635 16,5675 ——- ——- 13,650 — 35,000 -

14,650 36,500
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 09-495 units
Second Units 466 units
Caretaker's Quarters 45 units
Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Community 227 units

TOTAL

6,757-7,153 units
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The above 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 that would occur if all land that has been desig-
nated for development has been developed to its maximum density, i.e., the sum of all
units potentially allowed under existing certified LCP 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 buildout estimate and the LCP policies on which it is based are

not entitliements and do not guarantee that any proposed development will be
approved. :

Insert new Policy 1.18.1 between existing Policies 1.18 and 1.19

118.1 Ensure Adequate Public Services and Infrastructure for New Development in
Urban Areas

No permit for development in the urban area shall be approved unless it can
be demonstrated that it will be served with adequate water supplies and
wastewater treatment facilities, consistent with the subsections below:

a. Development that relies upon municipal water and wastewater
treatment systems shall not be approved, except as provided in the
subsections below, if there is: (a) insufficient water and wastewater
public works capacity within the system to serve the development given
the already outstanding commitments by the service provider or (b)

evidence that the entity providing the service cannot provide such
service for the development.

b. Development that relies upon municipal water and is located within the
Coastside County Water District service area shall not be approved
unless the allocation of CCWD water to the projects is consistent with
the Coastal Development Permit for the El Granada Pipeline Project
(Coastal Commission CDP A-2-SMC-99-063; A-1-HMB-99-020) as
amended.

c. New public water connections in the Montara Water and Sanitary
District water service area will be allowed 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 as
amended.

d.  Approval of any new private wells within the urban/rural boundary and
the Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD) water service area
shall be limited to five per year for three years of the effective date of
this policy (i.e., on [insert date]), or until MWSD obtains the necessary

A2
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approvals from the California Coastal Commission to provide water
service to vacant properties, whichever comes first.

Approval of any new private well or development that relies on a new
private well may only be considered if a connection to the public water
supply is not available. In such instances, the applicant for the develop-
ment must obtain a coastal development permit (CDP) for a test well,
and document compliance with all Environmental Health standards and
requirements for the proposed use of the well, prior to submitting a CDP
application for the development. The CDP appiication for the develop-
ment shall include a report prepared by a California Registered
Geologist or Registered Civil Engineer which demonstrates, to the
satisfaction of the Environmental Health Director and the Community
Development Director, that:

i.  The vield of the well meets the Standards for Adequate Water as
described in the County Well Ordinance and will be adequate to
meet the needs of the development for the design life of the
development;

i. The water quality meets safe drinking water standards, or will
meet such standards with treatment;

iii. The well will be sited, designed, and operated in a manner that
avoids contamination from any potential pollutant sources; and

iv. Operation of the well will at the level contemplated for the develop-
ment avoids individual or cumulative adverse impacts to other
wells, or to biological resources including streams, riparian
habitats, and wetlands.

The approval of any development that relies on a private well shall be
conditioned to require recordation of a Deed Restriction, to the satisfac-
tion of County Counsel and the Planning and Building Department, prior
to the issuance of building permits, that requires the applicant and any
successor in interest to abandon the well consistent with Environmental
Health requirements and connect to the public water system within 90
days of the date on which a connection becomes available, availability
being determined in the reasonable judgment of the Community
Development Director. Except as limited above, private wells shall not
be prohibited or required to be abandoned if the applicable water district
has the authority to issue new connections but refuses or is unable to
provide water service.

If a public water supply is available, major remodels or expansions of
existing development, or new development on vacant lots, served by

A3
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private wells constructed after September 12, 1989 are not permitted
unless the project will connect to the public water system and abandon
the well. For purposes of this policy, major remodels or expansions
include all projects where new construction has a value equal or greater
to 50% of the value of the existing structure.

New private septic systems shall be prohibited within the urban/rural
boundary of the Midcoast uniess: (1) there is ho public sewer hookup
available; and (2) system complies with all the requirements for
individual septic disposal systems; and (3) the system is approved by
San Mateo County Environmental Health and other applicable
authorities.

Lack of adequate water supplies and wastewater facilit"ies, as defined
above, shall be grounds for denial of the development applications.
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EXHIBIT “B”

MAP 1.3
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EXHIBIT “C”

TABLE 2.3

Delete existing Table 2.3 and replace it with the following new Table 2.3 and
associated discussion.

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 approximately 85 gallons per day (gpd) per person. The sewage treatment
demand for Midcoast non-residential uses is estimated as follows:

Non-Residential Use

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
Institutiona! 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

Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Community 227 units

TOTAL 6,597-6,993 units™

*Excludes 160 units on RM-CZ and PAD zoned Midcoast parcels; most of which are assumed will not
connect to a sewage treatment facility.
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~ For the purposes of this study, the estimated residential buildout is 6,993 units.

Census 2000 showed average Midcoast household size as 2.78 persons per house-
hold. Based on the residential sewage treatment demand figure above (85 gpd), 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 onh 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 Commesrcial (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

The total sewage treatment capacity needed to serve combined residential and non-
residential Midcoast buildout is 1.96 million gallons per day.
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TABLE 2.4
Revise the notes to existing Table 2.4 and add Section 2.4b.

a. Original Sewage Generation Estimate (1980)

TABLE 2.4
ESTIMATE OF SEWAGE GENERATION FROM BUILDOUT OF LAND USE PLAN
GRANADA SANITARY DISTRICT
Lt g
EL GRANADA-PRINCETON
RESIDENTIAL?
Developed - 3,400 70-100 g/dic 238,000-
340,000
Single-Family - -
Multi-Family _ - -
Undeveloped - 5193 70-100 g/d/c 363,500~
519,300
Single-Family? - {4,042)
Multi-Family - (1,151)
COMMERCIALS
Developed 6.90 - 11,680
Retail (4.25) - 2,000 galfacre (8,500)
Recreation* {2.65) - 1,200 galfacre (3,180}
Undeveloped 57.20 - 93,150
Retail (14.70) - 2,000 galfacre (29,400)
Recreation? (42.50) - 1,600 gal/acre (63,750)
INDUSTRIAL
Developed® ' 11.00 - 20,980
Marine Related (11.00) - 2,000 galfacre (20,980)
General -- - -
Undeveloped? 29.29 - 58,580
Marine Related (29.29) - 2,000 galfacre {58,580)
General - - -
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‘| ESSENTIAL PUBLIC SERVICES™

Essential Public Services - - 5,125

PUBLIC RECREATION

Parks and Beaches - | J1g8 10 gal/day/capita’ 3,180

SUBTOTAL - - 786,975~
1,044,765

INCORPORATED SECTION OF |

HALF MOON BAYS

RESIDENTIAL?

Developed Single-Family - 660 70-100 g/d/c 46,200-66,000

Undeveloped Single-Family - 798 70-100 gldc - 55,860-79,800

COMMERCIAL '

Developed Retail | 1.00 - 2,000 gal/acre 2,000

Undeveloped Retail 5.00 - 2,000 gal/acre 10,000

SUBTOTAL - - 114,060~
167,800

TOTAL 901,035-

' " 1,202,565
NOTES:

1. Unless otherwise indicated, sewage generation factors are based on Resources
Engineering and Management's Draft Phase |l 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.  Commercial and industrial acreages based on planimeter measurements of the
LCP Land Use Plan. These figures, as revised in 1991, do not include roads.

4, Based on estimates of sewage generation for commercial recreation developed
by Williams, Kuebelbeck and Associates, Inc., for the Environmental Impact
Statement on the Pillar Point Project.

5.  Figure on acreage of devéloped industria! from the Resources Engineering and
Management's Draft Phase | Report - Granada Sanitary District Master Plan
Study, January, 1979.
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10.

Based on the number of projected annual visitors to the Fitzgerald Marine
Reserve divided by 365 to estimate an average day.

Based on the estimates of sewage generation for beach and tourist restrooms
developed by Williams, Kuebelbeck and Associates, Inc., for the Environmental

Impact Statement on the Pillar Point Project.

Based on estimates of buildout for the part of Half Moon Bay included in the
Granada Sanitary District which were contained in Resources Engineering and
Management's Draft Phase | Report - Granada Sanitary District Master Plan
Study.

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.

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.

Updated Sewage Generation Estimate (2006)

See Table 2.3 for estimated Midcoast sewage generation at buiidout, which
includes the Granada Sanitary District component.
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EXHIBIT “D”
- JABLE 2.9

Delete existing Table 2.9 and replace it with the following new Table 2.9 and
associated discussion.

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 consump-
tion is assumed to be 87 gallons per day (gpd) 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 (lV|~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 2000 showed average Midcoast household size as 2.78
persons per household. Based on the residential water consumption figure above (87
gpd), 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. Therefore, 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% of system losses, 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 1.08 million gallons per day.

The total peak day water supply capacity needed for the Montara Water and Sanitary
District to serve comhbined residential and non-residential buildout is 1.96 miliion

gallons per day.
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TABLE 2.10

Delete existing Table 2.10 and replace it with the following new Table 2,10 and
associated discussion. .

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 (gpd) 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 fo be served by a water supply
utility is 6,993 units. Census 2000 showed average Midcoast household size as 2.78
personsfhousehold. Based on the residential water consumption figure above (87
gpd), 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 foliows:

D.3
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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:

LLand Use/Zoning Acres
Neighborhood Cammercial (C-1) 30,000
Commercial Recreation (CCR) 61,500
Waterfront (W) 77,500
Institutional , 9,000
Agricuiture (Floriculture) (PAD) 170,000
TOTAL 348,000

Combined Residentiai and Non-Residential Demand at Buildout

Taking into account 9.5% of system losses, 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 1.36 million gailons 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 2.44 million

gallons per day.
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2.8

EXHIBIT “E”

Reservation of Capacity for Priority Land Uses

a.

Reservé public works capacity for land uses given priority by the Local
Coastal Program as shown on Table 2.7 and Table 2.17. All priority land
uses shall exclusively rely on public sewer and water services. :

For each public works development, reserve capacity adequate to atlow

priority land uses.-to develop to the buildout allowed by the LCP.

Allow public agencies and utilities to reallocate capacity to non-priority land
uses only through an LCP amendment. Applications for an L.CP amend-
ment to realiocate 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, in writing, that the remaining reserved capacity will be
adequate to serve the remaining priority land uses. -

Allow Coastside County Water District and Montara Water and Sanitary
District to allocate priority capacity in accordance with Table 2.17 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, following consultation with the Director of
Environmental Health and the General Manager of the serving water district.

In order to minimize the reduction in water reserved for Coastal Act priority
land uses, applications for reallocated water shall inciude 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 General Manager of the serving water district prior to
the establishment of the connection, and contain the following:

(1Y 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,

E.1
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(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 serving water district shall provide notices to the County Planning
Department and the Coastal Commission of all failed welt applications.

E.2

Exhibit No. 1

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
Resubmittal - Proposed LUP Amendments

Page 25 of 83



00.L'8TL 'L 01 00E'9E8 008'8.. b_omamu IBIEAA |BI0 L
%004 %869 01 05 aseud Aq pemojfy Iopjing Jo soisd
| | S98(] pue’
%¢ B A F'S %801 Aol Joj AyoedeD ISIEM IO JO JUSJIed
¥18'92 01 9Z1°L9 08¥'c8 ses( pue Ajioud 1o} AyoedeD isjem 1B10 1
000G 0¢ | BuisnoH 2|GEPIoYY J8UI0
(sauoe } 1) ang yoeeg ssop YHoN (1)

: Buisnoy sjgeployy Builreuod
F0G°LG 0} 918'GE 148 0BE#9 8L sajg pejeubisag uo _mwcman_m\,mn_. oljloadg
| gonlioud Weibold [ejseo) |ed0T
000°G SOOINISG OllaNnd [enuass
o000l 008'El < sinynouoid
080’V suosiad 90¥ poz'e suosiod g82 co_ﬁwm,amm agnd
oez'lL SaI0B 28’ 00L'L | $2I0B /G’ LOlEaII8Y |BloJBaWWOD

|ELISNpU| Pajejey SULew

SeMION Y [E1SE00

Exhibit No. 1

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)

Resubmittal - Proposed LUP Amendments

Page 26 of 83



ost'L

asnoy ucisuyor (1)

ost'L I L (SRINONISG OHOISIH
Q0¥ '¥Z 03 00691 0. 006°0Z GS JBWEJIA Ul S}0T] PRIEPIOSUOD
000'S | oz JDuisnoH ejgeploly BUl0
(saloe G'Z1) SUS yoBeg SSO| YINos (2)
(seloe g) eug epeueld {3 YUoN (1)
BuisnoH ejgepJloyy Butueiuo)
950'ZLL O vwm_t zze 9£6'6E 01 seys pejeuiise(] Uo suswidoieraq dyads
§onioid Weibiold [BISB0 [e307
GoL'vl 00/'2 ,S90ISS D1aNnd [BRUBSST
000'02¢ 00¥'6.4 2UNYnouo) 4
00.'€ suosiad gi€ 0067 suosiad gie uoHesI0sy oland
S6E'6. $2.08 05 2V 0£9'L9 $ol0B G| €€ UOHjESI02Y [BID4SWIOD
0.8'LL SOI08 BZ'6C 04168 sa108 6877 |EUISNPU| PajeRy aulEen
SenoNd PV [B1S€00)
Keqrsuoneo suun keqysur ~spun SASN GNV ALRONE O1
Y __ T N 38T 40 NOLLYDOTIV

Exhibit No. 1

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)

Page 27 of 83

Resubmittal - Proposed LUP Amendments



_ 1uswidojaAsp ay} Jo 24|
JUBJSC0 PUE BOOU] 0} 198jans pue ‘suoneinbes Buiuoz payiisd Y} 40 9'8Y'Z01L0 UOROSS Aq paulep s SUBSUI IaEpIONY

-gosn Ayoud welboid |eyseo) 807 o) fuoedes Buinesal 810j0] PEAISSSI 8] |[eys Sasn fyaoud Yoy [E1seCD f0j Aoedes
ajenbepe ‘pue| JUBOBA UD SUOIOSULOD MIU 0 JUNCLUE Pajill B Aju0 S}EPOLULIODDE URD SBiii[IDe) Jajem aijand meu jo Jusiudojaaap aJaUpn

{(q)2.2£°Z AolOd dDT JOpUn pauEILcs BUBILID Sy} J8SW 1SN SaIMINis suolsiy *Asond oy Agenb o} Japio u|
: (syun 0z) Aep/suciieb 0o0's —101sQ AlBHUES PUB J9jefn BiRjuoi

auy} 10} SUOlOMISal

“{spun og) Aeprsuojieb 01.2'2 —PUISIq 181eAR AUN0D Bpisise0D

‘SMC||0} SE PSIEDO||E S| UOHBAISSS) SIYL "S|IBM dlsewiog pajieq ypm sbuyemg Ajwe4-auQ fo} ponsasal aue Aepssuoieb 012'21
_ "PanuRUOISIP St 2SN Alold Sy} uaym payapuo) 8q
1N pue asn Auoud-ucu ‘pejeosse Aue £q peieys ag jou Aew sasn Ajuoud asay] 0} pejedojie fpoedes anesal syl @a1nuds Jqnd jeRUSSSe
ue paJapisuod aq o}.Jokaaind (Ajny 10 Ayenled) pepunj-jusiuianch jo yord-uou ayeaud 10 Aousbe onqnd B AQ papiaoid a9 1SN S8JIAISS S8y L
Sifep ousawoQ polied yim sbuliemg Anedg-suQ pue Aap|3 su) Jo} sapljioe BuisnoH paleys [Buonmasy} ‘sYNpy Pue uJpliyd Joj salliioed
sien 2w | -4 jeuolnuisul "AliSpIa Sy pue sinpy ‘(me| s11s Aq pauiep se sisjus) 3IeD Aeq)) uaipiy2) 1o} senypwed aiep AeQ (euopnisy
‘sjooyog Alepuooes pue Alejususid 'sidusd Aunuiic) 'ssueIqgl ‘selijioed ale) slepauleiu ‘sagoe Buisiny pajs ‘siejdsoH ‘seniioed
Aumn '(oygnd) senyoe uoneuodsuel b ‘SeijioB 4 |BUOORLI0D ‘sallijloe fouaBiawg :sesn BUMOIO) BYJ BpNjoul SBJIAIRS oyand [enuassy
‘uondope 497 Jo aui} Je sesn pue| Ajoud padojeaap ‘Bupsixe 3pnoul JoU 80 "SPUE; JUBIEA UO
SUOIIJAUUOD MU SAISS 0} selddns mau sdojeasp Jopiacid SOIAIBS LByM Juaiido|aAap asn pue| Auoud jeuonippe 10} paAlasal 3q lieys Auoeden

<

4
b
‘S310ON

009'4L19'L 01 009°ELL ) 000°252'}
%001 %8. 0} 69

Ruoedeq isjepp [€10L

eseld Aq pamo|y INop|ing Jo Juaoied

%8 L¥ O} ¥'0E . %¥ 6C
91.'69¢€

$8SM pue
Ruoid Joj Aloede)) Jaiepn BI0L JO Juddied

sas() pue Aloud Joj AyoedeD J9JBA [Bl0L

9£0'ZES O YO 06%

Exhibit No. 1

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)

Resubmittal - Proposed LUP Amendments

Page 28 of 83



EXHIBIT “F”

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 are not overburdened by rapid
residential growth, limit the maximum number of new dwelling units built in
the urban Midcoast to 40 units each calendar year until:

i. A comprehensive transportation managemeht plan, as described in
Policy 2.57.2, is incorporated into the LCP;

ii. Facilities to adequately contain stormwater infiltration and inflow that
exceed the existing Intertie Pipeline System (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

ii. The growth rate is changed by an LCP amendment.

New dwelling units include each new single-family residential unit, each
new unit in a two-family dwelling, each new unit in a multiple-family resi-
dential development, each new unit in mixed-use development, each new
caretaker quarter, each new affordable housing unit, and each new
second dwelling unit as further defined in ‘d".

The number of each dwelling uniis built each year means that the number
of units for which building permits have been issued authorizing construc-
tion to commence. The date of building permit issuance does not relate to
the date of buiiding permit application.

If the number of issued building permits for any given year has reached
the 40-unit maximum, building permits for affordable housing, including
second dwelling units, may still be issued under the following circum-
stances: (1) the units are “affordable” as defined by Section 6102.48.6
of the certified zoning regulations and subject to income and cost/rent

restrictions for the life of the development; and (2) the growth rate average

over the three-year period, that includes the year of building permit
issuance and the following two years, does not exceed 40 units/year.

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 units may only be approved if the
proposed development can be found consistent with all applicable policies
of the certified LCP.
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2.57.1

EXHIBIT “G”

Traffic Mitigation for all Developmenf in the Urban Midcoast

In the urban Midcoast, require applicants for new development, as defined in
Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, that generates any net increase in vehicle
trips on Highways 1 and/or 92, except for a single-family dwelling, a second
dwelling unit, or a two-family dwelling, to develop and implement a traffic
impact analysis and mitigation plan (TIMP). Prior to the approval of any
coastal development permit (CDP) application involving thé above, information
necessary for the analysis and implementation of all components of the TIMP
shall be submitted in support of any CDP app[ication Calculation of new
vehicle trips generated shall assume maximum occupancyluse 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), 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 must be able to make the
finding that the proposed mitigation measures are adequate to offset new
vehicle trips generated by the project to the extent feasible.

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 Midcoast 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 Highways 92 and 280, dedication of constryction of various
public access improvements such as bikeways, and vertical and lateral
public paths to and along the beaches and/or bluffs.

G
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2.57.2 Transportation Management Plan

Develop a comprehensive transportation management plan to address the
cumulative traffic impacts of residential development, including single-family,
two-family, multi-family, and second dwelling units, on roads and highways in
the entire Midcoast, including the City of Half Moon Bay. The Plan shall be
based on the results of an analysis that identifies the total cumulative traffic
impact of projected new development at LCP buildout and shall propose
specific LCP policies designed to offset the demand for all new vehicle trips
generated by new residential development on Highway 1, Highway 92, and
relevant local streets, during commuter peak periods and peak recreation
periods; and policies for new residential development to mitigate for residential
development's significant adverse cumulative impacts on public access to the
beaches of the Midcoast region of San Mateo County. '

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

G.2 :
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EXHIBIT “H”

250 Route 1 and Route 92 Phase | Capacity Limits

a. On Route 92, limit Phase | impravements 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, wider shouiders to allow passage for bicycles
and emergency vehicles and signals at major intersections.

b. On Route 1, limit improvements 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 signais 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 (3) con-
struction 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.

H.1
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11.13 Trails

EXHIBIT “1”

a. The 2001 County Trails Plan establishes a trails program for the Coastal
Zone with the objective of. (1) connecting major shoreline areas and traiis
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 Manage-
ment Guidelines) of the 2001 County Trails Plan are hereby incorporated
into the LCP.

b. Designate the following as Local Coastal Program (LCP) trails:

(1) Countywide:

California Coastal Trail, connecting Thorton Beach to Aio Nuevo
State Reserve.

(2) Regional trails (portions located within the Coastal Zone):

(a)

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

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

Half Moon Bay to Huddart Park Trail connecting Half Moon Bay
State Beach near Higgins Road to Huddart County Park.

Purisima Creek to Huddart County Park Trail connecting from
Route 1 near Purisima Creek to Huddart County Park.

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.
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(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.

(g) Gazos Creek Coastal Access to Butano State Park Trail con-
necting 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 coasfal 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.

11.27 Improvement, Expansion and Maintenance of Public Recreation

a. Continue to provide for the improvement, expansion and maintenance
of the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, 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.

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.

d. Undertake the development and maintenance of LCP _proposéd trails, with
reimbursement for these activities by the State of California to the greatest
extent possible.

e. Collect inlieu fees and contribute these and other minor funds to the
appropriate County fund including, but not iimited to, the Midcoast
Parks Development Fund administered by the Parks and Recreation
Department. Use 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.

. Sign public recreation areas and commercial recreation areas consistent
with Policy 11.16.
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2.56

EXHIBIT “J”

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 Bikeways Plan (CCAG).
When the tunne! is completed behind Devil's Slide, assure that CalTrans
provides for a multi-use bicycle and pedestrian trail and connections
consistent with Policy 10.37.1 and in accordance with the coastal
development permit for the tunnel project.

Consistent with San Mateo County Coastal Development Permit No.
PLN 2003-00428, upon the completion of ail 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 California
Coastal Trail (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 and in accordance with the
operations plan developed by the County and CalTrans in consultation
with the Devil's Slide Access Task Force. 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 main-
tenance of the access is transferred to an alternative permanent
custodian. In the event of a catastrophic failure of this public trail which
renders all or part of it, in the judgment of the agency or organization
which then has operational responsibility for it, unusabie, un-repairable or
un-maintainable, and such agency or organization further determines that
repairs to restore the access to the pre-faiiure condition would not be
feasible, that agency or organization shail not be required to return the
access to its pre-failure condition. The agencies or organizations that
own the land and has operational responsibility for the trail shall
immediately apply for a separate coastal development permit to modify
the nature, extent, and operational parameters of the coastal access in a
manner consistent with the requirements of the Coastal Act, and the San
Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

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.
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Require, at a minimum, and consistent with AB 1396, that CalTrans
protect and make available adequate right-of-way 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) and the California Coastal Trail (CCT) Plan.

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 as part of the overall CCT
system.

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

Unless a suitable off-highway alternative already exists or is being
provided, as part of any new or improved roadway project other than
repair and maintenance of existing facilities and consistent with AB 1396,
require that CalTrans incorporate the following provisions (the size and
scope of which will be commensurate with the size and scope of the
proposed roadway project):

(1) A link within the vicinity of the project area necessary to facilitate a
continuous Midcoast pedestrian/bicycie/multi-purpose path (or a
system of single mode paths) parallel to Highway 1, or

(2) 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; or

(3) Completion of any CCT segment gap that is in the vicinity of the
new or improved roadway project; or

(4) Provide funding necessary to complete any of the above actions; or
(5) Any combination of the above.

Ensure that no roadway repair or maintenance project blocks or damages
any existing or formally planned public trail segment or, if such an impact
is not avoidable, that an equal or better trail connection is provided in

J.2

Exhibit No. 1
SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)

Resubmittal - Proposed LUP Amendments
o . ) N Page 36 of 83




conjunction with that repair and maintenance project either directly by
CalTrans or through CalTrans’ funding to a third party.

2.57 Protecting Road Capacity for Visitors through Transportation System

Management Technigues

a.

Use the following transportation system management technigues 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) prohibit
new road or driveway connections to Routes 1 and 92 in the Midcoast

~ area as shown on Map 1.3 which do not serve recreation facilities unless

there is no feasible alternative; (4) minimize the number of new road or
driveway connections to Routes 1, 92, and 84 in rural areas which do not
serve recreation facilities; and (5) orient local commercial and community
facilities away from Highways 1 and 92. :

Recommend to the City of Half Moon Bay that it prohibit the location of
local commercia! or community facilities on Route 92 and on Route 1,
within a half-mile of Route 92.

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.

11.26 Requirements for Trails and Recreational Development

a.

Require the dedication by public agencies of trail easements along the
routes of the LCP Trails (as defined in Section 11.13b).

Require some provision for public recreation for each development permit
for a land division within the Coastal Zone. Require either: (1) the dedi-
cation of trail easements when the division affects land along the routes
of LCP Trails Program trails, including the California Coastal 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.
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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) Plan (Policy 10.37.1) and within the right-of-way when no other
preferable CCT alignment is available.

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

Through coordination with CalTrans, promote the development of 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.

As part of any new or improved roadway project other than repair and
maintenance of existing facilities and consistent with AB 1398, require
that CalTrans incorporate the following provisions (the size and scope of
which will be commensurate with the size and scope of the proposed
roadway project): :

(1) A continuous Midcoast pedestrian/bicycle/multi-purpose path (or a
system of single mode paths) parallel to Highway 1, and/or

(2) 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 Recreation Needs Assessment — Map 3.

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.
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The County shall work with the San Mateo County Transportation
Authority and the Metropolitan Transportatior Commission to ensure that
provisions for the CCT are included withi~ itne Regional Transportation
Plan each time that it is updated, ¢~ sistent with AB 1396.
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3.11

3.17

EXHIBIT “K”

Protection of the Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Communitv

Designate the existing Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Community as an
affordable housing site. Prohibit the demolition or displacement of this
manufactured home community.

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, as defined by Section 6102.48.5 of the
Zoning Regulations and subject to income and cost/rent restriction con-
tracts 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 2.17, and
to the extent the water service provider has reserved the water supply

capacity pursuant to an approved coastal development permit or a public
works plan.

b. Any 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) Upto 200 sqr. 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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1.35

EXHIBIT “L”

All new land use development and activities shall protect coastal water guality

among other ways by:

a.

Implementing appropriate site design and source control best manage-
ment practices (BMPs). Site design BMPs are land use or site planning
practices that aim to prevent runoff pollution by reducing the potential soil
erosion or contact of runoff with pollutants. Source control BMPs are
structural or non-structural practices that minimize the contact between
pollutants and runoff.

Implementing treatment BMPs along with site design and source control
BMPs when the combination of site design and source control BMPs is not
sufficient to protect water quality as required by the LCP, or when required
by the Regional Board per municipal permit provisions. Treatment BMPs
are practices designed to remove pollutants and/or solids from polluted
stormwater runoff. Projects that drain directly to a sensitive habitat shall
implement post construction structural treatment BMPs.

Where treatment BMPs are required, the BMPs (or suites of BMPs) shall
be designed and implemented to remove pollutants from 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.

Using multi-benefit, natural feature, stormwater treatment systems, such
as landscape-based bioretention systems, bioswales and green roofs,
where feasible, in place of single purpose treatment BMPs.

Minimizing the introduction of pollutants into coastal waters (including the
ocean, estuaries, wetlands, rivers, streams, and lakes).

Minimizing the amount of impervious surfaces and directly connected
impervious surfaces in areas of new development and redevelopment
and where feasible maximizing on-site infiliration of runoff,

Preserving, and where possible, creating or restoring areas that provide
important water quality benefits, such as riparian corridors, wetlands, and
buffer zones.

Limiting disturbances of natural water bodies and natural drainage
systems caused by development including roads, highways, and bridges.
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Avoiding development of areas that are particularly susceptible to erosion
and sediment loss, where feasible and where not feasible incorporate
appropriate BMPs to minimize erosion and sediment loss.

In projects where the combined amounts of impervious surface created
and replaced total one acre or more (or smaller areas where required

by Regional Board), implementing hydromodification requirements as
further detailed in Appendix A. Developments that are exempt from this
requirement are stipulated in NPDES Permit No. CAS612008, Order No.
R2-2009-0074, issued October 14, 2009, except for single-family resi-
dences that drain directly to sensitive habitats.

Implementing the minimum stormwater pollution prevention requirements
contained in Appendix A.
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APPENDIX A

MINIMUM STORMWATER POLLUTION
PREVENTION REQUIREMENTS

All New Development

All new development, including remodeling of existing buildings, shalt comply with
the following minimum requirements:

a.

Avoid or minimize and mit'igate the potential adverse impacts to water quality
from new development by using pre-construction, during construction, and
post-construction best management practices.

Prevent the flow of liquid building materials and wastes onto impervious
surfaces and into storm drains and waterways.

Prevent construction equipment, building materials and piles of soil from con-
tact with rain using plastic sheeting or other temporary cover, and contact with
stormwater using berms, ditches, and other methods.

Contain vehicle and equipment cleaning, storage, maintenance, and refuse
and recycling areas to prevent runoff from discharging into the storm drain
system.

Clean up leaks and spills immediately to prevent soil and groundwater
contamination, contact with paved surfaces, and discharge into the storm
drain system.

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

Employ site planning and construction methods to reduce the need for pesti-
cides and contaminants, and prevent contact with stormwater.

New Development that Alters the Land

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.
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Protect sensitive areas, minimize changes to the natural topography, and
avoid removing existing vegetation unless absolutely necessary. f existing
vegetation consists of invasive plant species, this vegetation shali be removed
and replaced with drought tolerant native or non-invasive species by the
conclusion of construction.

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

Reduce the amount of impervious surface areas, and use permeable
pavement where feasible.

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.

Use landscaping to coliect, detain and filter surface runoff, and design
landscaping to minimize the use of irrigation, fertilizers and pesticides. All
landscaping piants shall be drought tolerant, and consist of either native or
non-invasive species.

Prevent erosion and trap sedimentation on-site using sediment basins or
traps, earthen dikes or berms, silt fences, check dams, soil blankets or mats,
and storm drain inlet protection.

Control erosion on slopes by seeding and planting vegetation, and using hay
bales, temporary drainage swales, silt fences and berms.

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.

Separate construction sites from storm drains W|th berms and filters, stabilize
denuded areas, and maintain erosion and sedimentation cohtrols during wet
weather, i.e., between October 15th and April 15th of each year.

Provide for ongoing operation and maintenance of installed stormwater
freatment measures.

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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m. Require post-development peak flow (runoff) and velocity to be less than or
equal to pre-development peak flow and velocity. No additional runoff,
caused by development, shall cross property lines. If the development will
connect to an existing storm drain system, then the development shall make
improvements to the existing system as required 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.

Developments of Special Concern

In addition to the requirements listed in 1. and 2. above, developments with land
use activities that have a high potential for generating pollutants shall incorporate
BMPs to address the particular pollutants of concern, including but not limited to
the following requirements:

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

. b. Development of commercial facilities shall incorporate BMPs to minimize
polluted runoff from structures, landscaping consisting of drought tolerant and
either native or non-invasive plant species, parking areas, repair and mainten-
ance areas, loading/unioading areas, and vehicle/equipment wash areas.

c. Development of automotive service stations, gasoline outlets, car washes,
and vehicle repair facilities shall incorporate BMPs to minimize runoff of oll,
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/unioading areas, and vehiclefequipment
wash areas.

d. Development of restaurants shall incorporate BMPs to minimize runoff of oil,
grease, solvents, phosphates, suspended solids, and other pollutants.

e. Outdoor material storage areas shall 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.  Roof or awning covers over trash storage areas shall be required in order to
minimize off-site transport of trash and other pollutants.

g. Development of beachfront and waterfront structures and uses shall
incorporate BMPs to minimize polluted runoff to beach and coastal waters.
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h.  Confined animal facilities, stables and similar animal keeping operations shall
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. ,

i. On-site sewage treatment 'systems (septic systems) shall be sited, designed,'
installed, operated, and maintained to avoid contributing nutrients and path-
ogens to groundwater and/or surface waters.

ji. On-site sewage treatment systems (septic systems) shall be sited away from
areas that have poorly or excessively drained soils, shaliow water tables or
high seasonal water tables that are within floodplains or where effluent cannot
be adequately freated before it reaches streams or the ocean. New devel-
opment with conventional or alternative on-site sewage treatment systems
shall include protective setbacks from surface waters, wetlands and flood-
plains, as well as appropriate separation distances between on-site sewage
treatment system components, building components, property lines, and
groundwater as required by the Regional Board. Under no conditions shall
the bottom of the effluent dispersal system be within five feet of groundwater.

Hydromodificatiori Requirements

Development shall implement the hydromodification requirements stipulated in
LUP Policy 1.35.j by use of on-site control measures, regional control measures,
or in-stream measures, as required by the Regional Board NPDES Permit No.
CAS612008, Order No. R2-2009-0074, issued October 14, 2009. Stormwater
discharges from new development and redevelopment projects 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
past-project runoff shall not exceed estimated pre-project rates and durations,
where such increased flow and/or volume is likely to cause increased potential
for erosion of creek beds and banks, silt pollutant generated, or other adverse
impacts to beneficial uses due to increased erosive force.
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EXHIBIT “M”

10.37.1 California Coastal Trail (CCT)

a.

Definition: The California Coastal Trail (CCT) is a continuous intercon-
nected public trail system along the California coastline. It is designed
to foster appreciation and stewardship of the scenic and natural
resources of the coast and serves to implement aspects of Coastal Act
policies promoting non-motorized transportation. The Trail system is
to be located on a variety of terrains, including the beach, bluff edge,
hillsides providing scenic vantage points, and within the highway right-
of-way. It may take many forms, including informal footpaths, paved
sidewalks, and separated bicycle paths. When no other alternative
exists, it sometimes connects along the shoulder of the road. While
primarily for pedestrians, the Trail also accommodates a variety of
additional user groups, such as bicyclists, wheelchair users, eques-
trians, and others as opportunities allow. The CCT consists of one or
more parallel alignments. '

Segments of the California Coastal Trail shall be developed consistent
with the parameters of this policy.

(1)  The County shall take the lead responsibility and will consult with
the National Park Service, the State Department of Parks and
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.

(3) Existing segments of the CCT within County jurisdiction include at
least the following:

(a) Former Highway 1 at Devil’'s Slide, once formally
relinquished by CalTrans and opened as a public trail
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(4)

(5)

(b)

(c) -

(d)
(e)

Old San Pedro Road
Surfer's Beach Trail
Mirada Surf West

Various segmenis within State Park properties that have
been signed with the CCT official State logo

It is intended that the CCT system shall be designed and imple-
mented to achieve the following goals and objectives:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)
()

Provide a continuous walking and hiking trait as close to the
ocean as possible;

Provide maximum access for a variety of non-motorized
uses by utilizing alternative trail segments where feasible;

Maximize connections to existing and proposed local trail
systems;

Ensure that the trail has connections to trailheads, parking
areas, interpretive kiosks, inland trail segments, etc., at
reasonable intervals;

Maximize ocean views and scenic coastal vistas:

Provide an educational experience where feasible through
interpretive facilities.

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 aestheti-
cally 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 shore-
line 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 may need to be incorporated
into water-crossing structures and that may need to be
placed within CalTrans right-of way.
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(c)

(e)

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.

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.

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.

The CCT should be designed to avoid being located on
roads with motorized vehicle traffic where feasible, except
for those specific strands of the trail system that are
specifically designed to service commuter needs and safely
provide for the shortest distance between destination points.
Providing such a commuter-purpose strand of the CCT does

- not replace the remaining need to provide a recreational

strand of the CCT as close to the shoreline as possible. In
locations where it is not possible to avoid siting the trail
along a roadway, the trail should be located off of the pave-
ment 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.
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(6)

9

CCT Acquisition and Management:

(@)

(b)

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.

The CCT Alignment Study should identify the appropriate
management agency(s) to take responsibility for trail
operation and maintenance.

CCT Signage Standards

(a)

(b)

The trail should provide adeguate signage at all access
points, trailheads, parking lots, road crossings, and linkages
or intersections with other trails or roads and shall incor-
porate the State adopted CCT logo.

The trail should provide adequate safety sighage, 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
Woaorks Department and/or any other applicable public
agencies or nonprofit organizations.

CCT Support Facilities:

To maximize access to the CCT, adequate parking and traithead
facilities should be provided.

CCT Mapping:

(@)

(b)

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, including updated Shoreline
Destination/Access Maps.

The CCT preferred alignment corridor shall be identified on
all applicable County Trail Maps contained in the LCP.
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10.41

10.44

10.49

10.50

11.24

(10) Inclusion of the CCT in LCP:

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.

Major Shoreline Access Provider

Encourage the State Department of Parks and Recreation to continue assum-
ing a major role in the acquisition, development, and maintenance of public
shoreline access along the coast.

Maijor 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.

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.

National Park Service

Encourage the National Park Service to acquire, develop, and maintain public
shoreline access on coastal land in the Golden Gate National Recreation
Area.

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
and youth hostels.
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(4)  Acquire and develop for recreational use lands which are adja-
cent 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.

Use the following priorities when expending County funds for trails:

(1} Implement the California Coastal Trail Plan identified in LCP
Policy 10.37.1 and as included in Regional Transportation Plans
as identified in Policy 11.32.

(2) Implement the Regional Local Coastal Program trails identified in
LCP Policy 11.13.

Regularly reassess these priorities as new public recreation and visitor-
serving facilities development takes place in the Coastal Zone.

Encourage low cost facilities in privately developed visitor-serving
facilities, particularly hotels and motels.

11.25 Requirement that State Parks Development Conform to the Local Coastal

Program

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 environ-
ment; (2) a map of sensitive habitats and lands which are needed for the

~ protection and vital functioning of sensitive habitats; (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 conver-
sion in the Agriculture Component, for converting prime agricultural fand
or other lands suitable for agriculture to non-agricultural use; and (4) any
capital outlay projects proposed for the subsequent one-year period.
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11.27

11.28

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.

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.

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. '

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.

Undertake the development and maintenance of Gregorio/Murphy and
{ CP proposed trails, including the Coastal Trail, with reimbursement for
these activities by the State of California to the greatest extent possible.

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.
Use 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.

Sign major public recreation areas and commercial recreation areas
consistent with Policy 11.16.

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.

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.
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11.29

11.30

11.31

11.32

11.33

¢. Encourage the State Department of Parks and Recreation to develop -
and maintain segments of the California Coastal Trail on State-owned
property, in conjunction with the shoreline access trails.

d. Consider the possibility of having the County undertake the
maintenance of the facilities with reimbursed funds.

Role of the State Coastal Conservancy

a. Request the State Coastal Conservancy to coniribute 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 o
develop the California Coastal Trail.

Encourage San Mateo County Harbor District

Encourage the San Mateo County Harbor District to continue its efforts pro-
viding public recreation and visitor-serving facilities on the District's coastal
properties, including provision of shoreline access and trails.

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, inc_luding provision of shoreline access and trails.

Encourage Transportation Authority and Metropolitan Transportation
Commission :

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.

Use of CalTrans' Devil's Slide Bypass Alignment within Montara

a. A Linear Park and Trail Plan (LPTP) Overlay is applied over the original
Devil's Slide Bypass Alignment, also known as the “Adopted Alignment,”
between the National Park Service — Golden Gate National Recreation
Area property known as Rancho Del Tierra and Highway 1, including the
Peninsula Open Space Trust (POST) ownership south and east of
Sunshine Valley Road. (The “Adopted Alignment” right-of-way area is
also called out as the Midcoast Foothills Trail in the 2001 County Parks

M.8

Exhibit No. 1

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
Resubmittal - Proposed LUP Amendments

_Page 54 of 83




Plan.} The LPTP Overlay requires the preparation of a Specific Plan for
all properties currently within the “"Adopted Alignment.”

Except for park, open space, trail or habitat protection and restoration
purposes, the County shall not permit any requests for subdivisions, lot
line adjustments, conditional or unconditional certificates of compliance,
or coastal development permits within the “Adopted Alignment” area
until the LPTP Overlay Specific Plan is adopted by the County and
effectively certified by the Coastai Commission through an LCP
Amendment. The underlying zoning remains RM-CZ, R-1/S-17 and
PAD within the LPTP Overlay area until such a Specific Plan is effec-
tively certified by the Commission. Notwithstanding the provisions of
any R-1 categorical exclusions, all overlay provisions will apply to the
“Adopted Alignment” area. Further, until such time that a Specific Plan
is effectively certified by the Coastal Commission, all uses within the
LPTP Overlay area will be treated as conditional uses, except that linear
park uses shall be considered the principally permitted use for purposes
under the Coastal Act. Any proposed transfer of title to State Depart-
ment of Transportation ("Department”} property within the adopted
alignment will proceed after the Department, County and Commission
jointly determine that there is no conflict with the proposed LPTP
Overlay Specific Plan as specified below.

The County will work with CalTrans and other affected agencies in a
manner consistent with applicable State and Federal laws and regula-
tions to complete a LPTP Overlay Specific Plan for the Devil's Slide
Bypass “Adopted Alignment.” The County, CalTrans and other affected
agencies shall collectively provide whatever information they have
readily available to complete the requirements of the Specific Plan
described below and shall collectively seek whatever additional effort or
resources may be necessary to complete the plan as soon as feasible.
The LPTP Overlay Specific Plan shall include a text and a diagram or
diagrams which specify all of the following:

(1)  The distribution, location, and extent of the uses of land, including
open space, within the area covered by the plan.

(2)  The proposed distribution, location, and extent and intensity of
major components of public and private transportation, sewage,
water, drainage, solid waste disposal, energy, and other essential
facilities proposed to be located within the area covered by the
plan and needed to support the land uses described in the plan.
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(3)

(4)

()

Standards and criteria by which development will proceed, and
standards for the conservation, development, and/or utilization of
natural resources, consistent with provisions 11.33 (d) and (e)
below.

A program of implementation measures including regulations,
zoning changes, potential reversion of categorical exclusions,
and other programs to carry out the Specific Plan.

The Specific Plan shall inciude a statement describing the
relationship of the Specific Plan to the LCP and Generai Plan,

In order to meet the requirements set forth in this section, the Specific
Plan shall provide for:

(1)

(2)

(3)
(4)

(8)

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 through the
potential designation of a Linear Park and Trail;

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;

Suitable traithead parking and scenic viewing areas;
Connections to other trail systems; public transit, and community
facilities;

Existing and/or designated but underdeveloped roads and
access easements that will be retained, realigned, consolidated
or retired (generally, all plated but unnecessary, roads will be
retired), particularly for resource protection and hazard avoidance

~ purposes, and actions that the County will undertake to imple-

ment the desired road configurations and crossings, ensuring, if
required by State law, that there is no loss of ingress and/or
egress from private property to a public street that existed or
which was designated but underdeveloped prior to or after
CalTrans acquisition of the parcels for the Bypass project;

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 LPTP Over-
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{7

(9)

(10)

lay Specific Plan. 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/passage.

Sites with potential prescriptive access rights and 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;

Sites suitable for future CalTrans’ potential mitigation needs,
particularly for public access and public access banking, agri-
culture, wetlands, and other environmentally sensitive habitats as
well as reservation of necessary access to those selected sites;

| ots that were bisected by the highway right-of-way acquisition
process and are suitable for recombination and lot line adjust-
ment, 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,;

Adeqguate right-of-way space along and across the existing
County roads traversing the Adopted Alignment right-of-way is
reserved for safe crossing and visual resource protection of the
future hiking and biking trails within the Linear Park; and

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.
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As necessary, the Specific Plan shall authorize mixtures of lot merger,
permissible land uses and site layout and structural design to provide
maximum resource and open space protection and provision of |
maximum public access. Once effectively certified through an LCP
Amendment, the Specific Plan becomes part of the Implementing
Ordinances and governs development in the area. Where there is a
conflict between the policies set forth in the Specific Plan and any other
policies of the LUP, the Specific Plan shall take precedence.
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1.5b

1.7

1.8b

1.9z

1.12b

1.15

1.16

EXHIBIT “N”

Permit in urban areas land uses designated on the LCP Land Use Plan Map
and conditional uses up to the densities specified in Tables 1.2 and 1.3. The
use and amount of development allowed on a parcel, including parcels in
areas designated “General Open Space,” “Agriculture,” or “Public Recreation-
Community Park” on the General Plan Land Use Map within the urban
boundary in the Coastal Zone, shall be limited to the uses and to the amount,
density and size of development permitted by the Local Coastal Program,
including the density credit requirements of Policy 1.8c and Table 1.3.

Designation of Rural Areas

Designate as rural those lands shown outside the urban/rural boundary on the
L.CP Land Use Plan Map, in effect on March 25, 1986, that were designated
Agriculture, General Open Space, Timber Preserve, or Public Recreation on
that date.

Permit in rural areas land uses designated on the LCP Land Use Plan Map,
and conditional uses up to the densities specified in Tables 1.2 and 1.3.

In rural areas, designated as General Open Space on the LCP Land Use Plan
Map, require the applicant for a land division, as a condition of approval, to
grant to the County (and the County to accept) a conservation/open space
easement containing a covenant, running with the land in perpetuity, which
limits the use of the land covered by the easement to uses consistent with
open space (as defined in the California Open Space Lands Act of 1972 on
January 1, 1980).

Permit in rural service centers the land uses designated on the LCP Land Use
Plan Map and at densities specified in Tables 1.2 and 1.3.

Land Uses and Development Densities in Rural Residential Areas

Permit in rural residential areas the land use designated on the LCP Land Use
Plan Map and at densities specified in Tables 1.2 and 1.3.

Definition and Establishment of Urban/Rural Boundary

Define urban/rural boundary as a stable line separating urban areas and rural
service centers from rural areas in the Coastal Zone and establish this line on
the LCP Land Use Plan Map.
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1.20

1.33

Lot Consolidation

According to the densities shown on the LCP Land Use Plan Map, consolidate
contiguous lots, held in the same ownership, in residential subdivisions in Seal
Cove to minimize risks to life and property and in Miramar to protect coastal
views and scenic coastal areas.

Land Use and Development Density for Féfm Labor Housing Areas

Permit, in Farm Labor Housing areas, the land uses designated on the LCP
Land Use Plan Map and at densities specified in Table 1.2.

*TABLE 1.3
MAXIMUM DENSITY CREDITS

in the rural areas of the Coastal Zone designated on the LCP Land Use Plan
Map: Agriculture, Open Space, or Timber Production, determine the
maximum number of density credits to which any legal parcel is entitled by
using the method of calculation shown below, and further defined by the
Planned Agriculture, Resource Management-Coastal Zone, and Timberland
Preserve-Coastal Zone Zoning District regulations. All legal parcels shall
accumulate at least one density credit. Except as provided in Policy 5.11, the
sum of the density credits on parcels created by a land division shall not
exceed the total credits on the original parcels or parcels divided.

A. Prime Agricultural Lands

One density credit per 160 acres for that pottion of a parcel which is
prime agricultural land as defined in Policy 5.1 (i.e., the number of acres
of Prime Agricultural Land divided by 180). '

B. Lands With Landslide Susceptibility

One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel which lies
-within any of the three least stable categories (Categories V, Vl and L)
as shown on the U.S. Geological Survey Map MF 360, “Landslide
‘Susceptibility in San Mateo County” or its current replacement (i.e.,
the number of acres of land susceptible to landslides divided by 160).

-C.  Land With Slope 50% or Greater

One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel which has a
slope 50% or greater (i.e., the number of acres of land with a slope 50%
or greater divided by 160).
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Remote Lands

One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel over 1/2 mile
from a public road that was an existing, all-weather through pubiic road
before the County Local Coastal Program was initially certified in
November 1980 (i.e., the number of acres of remote land divided by
160).

Land With Slope 30% But Less Than 50%

One density credit per 80 acres for that portion of a parcel which has a
slope 30% but less than 50% (i.e., the number of acres of land with a
slope 30%, but less than 50% divided by 80).

Land Within Rift Zones or Active Faults

One density credit per 80 acres for that portion of a parcel which is
located within the rift zone or zone of fractured rock of an active fault as
defined by the U.S. Geological Survey and mapped on USGS Map MF
3585, “Active Faults, Probably Active Faults, and Associated Fracture
Zones in San Mateo County,” or its current replacement (i.e., the
number of acres of land within rift zones or active faults divided by 80).

Lands Within 100-Year Floodplain

One density credit per 60 acres for that portion of a parcel falling within a
100-year floodplain as most recently defined by the Federal Emergency
Management Agency, the U.S. Geological Survey, or the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (i.e., the number of acres of land within the 100-year
fioodplain divided by 60).

Land With Slope 15% But Less Than 30%

One density credit per 60 acres for that portion of a parcel with a slope
in excess of 15% but less than 30% (i.e., the number of acres of land
with a slope 15%, but less than 30% divided by 80).

Land Within Agricultural Preserves or Exclusive Agricultural Districts

One density credit per 60 acres for that portion of a parcel within agri-
cultural preserves or the Exclusive Agricultural Disfricts as defined in the
Resource Conservation Area Density Matrix policy on March 25, 1986
(i.e., the number of acres of land within Agricultural Preserves or Exclu-
sive Agricultural Districts divided by 60).
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J. All Other Lands

One density credit per 40 acres for that portion or portions of a parcel
not within the above areas (i.e., the number of acres of all other land
divided by 40).

K. Bonus Density Credit for New Water Storage Capacity

One bonus density credit shall be allowed for each 24.5 acre feet of new
water storage capacity demonstrated to be needed and deveioped for
agricultural cultivation or livestock. Water from this storage may be used
only for agricultural purposes. These bonus credits may be used on site
or transferred to another parcel. However, none of the credits may be
used on prime agricultural lands or in scenic corridors. Use of the
credits shall be subject to Planning Commission approval in accordance
with the provisions of this and other County ordinances.

If the same portion of a parcel is covered by two or more of the subsections A.
through J., the density credit for that portion shall be calculated solely on the
basis of the subsection which permits the least density credit.

1.36 Half Moon Bay Airport Influence Area Requirements

Within the Haif Moon Bay Airport Influence Area, as shown on Map 1.5, the
following shall apply’ :

a. New development and land uses must comply with all relevant Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) standards and criteria regarding (1)
safety, (2) flashing lights, (3) reflective material, (4) land uses which may
attract large concentrations of birds, (5) HVAC exhaust fans, and (6)
land uses which may generate electrical or electronic interference with
aircraft communications and/or instrumentation.

b.  All transfers of real property must comply with the real estate disclosure
requirements specified in Chapter 496, California Statutes of 2002.
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Insert the following map of the Half Moon Bay Airport Influence Area Boundary as Map
1.5.

OCE

L5
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2.7

2.8

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.
In accordance with Policies 2.12, 2.18, 2.27, 2.32, and 2.48 aliow expansion
of public works facilities, including but not limited to water slpply and trans-
mission, 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.

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. Al priority
land uses shall exclusively rely on public sewer and water services.

b.  For each public works development to serve vacant lands with new
connhections, reserve capacity adequate to allow priority land uses to
develop in conjunction with the non-priority development that would be
facilitated by the public works development.

c.  Where development of new public works facilities can accommodate
only a limited amount of new connections on vacant land, the service
provider shall ensure that adequate capacity is reserved for Coastal Act
priority uses before reserving capacity for Local Coastal Program priority
uses shown on Tables 2.7 and 2.17.

d.  Allow public agencies and utilities to reallocate capacity to non-priority
land uses only through an amendment to the Coastal Development
Permit, Public Works Plan, and/or LCP Amendment if applicable.
Applications for a Coastal Development Permit, Public Works Plan, or
LCP Amendment to reailocate priority capacity must be accompanied by
substantial evidence and studies documenting excess capacity. Before
approving the reallocation and before submitting the reallocation to the
Coasta! Commission for an LCP Amendment, the Planning Commission
shall substantiate, in writing, that the remaining reserved capacity will be
adequate to serve the remaining priority land uses.

e.  Allow Coastside County Water District and Montara Water and Sanitary
District to allocate priority capacity in accordance with Table 2.17 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
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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, following consuitation with the Director of
Environmental Health and the General Manager of the 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 Pian 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 General Manager of the serving
water district prior to the establishment of the connection, and contain
the following:

(1) Alist of all existing fixtures to be retrofitted and their present
associated water flow (e.g., gallons/second);

(2) Alist 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 stuich 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 serving water district shall provide notices to the County
Planning Department and the Coastal Commission of all failed wells
applications.

Policies 2.9, 2.10, and 2,11 deleted and subsequent policies renumbered.

2.12 - Timing for New or Expanded Public Works Facilities

a.  The amount of new or expanded capacity shall be determined by:

(1) Estimating the capacity needed to serve the land use plan at
buildout;
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(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) Considering the availability of funds; and

(4) Considering available information from the Transportation
Management Plan required by Policy 2.57.2.

Require every new public works facility or expansion of capacity to go
through the coastal development review process.

213 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
when and how much to increase the capacity of all public works facilities.

2151  Expansion of Special Districts

Allow the formation or expansion of special districts only where assessment
for, and provision of, the service would not induce new development incon-
sistent with the Coastal Act or with the certified LCP.

Policies 2.16 and 2.17 deleted and subsequent policies renumbered.

218 New and Expanded Sewage Treatment and Distribution Capacity

a.

Allow new or expanded sewage treatment and distribution capacity

to serve new development only when existing capacity has been
consumed or will be consumed within the time period required to
construct additional sewage treatment capacity, and only when capacity
increases would not overburden the existing and probabie future
capacity of other public works facilities.

Projects to increase sewage collection, transmission, and storage
capacity in order to prevent wet weather overflows only, are permitted

"notwithstanding traffic conditions on Highways 1 and 92 provided that

the projects do not: (1} induce growth; or (2) 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.

Projects to upgrade the SAM treatment plant from secondary to tertiary
treatment to produce recycled water are permitted notwithstanding
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traffic conditions on Highways 1 and 92 provided that the recycled
water project does not: (1) induce growth inconsistent with the LCP;
(2) provide potable water connections to new non-priority development;
or (3) increase the total number of non-priority connections made avail-
able by either the El Granada Pipeline Project {Coastal Commission
CDP A-2-SMC-99-063; A-1-HMB-99-020) or the Montara Water and
Sanitary District MWSD Public Works Plan {Coastal Commission PWP
No. 2-06-006). Recycled water projects that would provide new potable
water connections to new commercial, residential, or industrial devel-
opment are subject to subsection (a), Policy 2:27, and all other
applicable policies of the LCP.

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 treat-
ment, collection, and transmission capacity is available and
allocations are reserved for Coastal Act priority uses.

(3) 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.

(4 The project shail minimize the use of energy.

Policy 2.19 deleted and subsequent policies renumbered.

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.

Where existing or planned sewage treatment facilities can accom-
modate 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.
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2.22

2.23

2.24.1

Allow cépacity, to be realiocated to non-priority land uses in accordance
with Policy 2.8. ‘

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 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.

Allow SAM to supply reclaimed wastewater to areas consistent with LUP
Policy 2.18(c).

Redraw the boundaries of the sewer districts to correspond to all lands

inside the urban/rural boundary and the boundary of rural residential
areas.

Montara Treatment Plant

a.

Allow Montara Water and Sanitary District {o use the old Montara
Treatment Plant for wet weather storage, a pump station. and to
provide tertiary wastewater treatment to produce recycled water.

Reserve public pedestrian access on the seaward side of this Montara
site and connect it to proposed irails at both ends consistent with the
policies of the Shoreline Access Component.

Private Septic Systems

New private septic systems shall be prohibited within the urban/rural boundary
of the Midcoast uniess:

d.

b.

There is no public sewer hook up available;

The system complies with all the requirements for individual septic
disposal systems; and

The system is approved by San Mateo County Environmental Health
and other applicable authorities.

Policy 2.25 deleted and subsequent polficies renumbered.
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2.26

2.27

Water Use Monitoring

Require that the water service providers, presently Coastside County Water
District (CCWD) and the 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.

New and Expanded Water Supply and Distribution Capacity

a.

Allow new or expanded water supply, service connections, treatment,
storage 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) after considering information from, or
being used to create, the Transportation Management Plan reqmred by
Policy 2.57.2, if available.

Supplemental water supply projects to serve urban development served
by private wells that exist as of [effective date-of amendment] may be
permitted notwithstanding traffic conditions on Highways 1 and 92 if
existing non-priority capacity has been consumed. “Consumption of
existing capacity” shall be defined as either water-serving district having
no water connections available; or water d|stnct havmg no avallable

- water to serve existing connections.

Supplemental water supply projects to serve customers who purchased
water connections before December 10, 2002 may be permitied notwith-
standing traffic conditions on Highways 1 and 92, if existing capacity has
been consumed and the project is a component of a comprehensive
water management plan consistent with f.(5) below.

The capacity of water facilities may be sized for probable future service
needs of new development notwithstanding the traffic conditions on
Highways 1 and 92, if the project is conditioned to restrict the provision
of connections to new development in a manner that does not over-
burden local roadways or other infrastructure systems.

Projects to upgrade the SAM treatment plant from secondary to tertiary
treatment to produce recycled water are permitted notwithstanding
traffic conditions on Highways 1 and 92 provided that the recycled
water project does not: (1) induce growth; (2} provide potable water
connections to new non-priority development; or (3) increase the total
number of hon-priority connections made available by either the Ei
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Granada Pipeline Project (Coastal Commission CDP A-2-SMC-99-063;
A-1-HMB-99-020) or the Montara Water and Sanitary District MWSD
Public Works Plan (Coastal Commission PWP No. 2-06-006). Recycled
water projects that would provide new water potable connections to
new commetcial, residential, or industrial development are subject to
subsection (a), Policy 2.18, and all other applicable policies of the LCP.

Supplemental water supply projects shall be consistent with the
following standards:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)
(7)

The maximum service capacity of the project will not induce
growth inconsistent with the protection of coastal resources and
public access and recreation opportunities.

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 riparianfwetland habitats; (i) underlying groundwater
aquifers; and (iii) agricultural resources.

The project shall demonstrate that water capacity is available and
allocations are reserved for Coastal Act priority uses.

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.

The project shail demonstrate that it is an element (where eco-

. nomically 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. .

The project shall minimize the use of energy. 7

The project shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts to
visual resources and shall be consistent with all applicable policies
of the |.CP.
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Replace existing Policy 2.28 with the follfowing new policy:

2.28

Desalination

Definition: A desalination facility removes salts and minerals from seawater or
groundwater to create potable water. A desalination facility does not include
devices attached to existing wells or public water connections to remove
minerals from an existing water source.

Desalination facilities must:

a.

b.

Provide public services within the urban area;

Avoid or fully mitigate any adverse environmenta! impacts to coastal
resources;

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;

Be designed and sized based upon adopted community planning docu-
ments, which may include General Plans, Urban Water Management
Plans, Regional Water Supply Plans, Local Coastal Programs, and other
approved pians that integrate local or regional planning, growth, and
water supply/demand projections;

Use technologies that are energy-efficient. Estimates of the projected
annual energy use andthe environmental impacts that will result from
this energy production, and evidence of compliance with air pollution
control and greenhouse gas emission laws for emissions from the
electricity generation, shall be submitted with permit applications;

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;

Use technologies and processes that eliminate or minimize the dis-
charges 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 environ-
mentally damaging alternative pursued. Applicants should provide
information necessary to determine the potential impacts to marine
resources from the proposed intake and discharge. Obtaining this
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2.29

2.31

2.32

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;

Be designed and limited to assure that any water supplies made avail-
able 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;

Be an element (where economically and environmentally appropriate) of
a balanced water supply portfolio that also includes conservation and
water recycling fo the maximum extent practicable.

Reservation of Capacity for Priority Land Uses

a.

Reserve water supplies for each land use given priority by the Coastall
Act or the Local Coastal Program. These priority uses are shown on
Table2.17. Amend this table to reflect all changes in the Land Use Plan
which affect these land uses. '

For each water supply public works development to serve vacant lands
with new connections, reserve capacity adequate to allow priority land
uses to develop in conjunction with the non-priority development that
would be facilitated by the water supply public works development.

Where development of new public works facilities can accommodate
only a limited amount of new connections on vacant land, adeguate
capacity for Coastal Act priority uses shall be reserved before reserving
capacity for Local Coastal Program priority uses shown on Tables 2.7
and 2.17. ‘

Conservation

Require water service providers to establish water conservation programs to
reduce existing and future water consumption.

Groundwater Proposal

Require, if new or increased well production is proposed to increase public
water 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.
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Wells are instalied under inspection according to the requirements of the
State and County Department of Public Health.

The amount pumped be limited such that it does not impact sensitive
species and habitats including streams, riparian habitats and wetlands.

Base pumping restriction on studies conducted by a person agreed
upon by the County and the applicant which shall: (1) prior to the grant-
ing of the permit, examine the geologic and hydrologic conditions of the
site to determine the amount that may be pumped without 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 adequately protects

the sensitive habitats and what measures should be taken if and when
adverse effects occur.

If monitoring shows impacts to water-dependent sensitive habitats, the
pumping rate shall be reduced until it is clear that such impacts will not
oceur.

Policy 2.35 deleted and subsequent policies renumbered.

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 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.

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 trans-
mission capacity or other wise conflict with other policies of the LCP.

b. Usethe requirements of commuter peak period traffic as the basis for
determining appropriate increases in capacity.
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c.  Ensure that any additional development that would be served or facil-
itated by the road expansion project does not exceed the development
levels that the existing and probable future water supply and sewage
treatment capability can serve.

d.  Maintain Highway 1 as scenic two-lane road outside the Urban Midcoast
area depicted on LUP Map 1.3.

2.49 Desired Level of Service

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

2.52 Monitoring
a. Ensure that any data collected by transportation organizations, including
CalTrans’, of peak commuter periods and recreation peak periods is

applied in decisions related to the adequacy of roadway capacity.

b.  Monitor the number and rate of new residentiai construction particularly
in the rural and urban Mid-Coast. B

2.53 Road Expansion Capacity

Establish the capacity of 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 servedffacilitated 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; (4) demonstrating that
basic levels of public transit service have been met and the proposed im-
provement will not result in reduced public transit patronage; and (5) ensuring
that State Highway 1 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,

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. '
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2.95

3.14a

4. 3a

*5.2

b.  Require that the roadway improvements be consistent with all applicable
policies of the Local Coastal Program, including, but not limited to, the
Sensitive Habitats and Agriculture Components.

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 82, in
accordance with the Transit Policies of this Component.

Midcoast: Locate affordable housing in the following locations:
(1)  All designated affordable housing sites in the urban area (within

the urban boundary) defined in the Locating and Planning New
Development Component.

(2) Elsewhere in the urban area, where affordable housing units specified in
LCP Polices 3.18, 3.19, 3.20 and 3.21 are permitted, including mobile
homes, second units, and affordable units derived from density bonus
provisions.

(3) Inthe rural area (outside the urban boundary), affordable housing units
as specified in LL.CP Policies 3.22 and 3.23.

Prospect drilling and production of oil and gas wells may be permitted by oil
and gas well permit on parcels designated on the LCP Land Use Plan Map:
Open Space, Timber Production, Agriculture, or General Industrial. Unless
acceptable mitigation measures to the maximum feasible extent can be
undertaken, prohibit wells and appurtenant facilities from locating in scenic
corridors, hazardous areas, and recreation areas. Prohibit wells on prime
agricultural soils and in sensitive habitats.

Designation of Prime Agricultural Lahds

Designate any parcel which contains prime agricultural lands as Agricuiture
on the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Map, subject to the following
exceptions: State Park lands existing as of the date of Local Coastal Program
certification, rural service centers, and solid waste disposal sites necessary
for the health, safety, and welfare of the County.

N.17
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*5.4

6.2

7.12

7.13

Designation of Lands Suitable for Agriculture

Designate any parcel, which contains other lands suitable for agriculture, as
Agriculture on the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Map, subject to the
following exceptions: rural service centers, State Park lands existing as of the
date of Land Use Plan certification, and solid waste disposal sites necessary
for the health, safety and welfare of the County.

Appropriate Location for Aquaculture

Permit aquaculture on parcels designated on the LCP Land Use Plan Map:
General Industrial, Open Space, or Agricutture. The Department of Fish and
Game may also identify appropriate sites for aquaculture facilities consistent
with Section 30411(¢) of the Public Rescurces Code.

Permitted Uses in Buffer Zones

Within buffer zones, permit only the following uses: (1) uses permitted in
riparian corridors; (2) residential uses on existing legal building sites, set back
20 feet from the limit of riparian vegetation, only if no feasible alternative
exists, and only if no other building site on the parcel exists; (3) on parcels
designated on the LCP Land Use Plan Map: Agriculture, Open Space, or
Timber Production, residential structures or impervicus surfaces only if no
feasible alternative exists; (4) crop growing and grazing consistent with Policy
7.9; (5) timbering in “streamside corridors” as defined and controlled by State
and County regulations for timber harvesting; and (6) no new residential
parcels shall be created whose only building site is in the buffer area.

Performance Standards in Buffer Zones

Require uses permitted in buffer zones to: (1) minimize removal of vegeta-
tion; (2) conform to naturai topography to minimize erosion potential; (3) make
provisions (i.e., catch basins) to keep runoff and sedimentation from exceed-
ing pre-development levels; (4) replant where appropriate with native and
non-invasive exotics; (5) prevent discharge of toxic substances, such as
fertilizers and pesticides; into the riparian corridor; (6) remove vegetation in or
adjacent to manmade agricultural ponds if the life of the pond is endangered,
(7) allow dredging in or adjacent to manmade ponds if the San Mateo County
Resource Conservation District certified that siltation imperils continued use of
the pond for agricultural water storage and supply; and (8) limit the sound
emitted from motorized machinery to be kept to less than 45-dBA at any

~ riparian buffer zone boundary except for farm machinery and motorboats.
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7.34

7.36

7.37

Permit Conditions

In addition to the conditions set forth in Policy 7.5, require, prior to permit
issuance, that a qualified biologist prepare a report which defines the
requirements of rare and endangered organisms. At minimum, require the
report to:

a.

Discuss:

(1) Animal food, water, nesting or denning sites and reproduction,
predation and migration requirements, and

(2) Plants life histories and soils, climate and gecgraphic
requirements.

Include a map depicting the locations of plants or animals and/or their
habitats.

Demonstrate that any development will not impact the functional
capacity of the habitat.

Recommend mitigation if development is permitted within or adjacent to
identified habitats.

San Francisco Garter Snake (Thanmophis sirtalis tetrataenia)

a.

Prevent any development where there is known to be a riparian or
wetland location for the San Francisco garter snake with the following -
exceptions: (1) existing-manmade impoundments smaller than one-half
acre in surface, and (2) existing manmade impoundments greater than
one-half acre in surface providing mitigation measures are taken to
prevent disruption of no more than one half of the snake’s known habitat
in that location in accordance with recommendations from the State
Department of Fish and Game.

Require developers to make sufficiently detailed analyses of any
construction which could impair the potential or existing migration routes
of the San Francisco garter snake. Such analyses will determine
appropriate mitigation measures to be taken to provide for appropriate
migration corridors.

San Francisco Tree Lupine Moth (Graptholitha edwardsiana)

Prevent the loss of any large populations (more than 100 plants in a 1/10-acre
area) of tree lupine within 1-mile of the coastline.
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7.38 Brackish Water Snail (Tryonia imitator)

a.  Prevent any development which can have a deleterious effect on the
California brackish water snail, including any dredging of its known or
potential habitat.

b.  Encourage the State Department of Parks and Recreation to manage
Pescadero Marsh in such a manner as to enhance the habitat for the
California brackish water snail.

7.39 Sea Otter (Enhvdra lutris neresis)

Encourage the appropriate agency to protect, monitor, and enhance sea otter
habitats. In the development of mariculture facilities, encourage appropriate
State and federal agencies to seek measures to protect them from predation
by the sea ofter.

7.40 Globose Dune Beetle (Coleus globosus)

a. Assess, monitor, and contain the spread of dune grass.

b.  Provide roped-off trails for public access to the beach with the explana-
tion of the dune beetle and its surrounding habitat.

7.47 Elephant Seal (Miroungo angustirostris)

a. Encourage affected public agencies to control access to areas where
elephant seals congregate.

b. Enforce trespass laws to restrict access fo areas where elephant seals
congregate especially during mating, breeding, and molting season.

7.48 Monterey Pine (Pin‘us'radiata)

a.  Require any development to keep to a minimum the number of
native Monterey pine cut in the natural pine habitat near the San Mateo-
Santa Cruz County line.

b.  Allow the commercial cutting of Monterey pine if it: (1) perpetuates the
long-term viability of stands, (2) prevents environmental degradation,
and (3) protects the viewshed within the Cabrillo Highway Scenic
Corridor. :

c. To preserve the productivity of prime agricultural soils, encourage the
control of invasive Monterey pine onto the soils.
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7.49

7.50

8.5

California Wild Strawberry (Fragaria californica)

Require any development, within one-half mile of the coast, to mitigate
against the destruction of any California wild strawberry in one of the following

ways:

a.

Prevent any development, trampling, or other destructive activity which
would destroy the plant; or

After determining specifically if the plants involved are of particular
value, successfully transplant them or have them successfully trans-
planted to some other suitable site. Determination of the importance of
the plants can only be made by a professional doing work in strawberry
breeding.

Champion Monterey Cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa)

Declare the Champion Monterey Cypress Tree a Class | Heritage Tree.

Location of Development

On rural lands and urban parcels larger than 20,000 sqg. ft.:

a.

Require that new development be located on a portion of a parcel
where the development: (1) is least visible from State and County
Scenic Roads; (2) is least likely to significantly impact views from public
viewpoints; and (3) is consistent with all other LCP requirements, best
preserves the visual and open space qualities of the parcel overall.-
Where conflicts in complying with this requirement occur, resolve

them in a manner which on balance most protects significant coastal
resources on the parcel, consistent with Coastal Act Section 30007.5.

Public viewpoints include, but are not limited to, coastal roads, roadside
rests and vista points, recreation areas, trails, coastal accessways, and
beaches.

This provision does not apply to enlargement of existing structures, pro-
vided that the size of the structure after enlargement does not exceed
150% of the pre-existing floor area, or 2,000 sq. ft., whichever is greater.

This provision does not apply to agricultural development to the extent
that application of the provision would impair-any agricultural use or
operation on the parcel. In such cases, agricultural development shall
use appropriate building materials, colors, landscaping and screening to
eliminate or minimize the visual impact of the development.
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8.6

8.14

Require, including by clustering if necessary, that new parcels have
building sites that are not visibie from State and County Scenic Roads
and will not significantly impact views from other public viewpoints. if
the entire property being subdivided is visible from State and County
Scenic Roads or other public viewpoints, then require that new parcels
have building sites that minimize visibility from those roads and other
public viewpoints.

Streams, Wetlands, and Estuaries

a.

Set back development from the edge of streams and other natural
waterways a sufficient distance to preserve the visual characier of
the waterway. :

Prohibit structural development which will adversely affect the visual
quality of perennial streams and associated riparian habitat, except
for those permitted by Sensitive Habitats Component Policies.

Retain the open natural visual appearance of estuaries and their
surrounding beaches. '

Retain wetlands intact except for public accessways designed to respect
the visual and ecological fragility of the area and adjacent land, in
accordance with the Sensitive Habitats Component policies.

Definition of Rural

Define rural as lands indicated on the LCP Land Use Plan Map for rural use.
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EXHIBIT “0Q”

MAP 1.4

Insert new map as revised
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011,

AYES and in favor of said resolution:

Supervisors:

CAROLE GROOM

DON HORSLEY

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said resolution:

Supervisors: NONE
Absent Supervisors: NONE
ABSTAIN:
Supervisors: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

1 certify that a copy of the original resolution filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors of San
Mateo County has been delivered io the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
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ORDINANCE NO. (4553
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

k ok ok * ® W

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
{ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 20, “S-105” DISTRICT, TO (1) REVISE SECTION
6300.14.50 TO GRANT FLOOR AREA ADJUSTMENTS FOR SUBSTANDARD LOT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT OR VOLUNTARY LOT MERGER;
(2) ADD SECTION 6300.14.60 TO ESTABLISH IMPERVIOUS SURFACE LIMIT
CRITERIA; AND (3) ADD SECTION 6300.14.100 TO ESTABLISH
WINTER GRADING CRITERIA

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 20, Section

6300.14.50 is hereby revised to read as follows:

SECTION 6300.14.50. BUILDING FLOOR AREA.

a.  The maximum building floor area shall be established according to the

following table, except as provided by subsection b.

2,500 - 4,749 sq. ft., or less than 0.48 (parcel size)
45 feet parcel width :

More than 11,698 sq. ft 6,200 sq. ft.

The maximum building floor area shall include the floor area of all stories of
all buildings and accessory buildings on a building site. Maximum building

Ff‘ﬂgg"; area speCIflcaIIy includes: (1) the floor area of all stories excluding

2k w
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uninhabitable attics as measured from the outside face of all exterior
perimeter walls, (2) the area of all decks, porches, balconies or other areas
covered by a waterproof roof which extends four (4) or more feet from exterior

Walls, and (3) the area of all garages and carports. '

b. Up to 200 sq. ft. of covered parking floor area shall not be counted toward the
limitations set forth in subsection a. for any é.ubstandard I.ot that is (1) smaller
than 4,500 sq. ft. in area, (2) not in common ownership with contiguous lots,
and (3) developed with an affordable (very low, low, or moderate income}
single-family residential unit, i.e., sUbject to income and cost/rent restriction

contracts with San Mateo County.

c. Inaddition to the limitations set forth in subsection a., permit 250 sq. ft. bonus
building floor area for any parcel whose substandard lots are voluntarily
merged in accordance with the provisions of San Mateo County Board of

Supervisors’ Resolution No. 068386, Exhibit G.

~ SECTION 2. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 20, Section

6300.9.60 is hereby added to read as follows:

§_ECTIO-N.6300.14.60. IMPERVIOUS SURFACE AREA. The amount of 'parcel
area covered by imberviousstructures less than eigﬁteen inches (18") in height is
limited to ten percent (10%) parce! size (not tb exceed 1,170 sq. ft. for residentiat
uses). ' Impervious étructures include, but are not limited to, non-porous driveways,

decks, patios, walkways and swimming pools.
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An exception to the limit may be granted by the Community Development Director
for select development upon finding that off-site project drainage, i.e., runoff, will
not exceed that amount equivalent to 10% (parcel size). The runoff equivalent of
10% (parcel site} could be achieved by directing runoff to on-site porous areas or
through the use of detention basins. The applicant shall submit a professionally
prepared site plan showing topography, drainage, and calculations which

demonstrates this finding can be made. The exception provision applies to:
a. Non-residential development, and

b. Residential development, only if the Planning Director determines that the
exception is necessary for compliance with site planning and design

requirements.

SECTION 3. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division 1V, Chapter 20, Section

6300.14.100 is hereby added to read as follows:

SECTION 6300.14.100. 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 Develop-
ment 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
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limited fo, covering stored equipment and materials, stabilizing site entrances and

exposed slopes, containing or reducing runoff, and protecting drain inlets.

SECTION 4. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 20 is hereby

" amended to renumber Sections 6300.14.60 - 6300.14.80 to 6300.14.70 — 6300.14.90.

SECTION 5. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has
fulfiled at least one of thé following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:

1. An application for each applicable development permit required by the County
Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit application, has

been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or

2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations, or

3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner where
the development will occur, and the proposed development conforms with the

terms of that development agreement.

Exhibit No. 2

SMC LCP Amendment No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
Resubmittal - Proposed IP Amendments

Page 4 of 108




SECTION 6. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011.

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors.

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance.

Supervisors: NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

1 certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

L beanRmeD
Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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ORDINANCE NO. 04554
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,.
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* Ok Ok % x %

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
{ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 20, “S-17” DISTRICT, TO (1) REVISE SECTION
6300.2.5 TO GRANT FLOOR AREA ADJUSTMENTS FOR SUBSTANDARD
LOT AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT OR VOLUNTARY LOT MERGER;
(2) ADD SECTION 6300.2.7 TO ESTABLISH IMPERVIOUS SURFACE LIMIT
CRITERIA; AND (3) ADD SECTION 6300.2.11 TO ESTABLISH WINTER

GRADING CRITERIA '

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 20, Section

'6300.2.5 Is hereby revised io read as follows:

SECTION 6300.2.5. BUILDING FLOOR AREA.

a.  The maximum building floor area shall be established according to the

foliowing table, except as provided by subsection b.

2,500 - 4,749 sq. ft.,, or less than | 0.48 (parcel size)
45 feet parcel width

4,750 - 4,999 sq. ft. 0.53 - ({5,000-parcel size) x 0.0002) x parcel size
5,000 - 11,698 sq. ft. 0.563 (parce! size)
More than 11,698 sq. ft. 6,200 sq. ft.

The maximum building floor area shall include the floor area of all stories

of all buildings and accessory buildings on a building site. Maximum
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building floor area specifically includes: (1) the floor area.of all stories
excluding uninhabitable attics .as measured from the outside face of a!l
exterior perimeter walls; (2) the area of all decks, porches, balconies or
other areas covered by a waterproof roof which extends four (4) or more

feet from exterior walls; and (3) the area of all garages and carports.

b.  Up to 200 sq. ft. of covered parking floor area shall not be counted toward
the limitations set forth in subsection a. for any substahdard lot that is
(1) smaller than 4,500 sq. ft. in area, (2) not in common ownership with
contiguous lots, and (3) developed with an affordable (very low, low, or
moderate income}) singlé-family residential unit, i.e., subject to income and

costirent restriction contracts with San Mateo County.

C. In addition to the limitations set forth in subsection a., permit 250 sq. 1.
bonus building floor area for any parcel whose substandard lots are
voluntarily merged in accordance with the provisions of San Mateo

County Board of Supervisors' Resolution No. 068386, Exhibit G.

SECTION 2. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division 1V, Chapter 20, Section

6300.2.7 is hereby revised to read as follows:

7. 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

: Exhibit No. 2
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{not to exceed 1,170 sq. ft. for residential uses). Impervious structures
include, but are not limited to, nonh-porous driveways, decks, patios,

walkways and swimming pools.

An exception to the limit may be granted by the Community Development
Director for select development upon finding that off-site project drainage,
i.e., runoff, will not exceed that amount equivalent to 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. The
applicant shali submit a proféssionally prepared site plan showing topo-
graphy, drainage and caiculations which demonstrates this finding can be

made. The exception provision applies to:
a. Non-residential development, and

b. Residential development, only if the Community Development
Director determines that the exception is necessary for compliance

with site planning and design requirements.

SECTION 3. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 20, Section

6300.2.11 is hereby revised to read as follows:

11.  Winter Grading

Development related grading, e.g., site preparation, shall not occcur

between October 15 and April 15 in any given year unless the applicant

Exhibit No. 2
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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.

SECTION 4. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 20 is hereby

amended to renumber Sections 6300.2.6-6300.2.9 t0 6300.2.7-6300.2.10.

SECTION 5. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has
fulfilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:

1. An applicétion for each applicable development permit required by the
County Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit

application, has been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or

2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or

3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then

in effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner

Exhibit No. 2
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where the development will occur, and the proposed development

conforms with the terms of that development agreement.

SECTION 6. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.

ek ok ok kR Ok R
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 201

AYES and in favor of said ordinance;

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance:

Supervisors: NONFE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the original o‘rdinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

Exhibit No. 2

SMC LCP Amendment No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
Resubmittal - Proposed IP Amendments

Page 12 of 108



ORDINANCE No.___ (#4530
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* k% k& % % %

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
(ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 20, “S-94” DISTRICT, TO (1) REVISE SECTION
6300.9.11.60 TO GRANT FLOOR AREA ADJUSTMENTS FOR SUBSTANDARD LOT
AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT OR VOLUNTARY LOT MERGER;

(2) ADD SECTION 6300.9.11.70 TO ESTABLISH IMPERVIOUS SURFACE LIMIT
CRITERIA; AND (3) ADD SECTION 6300.9.11.110 TO ESTABLISH WINTER
GRADING CRITERIA

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 20, Section

6300.9.11.60 is hereby revised to read as follows:

SECTION 6300.9.11.60. BUILDING FLOOR AREA. |

a.  The maximum building floor area shall be established according to the

following table, except as provided by subsection b.

2,500 - 4,749 sq. ft., or less 0.48 (parcel size)

than 45 feet parcel width

4,750 - 4,999 sq. ft. 0.53 - ((5,000-parcel size) x 0.0002) x parcel size
5,000 - 11,698 sq. ft. 0.53 (parcel size)

More than 11,698 sq. ft. 6,200 sq. ft.

The maximum building floor area shall include the floor area of all stories

of all buildings and accessory buildings on a building site. Maximum

Exhibit No. 2
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building floor area specifically includes: (1) the floor area of all stories
excluding uninhabitable attics as measured from the outside face of alt
exterior perimeter walls, (2) the area of alt decks, porches, balconies or
other areas covered by a waterproof roof which extends four or more feet

from exterior walls, and (3) the area of all garages and carports.

b. Up to 200 sq. ft. of covered parking floor area shall not be co.unted toward
the limitations set forth in subsection a. for any substandard lot that is -
(1) smaller than 4,500 sq. ft. in area, (2) not in common owﬁership with
contiguous lots, and (3) developed with an affordable (very low, low, or
moderate incomé) single-family residential unit, i.e., subject to income

and cost/rent restriction contracts with San Mateo County.

c. In addition to the limitations set forth in subsection a., permit 250 sq. ft.
bonus building floor area for any parcel whose substandard lots are
voluntarily merged in accordance with the provisions of San Mateo

County Board of Supervisors’ Resolution No. 068386, Exhibit G.

SECTION 2. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 20, Section

6300.9.11.70 is hereby added to read as follows:

Exhibit No. 2
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SECTION 6300.9.11.70. 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 {not to exceed 1,170 sq. ft. for
residential uses). 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 for select development upon finding that off-site project drainage, i.e.,
runoff, will not exceed that amount equivalent to 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 balsins. The applicant shall submit
a professionally prepared site plan showing topography, drainage, and
calculations which demonstrates this finding can be made. The exception

provision applies to:
1. Non-residential development, and

2. Residential development, only if the Community Development Director
determines that the exception is necessary for compliance with site

planning and design requirements.

SECTION 3. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 20, Section

6300.9.11.110 is hereby added to read as follows:
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SECTION 6300.9.11.110. WINTER GRADING. Development related grading,

e'.g., site preparation, shalt hot 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 li‘mited_ to, covering stored equipment and materials,

stabilizing site entrances and exposed slopes, containing or reducing runoff, and

~ protecting drain inlets.

SECTION 4. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 20 is hereby
amended to renumber Sections 6300.9.11.70 - 6300.9.11.90 to 6300.9.11.80 -

6300.9.11.100.

SECTION 5. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has

fulfilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:

1. An application for each applicable developmeht permit required by the
County Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit

application, has been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or -

2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and

appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or
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3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then
in effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner
where the development will occur, and the proposed development

conforms with the terms of that development agreement.

SECTION 6. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.

LA A
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011.

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J, TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance.

Supervisors: NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered fo the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Sheanimed

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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i ol e
ORDINANCE NO. 04556
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

LI A

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
(ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 15, NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL (C-1) DISTRICT,
TO (1) REVISE SECTION 6251 TO RESTRICT RESIDENTIAL USES TO ABOVE THE

GROUND FLOOR IN THE MIDCOAST LCP UPDATE PROJECT AREA; (2) ADD
SECTION 6253 TO ENACT AN IMPERVIOUS SURFACE LIMIT FOR THE PROJECT
AREA; (3) ADD SECTION 6254 TO ENACT WINTER GRADING CRITERIA FOR THE

PROJECT AREA; AND (4) ADD APPENDIX SHOWING THE PROJECT AREA MAP

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 15, Section

6251 is hereby amended to read as follows:

SECTION 6251. USES PERMITTED.

(a) A use permit as provided in Chapter 24 of this Part shall be required for the

following uses:

1. Hospitals, rest homes, sanitariums, clinics.
2. Philanthropic and charitable institutions.

3. Automobile courts.

4. Hotels.
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5. Any residential use, including accessory buildings and uses, except as
further restricted by subsection (b). The Planning Director may, on a ,

case-by-case basis, exempt accessory buildings and uses from the use

pefmit requirement.
6. Large collection facilities for recyciable materials.

(b} Residential dwelling units in the Midcoast LCP Update Project Area, as
delineated on the map that is part of this Chapter, shall be located above the
first floor of the main building on the parcel. The ﬂobr area of the dwelling
units shall not exceed the floor area of the commercial uses occupying the

building, except as permitted by subsection (c).

(c) The floor area of the dwelling units may exceed the floor area of the com-
mercial uses occupying the building only when the additional floor area is
developed as affordabie (very low, low or moderate income) housing, subjéct

to income and cost/rent restriction coniracts with San Mateo County.
| (d) The following retail stores, shops, or businesses:

1. Automobile service stations for only the sale of gasoline, oil, and new
accessories, including washing and lubrication services. Used tires

accepted in trade on the premises may be resold.

2. Bakeries but not including the wholesale baking or bakery goods to be

sold off the premises.
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10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16;

17.

Banks.

Bars.

Barber shops.
Beaufy parlors.

Book or stationary stores.

Clothes cleaning agency. or pressing establishment.

Confectionery stores.

Conservatories for instruction in music and the arts.

Dressmaking or millinery.

Drug store.

Dry goods or notion store.

Florist or gift shop.

Grocery, fruit or vegetable store.
Hardware or electric appliance store.

Jewelry store.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25,

206.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Laundry agency.

Meat markgt or delicatessen store.
Offices, business or professional. |
Phptbgraphic or camera store.
Restaurant, tea room, or cafe.
Shoe store or shoe repair store.
Tailor, clothing or wearing épparel.

Theaters.

Dry cleaning establishments using self-service coin operated machines.

Bowling alleys.
Massage establishments.

Maintenance and operation of up to five electronic amusement devices
provided, however, no such amusement device or devices may be
Iocafed, operated, or maintained within three hundred (300) feet of the
nearest entrance to or exit from any public or privéte school of

elementary or high schoo! grades.

Reverse vending machines.

SMC LCP Amendment No. SMC-1-11 (Mi
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31.

32.

33.

Small collection facilities for recyclable materials, subject to obtaining a
building permit, provided there is no additional mechanical processing
equipment on site, that collection facilities shall not be located within 30.
feet of any property zoned or océupied for residential use unless there is
a recognized service corridor and acoustical shielding between |
containers and residential use, that there is no decfease in traffic or
pedestrian circulation or the required number of on-site parking spaces

for the primary use, and all litter and loose debris shall be removed on a

daily basis.
Pet sales and/or grooming establishments.

Limited keeping of pets.

(e) Exterior signs pertaining to the business uses condncted on the premises and

subject to the following limitations:

1.

Signs shall not exceed one hundred fifty (150) feet in area on one face
and not more than three hundred (300) sqg. ft. in tofal area on the
premises. Larger areas may be authorized by the use permit in

exceptional cases.

Signs shall not project more than one (1) foot beyond the street property

line, but if a building is set back from a street property line, then such
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sign shall not project more than eight (8) feet from the face of the

building.

3.  Attached signs shall not project above the roofline or cornice except
when in the opinion of the Planning Commission the sign is an

architectural part or feature of the building.

4. Freestanding signs shall not extend to & height more than twenty (20)
feet above the sidewalk or paved area except when in the opinion of the

Planning Commission the sign is an architectural feature of the site.

5. Signs shall not face the side line of any adjoining lot in any “R” District

when such sign is within twenty-five (25) feet of said side line.

(f) The foliowing uses subject to securing a use permit as specified in Chapter 24

~ of this Part.
1. Mortuaries.

2. Outdoor advertising structures or signs as defined in Sections 5202 and

5203 of the Business and Professions Code of the State of California.
3. Retail dry cleaning establishments.

4. Patio and garden supply sales.
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5. Bulk storage plants for liquefied petroleum gas and similar types of

home fuels.
6.  Veterinary hospitals for small animals.
7. The sale of used merchandise or vehicles.

SECTION 2. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division [V, Chapter 15, Section

6253 is hereby added to read as follows:

SECTION 6253. MIDCOAST IMPERVIOUS SURFACE AREA. In the Midcoast

LCP Update Project Area, as shown on the map that is a part of this Chapter, the
amount of parcel area covered by impervious structures less than eighteen inches
(18") in height is limited to ten percent (10%) parcel size. 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 runoff equivalent of 10% (parcel size) could
be achieved by directing runoff to on-site porous areas or through the use of
detention basins. The applicant shall submit a professionally prepared site plan
showing topography, drainage, and calculations which demonstrates this finding

can be made.
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SECTION 3. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 15, Section

6254 is hereby added to read as follows:

SECTION 6254. MIDCOAST WINTER GRADING. In the Midcoast LCP Update
Project Area, as shown on the map that is a part of this Chapter, development
related grading, e.g., site pi‘eparation, shall not occur between October 15 and
April 16 in any given year uniess 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 contaihment shali
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.

SECTION 4. San Mateo County Ordinance‘Code, Division 1V, Chapter 15, Appendix is

hereby added to include a zoning map of the Midcoast LCP Update Project Area as

follows:
APPENDIX

MIDCOAST LCP UPDATE PROJECT AREA ZONING MAP

: Exhibit No. 2
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SECTION 5. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has
fulfilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:

1. An application for each applicable development permit required by the County

Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit application, has

been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or

2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or

3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner where
the development will occur, and the proposed development conforms with the

terms of that development agreement.

SECTION 6. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

‘consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.

LR
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011.

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors.

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSTER

NOES and against said ovdinance.

Supervisors: : NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervz'sor;: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
= ' State of California

Certificate of Delivery

1 certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered io the President of the Board of Supervisors.

SiihteonRme D

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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ORDINANCE NO.

04507

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE
CODE (ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 20, SECTION 6300, S DISTRICT
REGULATIONS, TO REVISE SECTION 6300 TO CHANGE THE HEIGHT
AND FRONT SETBACK LIMITS OF BUILDINGS ON PARCELS ZONED C-1/S-3

IN THE MIDCOAST LCP UPDATE PROJECT AREA

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 20, Section

6300 is hereby amended to read as follows:

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

SECTION 6300. REGULATIONS FOR “S” DISTRICTS. In any District with

respective “S” Districts shall apply:

which is combined any “S” District, the following regulations as specified for the

81 50 6,000 500 20 5 20 3 36 50
52 50 5,000 1,000 2 5 2 3 % 50
53 50 5,000 1,250 208 5 2 ® | 50
54 50 5,000 1,650 2 5 20 3 36 50
S5 50 5,000 2600 20 5 20 3 36 50
56 50 5,000 3,500 20 5 20 3 3% 50
37 50 5,000 5,000 20 5 20 3 % 50
S8 50 7,500 7,500 20 5 20 3 36 40
59 50 10,000 10,000 2 10 2 3 % 30
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§-10

20

75 20,000 20,000 3 25
511 100 1-5ac! 1-5ac! 50 20 2% 3 36 15
842 175 21/2 -5 ac.! 21/2-5ac.! 50 20 20 3 36 10
5-13 250 5ac.t . 5 ac.! 50 20 20 3 38 10
817 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 .2 L2

1See Saction 6300.1 for precise lot area requirements in 3-11 and §-12 Districts,
25ee Section 6300.2 for precise requirements in the S-17 District.

3For buildings on land zoned C-1/S-3 located in the Midcoast LCP Update Project Area, as shown by the Midcoast Project Area Zoning Map
included In San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 15, Appendix, the following provisions shall apply:

(a) Buildings with No Residential Units
Maximum Height Permitted — 28 fest

(b) Buildings with Residential Units — One of the following provisions shall apply, as determined by the property owner:

(1} Maximum Froni"Yard Required — None
Maximum Height Permitted ~ 28 feet; or

(2) Maximum Front Yard Required — 20 feet
Maximum Height Permitted — 32 feet

Maximum coverage mitations shall apply to all structures except:

(a) Structures in C, H, M, or P Dislricts in which there are no dwelling facilities.

(b) Greenhousss, lathhouses, or other structures used exclusively for flower growing.

SECTION 2. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has

fulfilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:

1. An application for each applicable development permit required by the County
Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit application, has

been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or

2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or
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3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner where

the development will occur, and the proposed development conforms with the

terms of that development agreement.

SECTION 3. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) déys after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.

g oW % % W W ¥
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011.

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance.

Supervisors:

NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor:

DAVE PINE

Carole Groom

President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

1 certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

SbeonRmeD

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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] :a -{:_-(.
ORDINANCE NO. 0AS5Y
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* xR O * % 9w %

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
(ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 16.5, COASTSIDE COMMERCIAL RECREATION
(CCR) DISTRICT, TO (1) ADD SECTION 6269.6 TO ENACT AN IMPERVIOUS
SURFACE LIMIT; AND (2) ADD SECTION 6270.7 TO ENACT

WINTER GRADING CRITERIA :
The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 16.5, Section

6269.6 is hereby amended to read as follows:

8. 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.
Impervious structures include, but are not limited to, non-porous

driveways, decks, patios, walkways and swimming pools.

An exception to t‘he limit may be granted by. the Community Development
Director for select development upon finding that off-site project drainage,
r.e., runoff, will not exceed that amount equivalent to 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. The

applicant shall submit a professionally prepared site plan showing
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topography, drainage and calculations which demonstrates this finding

can be made.

SECTION 2. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 16.5, Section

6270.7 is hereby amended to read as follows:

7.  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 b.een
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.

SECTION 3. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 16.5 is hereby

amended to renumber Sections 6269.6-6269.8 to 6269.7-6269.9.

SECTION 4. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has
fulfilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:
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1. An application for each applicable development permit required by the County
Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit application, has

been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or

2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or

3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner where
the development will occur, and the proposed development conforms with the

terms of that development agreement.

'SECTION 5. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011.

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CARQLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance:

Supervisors: NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

[ certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

LbreonRme D>

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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ORDINANCE NO.___ 44553
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* % % % R %

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
(ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 18.5, WATERFRONT (W) DISTRICT, TO (1) ADD
SECTION 6288.0.4 TO ENACT AN IMPERVIOUS SURFACE LIMIT; (2) ADD
SECTION 6289.1.5 TO ENACT WINTER GRADING CRITERIA; AND (3) REVISE
SECTION 6289.2 TO INCREASE THE NUMBER OF CARETAKER’S
QUARTERS PERMITTED AND ENACT A MINIMUM PARCEL AREA FOR

CARETAKER’S QUARTERS

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 18.5, Section

6288.0.4 is hereby added to read as follows:

4. lmDérvious 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
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submit a professionally prepared site plan showing topography, drainage

and calculations which demonstrates this finding can be made.

SECTION 2. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 18.5, Section

6289.1.5 is hereby added to read as follows:

5. 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 siopes, containing or reducing runoff, and

protecting drain inlets.

SECTION 3. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 18.5, Section

6289.2 is hereby added to read as follows:

SECTION 6289.2. ACCESSORY USES.

1 Caretaker's Quarters. A permanent accessory residential unit shall be

permitted for the purposes of housing a caretaker employed on the site,

providing that the total number of caretaker's quarters in the Waterfront
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(W) District does not exceed twenty-five percent (25%) of the developed
parcels in the district. Caretaker's quarters are subject to the following

requirements:

a. Minimum Parce! Area. The minimum parcel area to establish a

caretaker’'s quarters is 5,000 sq. ft., i.e., caretaker's quarters are

prohibited on non-conforming parcels.

b. Occupancy Reguirements. The resident of the dwelling is to be the

owner or lessee, or an employee of the owner or lessees of the site.

The application for development of a caretaker's quarters shall
include a developer’s statement explaining the need for caretaker's

quarters and responsibilities of the caretaker/resident.

c. Development Standards. Caretaker's quarters must conform to

all of the development standards of the primary zoning district,
including minimum building site requirements. In addition,

caretaker’s quarters are subject to the following reguirements:

(1) Establishment of Caretaker's Quarters. Caretaker's quarters
-must be built within the building of the primary use on the

property.

(2) Maximum Unit Size. The floor area of a caretaker's unit may

not exceed thirty-five percent (35%) of the floor area of the

Exhibit No. 2

SMC LCP Amendment No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
Resubmittal - Proposed IP Amendments

Page 39 of 108



main building up to a maximum of seven hundred and fifty

(750) sq. ft.

(3) Setbacks. Setbacks for caretaker's quarters must conform to

building code requirements.

(4) Trailers and Mobile Homes. Trailers and mobile homes for

caretaker's residences are not permitted.

(5) Acknowledgment of Land Use Priorities. A written statement

will be obtained from each property owner at time of building
permit for the caretaker's quarters, acknowledging that marine
and general industrial uses are the primary land uses in the
Waten‘ronf (W) District, and residents of caretaker's quarters
may be subject to inconveniences arising from the reasonable

execution of such businesses.

SECTION 4. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 18.5 is hereby

amended to renumber Sections 6288.0.4-6288.0.7 to 6288.0.5-6288.0.85.

SECTION 5. The provisions of this o.rdinance do not apply to development that has
fulfilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:

Exhibit No. 2

SMC LCP Amendment No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
Resubmittal - Proposed IP Amendments

Page 4_0__of 108




1. An application for each applicable development permit required by the
County Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit

application, has been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or

2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or

3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then
in effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner
where the development will occur, and the proposed development

conforms with the terms of that development agreement.

SECTION 6. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
thé California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.
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Regularly passed and adopied this 24" day of May, 2011.

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors.

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance:

Supervisors: NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

1 certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

SbteonRymeD

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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ORDINANCE No. 3450
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEOQO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* * % % * %

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
(ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 17, LIGHT INDUSTRIAL (M-1) DISTRICT, TO (1) ADD
SECTION 6276 TO ENACT AN IMPERVIOUS SURFACE LIMIT FOR THE MIDCOAST
UPDATE PROJECT AREA; AND (2) ADD SECTION 6277 TO ENACT WINTER
GRADING CRITERIA FOR THE PROJECT AREA

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California;

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 17, Section

6276 15 hereby amended to read as follows:

SECTION 6276. MIDCOAST IMPERVIOUS SURFACE AREA. !n the Midcoast

I.CP Update Project Area, as shown on the map in the Appendix of San Mateo
County Ordinance Code. Division IV, Chapter 15, 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. Imperviods 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 equivalént to 10% (parcel size). The applicant shall submit a

Exhibit No. 2

SMC LCP Amendment No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
Resubmittal - Proposed IP Amendments

Page 43 of 108



professionally prepared site plan showing topography, drainage, and

calculations which demonstrates this finding can be made.

SECTION 2. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 17, Section

6277 is hereby amended to read as foliows:

SECTION 6277. MIDCOAST WINTER GRADING. In the Midcoast LCP

Update Project Area, as shown on the map in the Appendix of San Mateo
County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 15, 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 sedimentatiorr, and that
such site cbntainment 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.

SECTION 3. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has
fulfilled at least one of the following requiremehts before the effective date of this

ordinance:

1. An rapplication for each applica'ble development permit required by the
County Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit

application, has been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or
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2. Abuilding permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriaté fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or

3. Adevelopment agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then
in effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner
where the development will occur, and the proposed development

conforms with the terms of that development agreement.

SECTION 4. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011.

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance:

Supervisors:

NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor.

DAVE PINE

Carole Groom

President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered io the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Sibeonmeid

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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456
ORDINANCE NO. Uhobi
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEQ,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* % Kk 0k K %

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
(ZONING ANNEX) TO ADD CHAPTER 12.6 (SECTIONS 6229.0 TO 6229.4) WHICH
ENACTS EL GRANADA GATEWAY “EG” ZONING DISTRICT REGULATIONS

The Board of Supervisors of the Couhty of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division VI is hereby amended to
add Chapter 12.8, Sections 6229.0 to 6229.4, and thereby enacting the “EG” District

regulations, to read as follows:

SECTION 6229.0. REGULATIONS FOR “EG” DISTRICT. The following

regulations shall apply in the El Granada Gateway (EG) District.

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.
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interpretive Centers

Facilities used for the education of the public with respect to natural,

historical and cultural environments and legacies.
Libraries

- Facilities used for storage, exhibitioh and lending of varidus media
including, but not limited to, books, periodicals, documenis, au_dio and

. videotapes and visual art.

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.

Open Field Cuttivation 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.
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Outdoor Art Centers

Outdoor facilities for the exhibition, study or creation of works of artistic

value.

Qutdoor Athletic Facilities

Qutdoor facilities, associated grounds and accessory structures used for
active recreation, including swimming pools, tennis courts, playing fields

or similar uses.

Qutdoor 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.

Parks

Areas of scenic and naturai character where outdoor recreation
opportunities and facilities may be provided for public convenience and

enjoyment, and within which interpretive exhibits can be established.
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10.

M.

12.

13,

Temporary Outdoor Performing Arts Centers

QOutdoor 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.

Temporary Outdoor Sales

Outdoor areas used temporarily by multiple small commercial establish-
ments 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.

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.

Temporary Urban Roadside Stands

Temporary structures in urban areas of portable construction used for the

sale of produce and other goods and merchandise.

SMC LCP Amendment No. SMC-1-11 (Mi
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14.

'ygget'ative Stormwater Treatment Systems and Underground Storage

Facilities

The installation of:

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.  Outdoor Art Centers
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Outdoor Athletic Facilities

Outdoor Recreation Areas

Parks

Temporary Outdoor Performing Arts Centers

Temporary Cutdoor Sales

Temporary Outdoor Showgrounds énd Exhibition Faciliﬁes
Urban Roadside Stands

Vegetative Stormwater Treatment Systems and Underground Storage

Facilities

Public Parking for Surfer's Beach |

Public Restrooms and Showers

Public Pedestrian Trails and Bicycle Trails

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.
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Maximum Building Height: 16 feet.
Minimum Building Setbacks

Front Setback Side Setback Rear Setback

50 feet 20 feet 20 feet
Maximum Parcel Coverage: Ten percent (10%) parcel size.

Maximum parcel coverage shall include all structures that are 18 inches or

more above the ground.

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 1o, 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, wilt not
exceed that amount equivalent to 10% (parcel size). The appiicant shalll
submit a professionally prepared site plan showing topography, drainage

and calculations which demonstrates this finding can be made.
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Landscaping

All building and structures shali be screened with sufficient landscaping to
obscure and soften their appearance when viewed from Highway 1. All
landscaping shall be drought-tolerant, and either native or non-invasive
plént species. No plant species Iistéd as prob‘lematic and/or invasive by
the California Native Plant Society, the California Invasive Plant Council,
or as may be identified from time to time by the State of California shall be
employed. No plant species listed as “noxious weed” by the State of.

California or the U.S. Government shall be utilized within the property.
Signs
a. Prohibited Signs:

(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.
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ordinance:

Winter Grading

Deveiopment 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.

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 2.57.1 and 2.57.2.

SECTION 2. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has

fulfiled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

An application for each applicable development permit required by the
County Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit

application, has been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or
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2. A building permit application has been submitied to the County and

appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or

3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then
in effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner
where the development will occur, and the proposed development

conforms with the terms of that development agreement.

SECTION 3. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30} days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011,

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J, TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance:

Supervisors: NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Defivery

I certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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(456e
ORDINANCE NO.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

¥ % % % * %

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
SECTION 6115 (ZONING MAPS) TO REZONE PARCELS AT THE “BURNHAM
STRIP” IN EL GRANADA FROM “COSC/DR” TO “EG/DR”

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division VI, Part One, Chapter 2,
Section 6115 (Zoning Maps) is hereby amended to change the zoning for that area
shown within the boundaries on the attached ma'p identified as Exhibit “A” from

“COSC/DR’ to “EG/DR.”

SEGTION 2. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has
fulfilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:

1. An application for each applicable development permit required by the County
Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit application, has

been submitted to the County and deemed compiete; or

2. Abuilding permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or
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3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner where
the development will occur, and the proposed development conforms with the

terms of that development agreement.

SECTION 3. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30} days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011.

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinaﬁce:

Supervisors. NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor. DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

SbreenRme D

Rebecea Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

Exhibit No. 2

SMC LCP Amendment No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
Resubmittal - Proposed IP Amendments

Page 61 of 108



04563
ORDINANCE NO.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEOQ,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

LI B I S

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
(ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 21A, PLANNED AGRICUL.TURAL (PAD) DISTRICT
TO (1) REVISE SECTION 6358 TO LOWER THE HEIGHT LIMIT FOR RESIDENTIAL

BUILDINGS IN THE MIDCOAST PROJECT AREA; (2) ADD SECTION 6360 TO
ENACT A MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA LIMIT FOR RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS IN
THE MIDCOAST PROJECT AREA; (3) ADD SECTION 6361 TO ENACT AN
IMPERVIOUS SURFACE LIMIT FOR THE MIDCOAST PROJECT AREA; AND
(4) ADD SECTION 6362 TO ENACT WINTER GRADING CRITERIA FOR THE
MIDCOAST PROJECT AREA

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 21A, Section

6358 is hereby amended to read as follows:

"SECTION 6358. MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF STRUCTURES. In the Planned

Agricultural District, no residential or commercial structure shall exceed three
stories or 36 feet in height, except: (1) as allowed by use permit provisions in
Chapter 22, Article 2, Section 6405, of the San Mateo County Ordinance Code;
and (2) in the Midcoast LCP Update Project Area, as shown on the map
included in the Appendix of San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV,
Chapter 15, no residential strﬁcture shall exceed 28 feet in height. If any portion
of a structure is used for residential purposes, the height limit for the entire |

structure is 28 feet.
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| SECTION 2. San Mateo County Ofdinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 21A, Section
! )

6360 is hereby added to read as follows:

SECTION 6360. MIDCOAST RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA.

In the Midcoast LCP Update Project Area, as shown on the map that is a part
of this Chapter, the maximum building floor area for residential uses shall be

established according to the following table:

2,500 - 4,749 sq. ft., or less than 45 feet | 0.48 (parcel size)

parcel width

4,750 - 4,999 sq. ft. 0.53 - ((5,000-parcel size) x 0.0002) % parcel size
5,000 - 11,698 sq. ft. 0.53 (parcel size)

More than 11,698 sq. ft. _ 6,200 sq. ft.

The maximum building floor area shall include the floor area of all stories of all
buildings and accessory buildings on a parcel. If any portion of a building is
used for residential purposes, the floor area of the entire building is included.
Maximum building floor area specifically includes: (1) the floor area of all stories
excluding uninhabitable attics as measured from the outside face of all exterior
perimeter walls; (2) the area of all decks, porches, balconies or other areas
coveréd by a waterproof roof which extends four (4} or more feet from exterior

walls; and (3) the area of all garages and carports.

SECTION 3. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 21A, Section

6361 is hereby added to read as follows:
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SECTION 6361. MIDCOAST IMPERVIOUS SURFACE AREA. In the Midcoast

LCP Update Project Area, as shown on the map that is a part of this Chapter,
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 for select development 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. The

exception provision applies to:
A.  Non-residential development; and

B. Residential development, only if the Community Development Director
determines that the exception is necessary for compliance with site

plénning and design requirements.

SECTION 4. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 21A, Section

6362 is hereby added to read as follows:

Exhibit No. 2

SMC LCP Amendment No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
Resubmittal - Proposed IP Amendments

Page 64 of 108



' SECTION 6362. MIDCOAST WINTER GRADING. In the Midcoast LCP

Update Project Area, as shown on the map that is a part of this Chapter,
development related grading, e.g., site preparation, shall not occur between
October 15 and April 15 in any give'n 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 prévent erosion and
sedimentétion, and that such site containment has been established and is
ongoing. Site containment shali 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.

SECTION 5. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has
fulfilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:

1. An application for each applicable development permit required by the
County Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit

application, has been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or

2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or

3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then

in effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner
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where the development will occur, and the proposed development

conforms with the terms of that development agreement.

SECTION 6. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011,

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance.

Supervisors: NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Grogm
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

1 certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

LbreenRme D

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

Exhibit No. 2

SMC LCP Amendment No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
Resubmittal - Proposed IP Amendments

Page 67 of 108



G4564
ORDINANCE NO.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* & Kk K Kk %

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
(ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 36, RESOURCE MANAGEMENT-COASTAL ZONE
(RM-CZ) DISTRICT, TO (1) REVISE SECTION 6906A TO LOWER THE HEIGHT
LIMIT FOR RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS IN THE MIDCOAST PROJECT AREA;

(2) ADD SECTION 6908C TO ENACT A MAXIMUM FLOOR AREA LIMIT FOR
RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS AND GRANT BONUS FLOOR AREA FOR VOLUNTARY
LOT MERGER IN THE MIDCOAST PROJECT AREA; (3) ADD SECTION 6908D TO
ENACT AN IMPERVIOUS SURFACE LIMIT FOR THE MIDCOAST PROJECT AREA;
AND (4) ADD SECTION 6908E TO ESTABLISH WINTER GRADING CRITERIA FOR
THE MIDCOAST PROJECT AREA

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 36, Section

6908A is hereby amended to read as follows:

- SECTION 6908A. MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF STRUCTURES. In the RM-CZ

District, no residential or commercial structure shall exceed three stories or

36 feet in height except: (1) as ailowed by use permit provisions in Chapter 22,
Article 2, Section 6405 of the San Mateo County Ordinance Code; and (2) in the
Midcoast LCP Update Project Area, as shown on the map in the Appendix of
San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 15, no residential
structure shall exceed 28 feet in height. If any portion of a structure is used for

residential purposes, the height limit for the entire structure is 28 feet.
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SECTION 2. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 36, Section

B8908C is hereby added to read as follows:

SECTION 6908C. MIDCOAST RESIDENTIAL FLOOR AREA.

a. In the Midcoast LCP Update Project Area, as shown on the map thatis a
part of this Chapter, the maximum building floor area for residential uses
shall be established according to the following table, except as provided

by subsection b.

2,500 - 4,749 sq. ft., or less than 45 | 0.48 (parcel size)
feet parcel width

4,750 - 4,999 sg. ft. 0.53 - ((5,00C-parcel size} x 0.0002) x parcel size
5,000 - 11,698 sq. fi, 0.53 {parcel size)
More than 11,698 sq. ft. 6,200 sq. fi.

The maximum building floor area shall include the floor area of all stories
of all buildings and accessory buildings on a parcel. If any portion of a
building is used for residential purposes, the floor area of the entire
building is included. Maximum building fioor area specifically includes:
(1) the floor area of ali stories excluding uninhabitable attics as measured
from the outside face of all exterior perimeter walls; (2) the aréa of all
decks, porches, balconies or other areas covered by a waterproof roof
which extehds four (4) or more feet from exterior walls; and (3) the area

of all garages and carports.
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b.  In addition to the limitations set forth in subsection a., permit 250 sq. ft.
bonus building floor area for any parcel whose substandard lots are
voluntarily merged in accordance with the provisions of San Mateo
County Board of Supervisors’ Resolution No. 068386 (Exhibit “G”)

during the “voluntary merger pericd” described therein.

SECTION 3. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 36, Section

6908D is hereby added to read as follows:

SECTION 6908D. MIDCOAST IMPERVIOUS SURFACE AREA. Inthe

Midcoast LCP Update Project Area, as shown on the map in the Appendix of
San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 15, the amouht 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 detentionﬂbasins. Irﬁpervious structures include,rbut 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. The exception

provision applies to:
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(a)  Non-residential development, and

(b) Residential development, only if the Community Development Director
determines that the exception is necessary for compliance with site

planning and design requirements.

SECTION 4. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 36, Section

6908E is hereby added to read as follows:

SECTION 6908E. MIDCOAST WINTER GRADING. In the Midcoast LCP

Update Project Area, as shown on map in the Aﬁpendix of San Mateo County
Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 15, 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 érosion and sedimentation, and that such site
-containment has been esfablished and is ongoing. Site containment shall
include, but not be limited to, covering stored equipment and materials,
stabilizing site ehtrances and exposed slopes, containing or reducing runoff,

and protecting drain inlets.

SECTION 5. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has
fulfilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:
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1. An application for each applicable development permit required by the
County Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit

application, has been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or

2. Abuilding permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or

3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then
in effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner
where the development will occur, and the proposed development

conforms with the terms of that development agreement.

-SECTION 8. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified L.and Use Plan.
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Regularly passed and adopied this 24" day of May, 2011,

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY.

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE.J, TISSEER

NOES and against said ordinance.

Supervisors: NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Maiteo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

SibecnRme

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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~ AT
ORDINANCE No.  G45bo
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* % % % % %

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
SECTION 6115 (ZONING MAPS) TO REZONE LAND NEAR MONTARA FROM
“RM-CZ” TO “RM-CZ/DR” AND FROM “PAD” TO “PAD/DR”

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division VI, Part One, Chapter 2,

Section 8115 (Zoning Maps) is hereby amended to change the zoning from ‘RM-CZ” to

'"RM-CZ/DR” and from “PAD" to “PAD/DR” for the properties shown on the attached

map identified ais Exhibit “A.”

SECTION 2. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has
fuffilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this -

ordinance:

1.  An application for each applicable development permit required by the County
Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit application, has

been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or

2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or
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3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner where
the development will occur, and the proposed development conforms with the

terms of that development agreement.

SECTION 3. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.
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- EXHIBIT “A”

Midcoast
LCP Update Project
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011,

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

" NOES and against said ordinance:

Supervisors: NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Graom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificaie of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

LibteonRmeD

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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ORDINANCE NO.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* % *x * * %

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
(ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 28.1, DESIGN REVIEW (DR) DISTRICT, TO
(1) REVISE SECTION 6565.1.A AND ADD SECTION 6565.1.B TO REQUIRE
DESIGN REVIEW FOR ONLY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ON PARCELS ZONED
PAD AND RM-CZ IN THE MIDCOAST LCP UPDATE PROJECT AREA; (2) REVISE
SECTION 6565.7 TO REQUIRE DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE REVIEW OF
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE MIDCOAST PROJECT AREA; AND (3) ADD
SECTION 6565.20(1) TO INCLUDE THE MIDCOAST DESIGN REVIEW GLOSSARY

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 28.1, Section

6565.1.A is hereby amended to read as follows:

A. in any district which is combined with the “DR” District, the regulations of

this Chapter shall apply, except as qualified by Section 6565.1.B.

SECTION 2. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 28.1, Section

6565.1.B is hereby added to read as follows:

B.  On parcels zoned Resource Management-Coastal Zone (RM-CZ) or
Planned Agricultural District (PAD) located in the Midcoast LCP Update
Project Area, as shown on the map that is a part of this Chapter, the

regulations of this Chapter shall apply only to residential development. If
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any portion of a structure is used for residential purposes, the entire

structure is subject to Design Review.

SECTION 3. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division |V, Chapter 28.1, Section

6565.7 A is hereby amended to read as follows:

SECTION 6565.7. ACTION ON APPLICATION FOR DESIGN REVIEW.

A.  Review or action on an application for Design Review shall be taken by the

Design Review Committee for projects located in the following communities.
1. Emerald Lake Hills and Oak Knoll Manor (areas zoned RH/DR only).
2. Palomar Park.

3. Devonshire.

4. Midcoast (residential development only), i.e., single-family or multiple-
family residential construction, including residential/commercial mixed-
use development on parcels in the Midcoast LCP Update Project Area,

as shown on the map that is part of this Chapter.

in all other areas within the Design Review District, review or action shall be

by the Design Review Administrator.

SECTION 4. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 28.1, Section

6565.20(1) is hereby added to read as follows:
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SECTION 6565.20(l}. MIDCOAST DESIGN REVIEW GLOSSARY

1.

10.

Arch — A curved structural member typically spanning an opening such as a

door, window or arcade.
Ancillary —- Subordinate.
Attic — The area formed between the ceiling joists and rafters.

Balcony — A platform or deck projecting from the wall of a building above

ground level, usually enclosed by a railing.

Basement — A level of a structure that is built either entirely below grade

level (full basement) or partially below grade (daylight basement).

Bench Mark — A reference point used by surveyors to establish grades and

construction heights.

Breezeway — A covered walkway with open sides between two different

parts of a structure.

Cantilever — Projected construction, a structural member or beam that is

supported at oniy one end.
Compatible — Capable of existing together in harmony.

Complementary — Producing effects in concert different from those

produced separately; completing.
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1.

12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Corbel — A projection from a wall, sometimes supporting a load and

sometimes for decorative effect.

Cornice — The exterior detail at the meeting of a wall and a roof overhang; a

decorative molding at the intersection of a wall and & ceiling.

. Crawl Space — The area between the floor joists and the ground, usually a

space that is not tall enough to stand in; aiso referred to as under-floor area.

Dormer — A structure protruding through the plane of a sloping roof, usually

with a window and its own smaller roof.

Easement — An area of land, usually deed restricted, that in most cases
cannot be built upon because it provides access to a structure or to utilities

such as power, water, or sewer lines.

Eave — The part of the roof that overhangs or projects from the wall of a

building.

Eievation — A drawing that views a building from any of its sides; a vertical

height above a reference point such as above sea level.

Excavation — The mechanical removal of earth material (County Ordinance

Code Section 8601.24).

Facade — The face or front of a building.
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

Fill — A deposit- of earth or waste material placed by artificial means {(County

Ordinance Code Section 8601.25).

Floor Plan — A drawing that shows the layout of a building, including the

size, dimensions, and arrangement of the rooms.

French Door — Two doors, composed of small panes of glass set within
rectangularly arrayed muntins, maunted within the two individual frames.

Usually such doors open onto an outside terrace or porch.

Grade — The vertical location of the ground surface (County Ordinance Code

Section 8601.27).

a. Existing Grade — The grade prior to or at the time of house construc-
tion/enlargement, providing that any prior grading on the site was
approved by the County or occurred before 1960 when the County

began regulating grading activities.

b. Finished Grade — The final grade of the site that conforms to the

approved plan (County Ordinance Code Section 8601.31).

Grading — Any excavating, filling or placement of earth materials or

combination thereof (County Ordinance Code Section 8601.31).

Haif-Timber — A frame construction method where spaces between wood

members are filled with masonry.
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Mullion — A horizontal or vertical divider between sections of a window.

Neighborhood —'The area surrounding an existing or proposed home as

described in Section 6565.20(B).

Neighborhood Character — The combination of qualities or features within

a ne_ighborhood that distinguishes it from other neighborhoods (see Section

6565.20(B)).

Obscure Glass — Glass that is not transparent.

Ornamentation — That which decorates or adorns; embellishment.
Parapet — A portion of wall that extends above the edge of the roof.

Perspective — A type of drawing that gives a 3D view of a building or space

using specific viewpoints and vanishing points.

Pitch — The siope of a roof or other plane, often expressed as inches of rise

per foot of run.
Private View — A range of vision from private property.

Public View ~ A range of vision from a public road or other public facility

(see General Plan Policy 4.10).

Rafters — The sloping roof-frame members, typically wooden, that extend

from the fidge to the eaves and establish the pitch of the roof. In Craftsman
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37.

38.

39.

40.

and Bungalow style buildings the ends of these, called “rafter tails” are often

left exposed rather than boxed in by a soffit.

Ridgeline — The tops of hills or hillocks normally viewed against a

background of other hills (see LCP Policy 8.7).
Rendering — An artistic process applied to drawings to add realism.

Rooftop Deck — A platform incorporated into or forming the roof of a lower

story, typically accessed from within an upper story.
Roof Styles:
a.  Flat — A roof with a minimal roof pitch, usually about 1/8” per 12"

b. Gable — A type of roof with two sloping surfaces that intersect at the

ridge of the structure.

C. Gambrel — A type of roof formed with two planes on each side. The

lower pitch is steeper than the upper portion of the roof.

d. Hip - A roof shape with four sloping sides that intersect to form a

pyramidal or elongated pyramidal shape.
e. Mansard - A four-sided, steep-sloped roof.

f. Shed — A roof with a single pitch.
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41,

42.

43

44.

45,

46,

47.

48.

Sash — Window framework that may be fixed or moveable.

Scale — A relative level or degree, or a proportion or relation between two
things (see Section 6565.20(D)). Also, an instrument bearing ordered marks

at fixed intervals used as a reference standard on measurement.

Section (Cross Section) — A type of drawing that cuts vertically through a

building to show the interior and construction of a building.
Sensitive Habitat — (See LCP Policy 7.1.)

Siding ~ The narrow horizontal or vertical wooden boards that form the outer
face of the walls in a traditional woc-Jd—frame building. Horizontal wooden
siding types include shiplap and clapboard/weatherboard, while board-and-
batten is the primary type of vertical siding. Shingles, whether of wood or

composite material, are another siding type.
Skyline — The line where sky and land masses meet (see LCP Policy 8.7).

Site Plan — A drawing that shows the layout of a site including the

topography, vegetation, surface water, etc., on a site.

Split-Level — A house that has two levels, one about a half a level above or

below the other.
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49,

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

Story — A space in a building between the surface of any fioor including a

basement floor and the surface of the floor or roof next above but not

- including any attic or under floor area (Zoning Regulations Section 6102.73).

Typically, a story is a major section of a house that sits directly above or
below other floors, while a “floor level” may be at a greater or lower height

than other floors, but does not site directly above or below them.

Stucco — A material, usually composed of cement, sand, and lime, applied
o exterior walls to form a hard, uniform covering that may be either smooth

or textured.

Trim — A piece of material which finishes the edge of a surface or opening.

It is usually made of a different material or color from the adjacent surface.
Vaulted — An inclined ceiling area.

Veneer — A thin outer covering or non-load bearing masonry face material.
Window Types:

a. Bay — A rectangular, curved or polygonal window extending beyond

the main wall of the building.
b. Casement— A window that is hinged on the side and opens in or out.

C. Clerestory — A window or group of windows which are placed above

the normal window height.
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d. Double Hung — A type of window in which the upper and lower halves
slide past each other to provide an opening at the top or bottom of the

window.

e. Glider/Slider — A window with two overlapping sashes that slide

horizontally in tracks.

f. Fanlight — A window, often semicircular, over a door, with radiating

muntins suggesting a fan.
0. Louver{ed) — A window with horizontal slats to allow for ventilation.

h.  Transom — Horizontal window opening above a door or another

window.

SECTION 8. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has
fulfilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:

1. An application for each applicable development permit required by the County
Zdning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit application, has

been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or

2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or
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3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner where
the deveiopment will occur, and the proposed development conforms with the

terms of that devel'opment agreement.

SECTION 6. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.

deodk ook kR bR
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011,

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance:

Supervisors: ‘ NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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U4aob’v
ORDINANCE NO.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* % Ok Kk R %

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE
CODE CHAPTER 8, GRADING REGULATIONS TO REVISE SECTION 8605.6
TO INCLUDE WINTER GRADING CRITERIA FOR THE MIDCOAST LCP
UPDATE PROJECT AREA

: ‘ The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division VII, Chapter 8, Section

8605.6 is hereby amended to read as follows:

ECTION 8605.6. TIME RESTRICTIONS.

Qutside thé- Midcoast LCP Update Project Area

u

The period from October 15 to April 15 has been determined to be the period
in which heavy rainfall normally occurs in the County. During said period, no
land disturbing activity éhall be autherized on any single site under a permit if
the Community Development Director determines that such work will

endanger the public health or safety or cause excessive erosion.

b. Within the Midcoast LCP Update Project Area

Within the Midcoast LCP Update Project Area, as shown on the map in the

Appendix of San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 15;
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Land disturbing activities: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 the Building Official that the develop-
ment site will be effectively contained to prevent erosion and sedimentétion,
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.

SECTION 2. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has

fulfilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:

1. An application for each applicable development permit required by the County
Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit application, has |

been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or

2. Abuilding permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations, or

3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner where

the development wilt occur, and the proposed development conforms with the

terms of that development agreement.
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SECTION 3. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.

L A
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 201

AYES and in favor of said ordinance. |

Supervisors:

~

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance:

Supervisors:

NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor:

DAVE PINE

Carole Groom,

President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

SiheonRemei>

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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ORDINANCE NO. 04568
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEQ,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

L N R A

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
(ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 3, PARKING, TO REVISE SECTION 6118 TO
ALLOW ONE REQUIRED PARKING SPACE TO BE PROVIDED UNCOVERED
FOR SELECT AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT OR VOLUNTARY
LOT MERGER IN THE MIDCOAST

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 3, Section 6118

is hereby amended to read as follows:

SECTION 6118. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS.

(a) Size and Access: Each off-street parking space shall have an area of not

less than 171 sq. ft. exclusive of access drives or aisles, and shall be of

usable shape, location and condition. However, for housing developments

granted a Density Bonus for Provision of Affordable or Rental Housing (see

Section 6305}, up to fifty (50) percent of the required off-street parking
spaces may be 128 sq. ft. to accommodate compact cars. There shall be

adequate provision for ingress and egress to all parking spaces.

(b) Type and Location: Parking spaces required in connection with residential

uses shall be provided in private garages, carporis, or storage garages
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located on the same building site as the main building, except for the

following which may be provided uncovered:

(1) Parking spaces required for single-family dwellings on parcels less

than 3,500 sq. ft. located in the Midcoast.

(2) Not more than one parking space required for any substandard lot that

is (a) smaller than 4,500 sq. ft. in area, (b) not in common ownership
with contiguous lots, and (¢) developed with an affordable (very low,
low, or moderate income) single-family residential unit, i.e., subject to

income and cost/rent restriction contracts with San Mateo County.

(3) Not more than one parking space required for any parcel whose

substandard lots are voluntarily merged in accordance with the

provisions of San Mateo County Board of Supervisors’ Resolution No.

068386 (Exhibit “G") during the “voluntary merger period” described

therein.

No required parking space shall be permitted within a required front yard

unless:

(1)  The slope of the front half of the lot on which the parking occurs has at

least one foot rise or fall in elevation for every 7 feet measured

horizontally.
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(c)

(d)

(2)

(3)

(4)

It is an uncovered space serving a single-family dwelling on a parce!

less than 3,500 sg. ft. in area located in the Midcoast.

It is an uncovered space serving a substandard lot that is (a) smaller
than 4,500 sq. ft. in area, (b) not in common ownership with contiguous
lots, and (c) developed with an affordable (very low, low, or moderate
income) single-family residential unit, i.e., subject to income and

cost/rent restriction contracts with San Mateo County.

It is an uncovered space serving a parcel whose substandard lots are
voluntarily merged in accordance with the provisions of San Mateo
County Board of Supervisors’ Resolution No. 068386 (Exhibit “G”)

during the “voluntary merger period” described therein.

Parking spaces required in connection with uses permitted in “H,” “C,” or “M"

Zones shall be provided in off-street parking areas located within 1,000 feet

of the building such spaces are to serve.

Units of Measurement.

(1)

For the purpose of this Chapter, “Floor Area” in the case of offices,
merchandising or service types of uses shall mean the gross floor area
used, or intended to be used, for service to the public as customers,
patrons, clients or patients, or as tenants, including areas occupied by

fixtures and equipment used for display or sale of merchandise. It
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(e)

(2)

3)

(4)

shall not include areas used principally for non-public purposes such
as storage, incidental repair, processing or packaging of merchandise,
for show windows, for offices incidental to the managément or
maintenance of stores or buildings, for toilet or restrooms, for utilities,

or for dressing roomes, fitting or alteration rooms.
In hospitals, bassinets shall not be counted as beds.

In stadia, sports arenas, churches and other places of assembly in
which patrons or spectators occupy benches, pews, or other similar
seating facilities, each twenty (20) inches of such seating facilities shall
be counted as one seat for the purpose of determining requirements

for off-street parking facilities under this part.

When units of measurements determining number of required parking
spaces result in requirement of a fractional space, any fraction up to
and including one-half shall be disregarded and fractions over one-half

shall require one parking space.

Change in Use - Additions and Enlargement. Whenever in any building

there is a change in use, or increase in floor area, or in the number of

employees or other unit measurements specified hereinafter to indicate the

number of required off-street parking spaces and such change or increase

creates a need for an increase of more than ten (10) percent in the number

of off-street parking spaces as determined by the tables in this Chaptef.
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(f)

(@)

(h)

additional off-street parking spaces shall be provided on the basis of the
increasec_l requirements of the new use, or on the basis of the total increase
in floor area or in the number of employees, or in other unit of measurement;
provided, however, that in case a change in use creates a need for an
increase of less than five (5) off-street parking spaces, no additional parking

facilities shall be required.

Mixed Occupancies and Uses Not Specified: In the case of a use not

specifically mentioned in paragraph (b) of this section, the requirements for
off-street parking facilities for a use which is so mentioned and to which said
use is similar shall apply. In the case of mixed uses, the total requirements
for off-street parking facilities shall be the sum of the requiremeﬁts for the
various uses computed separately. Off-street parking facilities for one use
shall not be considered as providing required parking facilities for any other

use except as hereinafter specified for joint use.

Collective Provision: Nothing in this Chapter shall be construed to prevent

collective provisions of off-street parking facilities for two or more buildings or
uses, provided that the total of such off-street parking spaces supplied
collectively shall not be less than the sum of the requirements for the various

uses computed separately.

Joint Use: Not more than fifty (50) percent of the off-street parking facilities

required by this Chapter for a theater, bowling alley, dance hall, or an
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establishment for the sale and consumption on the premises of alcoholic
beverages, food or refreshments, and up to one hundred (100) percent of
such facilities required for a church or an auditorium incidental to a public or
parochial school, may be supplied by off-street parking facilities provided for
other kinds of buildings or uses, as defined below, not normally open, used
or operated during the principal operating hours of theaters, churches or the
aforesaid establishments and not more than fifty (50) percent of the off-street
parking facilities required by this Chapter for a building or use, as defined
below, other than theaters, churches or the aforesaid establishments may be
supplied by such facilities provided for theaters, churches, or the aforesaid
establishments, provided that a properly drawn legal instrument is executed
by the parties concerned for the joint use of the off-street parking facilities
which instrument, duly approved as to form and manner of execution by the

District Attorney, shall be filed with the application for a building permit.

Bﬁildings or uses not normalily open, used or operated during the principal
operating hours of theaters, churches, or the aforesaid egtablishments are
defined as banks, business offices, retail stores, personal service shops,

household equipment or furniture shops, clothing or shoe repair or service:

shops, and manufacturing buildings and similar uses.

SECTION 2. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has
fulfilled at least one of the following requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:
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1. An application for each applicable development permit required by the
County Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit

application, has been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or

2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations., of

3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner
where the development will occur, and the proposed development conforms

. with the terms of that development agreement.

SECTION 3. This ordinance does not héve the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.

L

Exhibit No. 2

SMC LCP Amendment No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
Resubmittal - Proposed IP Amendments

Page 100 of 108



Sa

Midcoast
LCP Update Project

Project Area

T, i
oy

Rl
A

L ahd

e

—
—

e
—

Fayzsaed

= = « & Project Area Boundary

Exhibit No. 2
SMC LCP Amendment No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)

Resubmittal - Proposed IP Amendments
Page 101 of 108




Regularly passed and adopied this 24" day of May, 2011,

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance.

Supervisors: NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the oviginal ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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ORDINANCE NO. (34569
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEQ,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* * * * * %

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE
CODE SECTION 6115 (ZONING MAPS) TO ESTABLISH A LINEAR PARK
AND TRAIL PLAN OVERLAY ON ALL PARCELS WITHIN THE DEVIL’S
SLIDE BYPASS ALIGNMENT PROPERTY

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ord.inance Code, Division VI, Part One, Chapter 2,
Section 6115 (Zoning Maps) is hereby amended to establish a Linear Park and Trail
Plan Overlay for that area shown within the boundaries on the attached map identified
as Exhibit “A”,including all areas of the Devil's Slide bypass alignment property
between the National Park Service — Golden Gate National Recreational Area property
known as Rancho Del Tierra and Highway 1, including the Peninsula Open Space Trust

(POST) ownership south and east of Sunshine Valley Road.

SECTION 2. The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has
fuifilled at least one of the foilowing requirements before the effective date of this

ordinance:

1. An application for each applicable development permit required by the County

Zoning Regulations, including Coastal Development Permit application, has

been submitted to the County and deemed complete; or
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2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and
appropriate fees paid if no development permit is required by the County

Zoning Regulations; or

3." Adevelopment agreement, consistent with the provisions of the LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and thé property owner where
the development will occur, and the proposed development conforms with the

terms of that development agreement.

SECTION 3. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011,

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:;

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CAROLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and against said ordinance.

Supervisors: NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Libecnme D

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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ORDINANCE NO. 0457
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

* % % * % *

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE
(ZONING ANNEX) CHAPTER 1, GENERAL PROVISIONS, TO ADD SECTION
16102.49.05 TO DEFINE HYDROMODIFICATION

The Board of Supervisors of the County of San Mateo, State of California,

ORDAINS as follows

SECTION 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division IV, Chapter 1, Section

6102.49.05 is hereby added to read as follows:

6102.49.05. Hydromaodification

Hydromaodification is broadly defined as altering the hydrologic characteristics of
water bodies fo 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
off-site 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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SECTION 2. This ordinance does not have the force of law until thirty (30) days after
the California Coastal Commission has certified it, without modification, as being

consistent with, and adequate to carry out, the certified Land Use Plan.
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Regularly passed and adopted this 24" day of May, 2011.

AYES and in favor of said ordinance:

Supervisors:

DON HORSLEY

CARQOLE GROOM

ROSE JACOBS GIBSON

ADRIENNE J. TISSIER

NOES and.against said ordinance.

Supervisors: NONE

ABSTAIN:

Supervisor: DAVE PINE

Carole Groom
President, Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo
State of California

Certificate of Delivery

I certify that a copy of the original ordinance filed in the Office of the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors of San Mateo County has been delivered to the President of the Board of Supervisors.

Ldeanme D

Rebecca Romero, Deputy
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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EXHIBIT "O"
MAP 1.4

San Mateo County Planning & Building Department
Midcoast LCP Update Project -Land Use Plan
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San Mateo County Planning & Building Departmen

Midcoast LCP Update Project -Implementation Plan
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY ARNOLD SCHWARZENNEGER, GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT
45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219

VOICE AND TDD (415) 904- 5260
FAX (415) 904-5400

ADOPTED FINDINGS

DATE: December 23, 2009
TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties
FROM: Peter Douglas, Executive Director

Charles Lester, Sr. Deputy Director
Ruby Pap, District Supervisor

SUBJECT: Adopted findings for the County of San Mateo LCP
Amendment No. SMC-MAJ-1-07 (Midcoast LCP Update)

HEARING DATE: December 10, 2009

COMMISSION ACTION: Certified with suggested modifications

The Commission held a public hearing on December 10, 2009 and certified LCPA No.
SMC-MAJ-1-07 with suggested modifications. The adopted findings for approval differ
from those contained in the written staff recommendation dated November 20, 2009. At
the hearing, Staff presented minor changes to the staff recommendation regarding
public access and public works, to address concerns raised by other transportation and
public works agencies. The Commission also made further changes to suggested
modifications for the California Coastal Trail and requiring the use of non-invasive plants
in landscaping.

The following staff summary, resolution, suggested modifications, and findings were

adopted by the Commission on December 10, 2009 upon conclusion of the public
hearing.

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, 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. Proposed
changes include:
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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).

Reallocation and reservation of increased water supply from floriculture to failed
private wells and affordable housing (Exhibit 1, County Exhibit C).

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

New traffic mitigation for development generating 50 trips or more peak trips to
address road congestion (Exhibit 1, County Exhibit H).

A provision for future park/trail at the Devil's Slide bypass property (Exhibit 1,
County Exhibit 1).

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

An update of LUP policies for pedestrian improvements for Highway 1 projects
(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).

Incorporation of the County’s Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program into the
LCP (Exhibit 1, County Exhibit M).

A new LUP Policy on resolving LCP policy conflicts (Exhibit 1, County Exhibit Q).
An update of LUP Policies concerning 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 limits on the amount of ground level impervious surfaces in the CCR, M-1,
S-17, S-94, S-105, C-1, W, EG, RM, PAD districts (Exhibit 2).

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

Limiting residential uses to above the first floor in the C-1 District (Exhibit 2).
Revised controls on caretaker's quarters in the W District (Exhibit 2).

Re-zoning of El Granada's Burnham Strip from COSC to El Granada Gateway
District, including a prohibition of new residences there (Exhibit 2)

Limits on house floor area and height in the RM-CZ and PAD Districts (Exhibit 2).
Incorporation of merger incentives into the LCP’s Implementation Plan
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16.Map 1.4 Half Moon Bay Airport Influence Area Boundary

17.County Feedback and Commission Response Table

18. Correspondence received from the public after publication of the 2.27.09 staff
report

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the Midcoast LCP Update with
suggested modifications. The LCP amendment provides an important framework for
updating portions of the LCP. However, additional changes are needed to assure
consistency with Coastal Act requirements that new development be concentrated in
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’s proposal 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. However, the County’s
proposal does not sufficiently address the significant public services issues 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 safety, coastal
resources, and coastal access. These changes include significant cumulative
development over the last 20 years; increasingly inadequate public works capacities;
new water supply issues and constraints, including failed private wells in the urban area;
systemic sewage overflows 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 Intertie
Pipeline System (IPS) that collects and delivers wastewater from the various Mid-coast
communities to the SAM treatment plant. Numerous discharge overflows have forced
untreated sewage into the environment, drainages, streams and coastal waters thereby
adversely impacting the biological productivity and quality of coastal waters. Although
the County is proposing to update the sewage capacity estimates in the LCP, no
specific LCP amendments have been proposed to address the inadequate capacity of
the current public wastewater system. Staff is recommending modifications to both
remove outdated wastewater capacity policies from the LCP, and to assure that future
capacity 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
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2009 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 2001 Countywide
Transportation Plan (CTP), most of these key travel and routes are projected to be at
LOS “F” by 2010. LOS F indicates traffic exceeds the physical operational capacity of
the roadway, with unacceptable delays and congestion. Given the recent economic
downturn, development rates have slowed, therefore this scenario is unlikely in 2010.
However, once the construction economy rebounds, congestion will worsen to LOS F.
The certified LCP considers LOS “D” to be acceptable, and the traffic has already
worsened beyond this level. Public transportation on the Midcoast is limited to two bus
lines with infrequent service. Without major improvements to roads, public transit, and
other transportation management measures, at LCP buildout the Highways that provide
public access to the coast will still be at “F” albeit a much worse “F,” with significant
traffic delays. Therefore, the existing regional transportation capacity is both insufficient
to serve current population, future population and development in the urban area, and
significantly impacts the public’s ability to access the coast.

Staff also recommends that the Commission strengthen the County’s proposed traffic
mitigation policy to assure that significant new developments, such as residential
subdivisions, provide adequate mitigation for transportation impacts. In contrast, Staff is
recommending that the cumulative transportation system impacts of individual
residential developments be addressed through the transportation management
planning process. Further, staff recommends other suggested modifications updating
the existing public transit policies of Chapter 2.

Municipal Water Supply

According to the County’s revised buildout estimates, population in the Midcoast at
buildout would be approximately double existing levels, which translates into a doubling
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. This moratorium
is also reflected in the recent Commission-certified Public Works Plan, which limits
current supply to existing customers and emergency needs. Development of additional
supplies in the MWSD service area to serve new customers will require an amendment
to the PWP, and evidence that capacity on Highways 1 and 92 meet the standards
required by 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
currently 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
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increases in water deliveries from its sources, and wholesale customers like CCWD will
have to generate their own local sources and/or implement conservation and recycled
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 their CDP for the
El Granada Pipeline, which prohibits CCWD from increasing water supplies beyond
existing Phase | of the Crystal Springs Project’s service capacity 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. Currently, approximately 1,056
non-priority (residential, commercial, industrial) connections remain for the CCWD
service 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 that the
Midcoast now faces, Staff recommends suggested modifications to both update the
LCP with respect to current public service conditions, and to clearly state the Coastal
Act 30250 requirement that prior to CDP approval, the County must substantiate how
new development in the urban area will be adequately served by public services,
including water, sewer, and transportation services. These modifications also
specifically limit new development in the CCWD and MWSD service area to the
amounts permitted by the approved CDP and PWP.

Private Wells

With limited access to municipal water connections, many residential property owners
and developers have opted to construct homes relying on private on-site wells. At the
time 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 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. for development being served by public utilities. Overtime, however, the
County has taken the position that residential development in the urban area that relies
on private wells is also excluded, in part due to an adverse trial court decision
interpreting one categorical 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 are significant
groundwater issues in numerous areas of the urban Midcoast. There are approximately
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946 wells in the Midcoast, serving approximately 24% of existing homes. 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 the possibility of more failed wells in the future. Most of the wells drilled in
the Midcoast tap into shallow aquifers. The County contracted with Kleinfelder to
conduct a groundwater study in the watershed. The data from the recently released
report supports a conservative approach to managing groundwater, and that until a
comprehensive groundwater management plan is developed, it is prudent to prohibit
private wells in the Midcoast. If development of private wells continues, there could be
significant adverse 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 public
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 services. Therefore, staff recommends suggested modifications adding a
prohibition of private wells in the urban area, until such time that the County develops a
comprehensive groundwater management plan as an LCP amendment for Commission
certification.

The County has proposed to limit growth on the Midcoast to 75 units/year
(approximately 2%) to assure that public 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 handled by the constrained existing public service capacities, particularly
roads and wastewater treatment. Therefore, staff is recommending a suggested
modification to lower the proposed growth rate to 40 units/year (approximately 1%);
similar to the City of Half Moon Bay, until such time that the County develops a
comprehensive traffic management plan and adequate facilities to contain stormwater
infiltration and inflow. Once these critical infrastructure needs are addressed, the
County will be in a position to reevaluate whether public service capacities are adequate
and thus whether growth limitations should be adjusted.

Public Access, Water Quality, Conflict Resolution, and the Burnham Strip

In addition to the major infrastructural modifications described above, staff recommends
modifications to the proposed public access, water quality, conflict resolution policies
and minor modifications to the new El Granada Gateway zoning district for the Burnham
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 that the
proposed zoning district conforms with the Open Space/Park designation of the LUP,
including the certified Montara-El Granada-Moss Beach Community Plan. In terms of
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
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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, Commission staff recommends that this public land be rezoned for public park
and trail purposes, and that a planning process be initiated to both plan for public trail
uses, and other potential coastal resource benefits such as restoration and watershed
management.

Grandfathered Projects

The County proposes to exempt, or “grandfather” over 143 pending CDP applications
from the provisions of this LCP Update. As proposed, these projects would still be
subject to the existing certified LCP policies but would not be required to follow the rules
of the Updated LCP. Some of these developments include large condominium and
apartment housing projects, subdivisions, and domestic wells, all which have the
potential to adversely impact coastal resources, public access, traffic capacity, water
quality, and groundwater resources. Staff recommends that the Commission adopt
suggested modifications deleting the provisions of the Update which “grandfather”
pending CDP applications.

RESPONSE TO COUNTY AND PUBLIC CONCERNS

This is the second staff recommendation on the proposed San Mateo County Midcoast
LCP Update (Update). The first staff report was published on February 27, 2009 in
anticipation of the March 2009 Commission hearing. After the first staff report was
published, the County requested that the hearing be postponed to allow for additional
time to analyze and discuss the recommended suggested modifications. On March 20,
2009 the Commission granted a time extension of the 90-day time limit to act for one
year.

The Commission has also received several letters from the public since publication of
the February 27, 2009 staff report, many of which were in support of the staff
recommendation. These letters can be found in Exhibit 18 online at
http://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2009/12/Th18a-12-2009-al.pdf.

Since March 2009 Commission staff has been working with County staff and other
interested parties to identify areas of agreement and to work out areas of disagreement.
At the June 10, 2009 Midcoast Community Council' meeting, Commission staff and
County staff presented perspectives on the Update, which was followed by a discussion
with community members in attendance. On June 16™ and July 7" Commission staff
attended San Mateo County Board of Supervisors public meetings where the
Commission staff's recommendation was discussed. At the July 7" meeting, the Board
authorized County staff to transmit a letter to Commission staff identifying its concerns
regarding the staff recommendation and requesting a number of changes to the

! The Midcoast Community Council is an elected Municipal Advisory Council to the San Mateo County Board of
Supervisors serving the citizens of the Unincorporated Midcoast
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suggested modifications. This letter was received on July 20" and is attached in Exhibit
15 of this staff report.

It is important to note that at the outset of the County June/July proceedings, the County
was already in agreement with about half of the sixty-five suggested modifications
recommended by staff in the February 27, 2009 staff report. Commission staff has since
met with the County and other interested parties on numerous occasions, and has
examined concerns regarding the remaining suggested modifications. Staff is
recommending several changes to address outstanding issues. A summary table
outlining each of the original, and remaining County concerns along with the
recommended Commission response is attached as Exhibit 17. There remain
approximately 10 issues that are the subject of on-going discussions, and have not
been fully resolved between County and Commission staff: (1) Growth rate, (2)
prohibition of private wells and septic systems, (3) traffic/transportation mitigation and
planning, (4) phasing of public works facilities, (5) service district formation and
expansion (6) re-allocation of water reserved for floriculture to affordable housing, (7)
recycled water, (8) desalination, (9) access requirements along abandoned highway 1,
and (10) re-designation of Devil's Slide bypass lands. Commission staff’s
recommendation on each issue is summarized below.

1. Growth Rate

In the February 27, 2009 Commission staff report, Staff recommended that the County
proposed growth rate be lowered from 75 units per year (approximately 2% of
population) to a 1% growth rate to ensure the LCP’s consistency with Coastal Act
Section 30250. Because public services (water, wastewater disposal, transportation)
are significantly constrained on the Midcoast, the staff recommendation noted that a 1%
growth rate is necessary to slow growth until such time that key infrastructural
constraints are addressed. The County has responded that the 75 unit per year growth
rate should be retained because it was carefully negotiated at the local level; but if any
growth reduction were contemplated, that it be kept at a minimum and should be based
on a dwelling unit per year measurement (instead of a percentage of population), and
that secondary dwelling units and affordable housing units should be excluded from the
limitations of the growth rate.

Staff continues to recommend that the Commission adopt the suggested modification
lowering the proposed growth rate to 1%, albeit using the County’s proposed measure
(40 units/year), due to the severe constraints on development posed by the availability
of water, transportation, and wastewater transmission capacity.

Staff agrees with the County that affordable housing units should be encouraged,
including secondary dwelling units that are affordable. With regard to the County’s
proposed affordable housing exclusions from the growth rate, Staff believes that
affordable housing can still be accommodated within the 1% allowable residential
growth rate, by allowing the rate to be averaged over a three-year period to
accommodate the case where an affordable housing project may cause the growth rate
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to be exceeded in any one year. Therefore, the recommended suggested modification
changed to reflect this concept.

2. Private Wells and Septic Systems

In the February 27, 2009 staff report, staff recommended suggested modifications
prohibiting private wells and septic systems within the urban/rural boundary due to
impacts to groundwater resources (see suggested policy 1.18.1, SM # 6).The County is
opposed to a prohibition, and favors an approach that would place additional restrictions
on private wells and septic systems rather than prohibiting them. In regards to private
wells, Staff has not changed its recommendation due to all the reasons discussed in the
original staff report (see Section 6.1.3). In addition, since the original staff report was
published, the long-awaited Kleinfelder Midcoast Groundwater Study Phase Il (October
2008) was released by the County. The results of the Kleinfelder study call for a system-
wide management approach. A case-by-case review of each individual well application
would not address the significant adverse cumulative impacts of individual domestic
wells. Staff understands and supports the County’s efforts to implement a system-wide
approach through its Phase 3 Midcoast Groundwater Study, but suggests that a future
LCP Amendment could change the well prohibition if supported by the data.

In regards to septic systems, since these systems have not proliferated within the
urban/rural boundary like wells have and there have been no readily apparent coastal
resource impacts, Staff has changed its recommended suggested modification (see SM
# 6) to prohibit septic systems within the urban/rural boundary unless: (1) there is no
public sewer hook up available; and (2) the system complies with all the requirements
for individual septic disposal systems; and (3) the system is approved by San Mateo
County Environmental Health and other applicable authorities; or (4) authorized
pursuant to a groundwater management plan incorporated into the LCP.

3. Traffic/transportation mitigation and planning

a. Inthe February 27, 2009 staff report, Staff recommended Suggested
Modification No. 38 which added a new LUP Policy 2.57.1, which requires
Traffic Impact Analysis and Mitigation Plans for all new development that
generates a net increase in vehicle trips on Highway 1 or 92. This suggested
policy also required all land divisions to retire or merge a number of existing
legal lots equivalent to the number of lots created by the division. The County
objects to this modification, and is requesting that it be revised to apply the lot
retirement requirements only to land divisions that create 5 or more parcels.
Since the recent Witt and Abernathy court decisions, the County has
discovered that it will be processing Certificate of Compliance Type B(S) to
legalize parcels, and is concerned about the broad application of the lot
retirement and merger requirements for these subdivisions. In addition, the
County has requested that Policy 2.57.1 exempt land divisions associated
with affordable housing projects.
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Staff has revised the recommended language of suggested policy 2.57.1
(now suggested modification no. 38) to exempt land divisions for affordable
housing projects from the requirement to merge or retire lots as traffic
mitigation, as a reasonable accommodation to encourage affordable housing.
However, staff does not believe that the County’s suggestion to apply these
requirements only to land divisions that create 5 or more parcels is consistent
with Coastal Act Section 30250. As described in the staff report, Highways 1
and 92 are currently at capacity, and the Midcoast is only half built out. It is
projected that in the near future, the LOS on these highways will be “F.” Lot
retirement mitigation for all subdivisions is necessary to ensure the LCP’s
consistency with the Coastal Act. Therefore, legalization of parcels through
conditional COCs should mitigate for traffic impacts by retiring and merging
an equivalent number of lots.

An alternative in-lieu fee program for lot retirement may be of assistance to
the County, but this program must be developed first. Staff notes that County
implementation of suggested Policy 2.57.2 (Transportation Management Plan
[see below]) can assist with this. In this spirit, staff has revised language to
suggested Policy 2.72.1, allowing subdivision applicants to pay an in-lieu
traffic mitigation fee for the purpose of acquiring and retiring development
rights on existing legal parcels, if and when such a program is developed by
the County and certified by the Coastal Commission.

b. Inthe February 27, 2009 staff report, Staff also recommended Suggested
Modification No. 40, which requires the County to develop a transportation
management plan for the Midcoast, based on a study that identifies the
cumulative traffic impact of residential development at LCP buildout. The Plan
must propose measures to offset the demand for all new vehicle trips from
new residences, and mitigate for impacts on coastal access and recreation.
This transportation management plan is also tied to any future changes to the
growth rate (see suggested modification no. 2, LUP Policy 1.22). The County
agrees with the spirit of the policy, but objects to policy language requiring the
County to commission a formal traffic study. While the County agrees that
their staff, in collaboration with other transportation agencies, will be
conducting traffic analyses, they do not have the resources to Commission a
study.

Staff has revised the recommended suggested modification to reflect that the
transportation management plan be based on an analysis of cumulative traffic
impacts of residential development at buildout rather than a commissioned
study. Staff believes this resolves all County concerns in this regard.

c. Inthe February 27, 2009 staff report, Staff also recommended Suggested
Modification No. 6, which adds a new Policy 1.18.1 requiring that all new
development be served with adequate public services, including roadway
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capacity. The County objected to the language in this modification, stating
that the proposed policy was not clear about the information required to
demonstrate the adequacy of public services, and that the policy would
essentially establish a moratorium on new development until existing service
levels on Highways One 1 and 92 are resolved (since they are already at
capacity). In addition, the County claims that because single-family residential
development is largely excluded from CDP requirements, the policy will
create a more intensive review process for commercial, mixed-use, and multi-
residential infill projects.

Staff has revised the language of suggested Policy 1.18.1 to clarify what
information is needed to demonstrate adequacy of public works. In regards to
traffic/transportation, staff has incorporated the existing level of service (LOS)
standard in the existing certified LCP (policy 2.49), such that development
shall not be approved if the levels of service (LOS) on roads and highways
exceed LOS D during commuter peak periods and LOS E during recreation
peak periods, except that single family residential development permitted
consistent with the growth rate and Coastal Act priority uses may proceed if
consistent with all other applicable policies of the LCP.

Staff believes that the above recommended policy does not create a
moratorium on new development (as the County claims) because new single
family residences approved consistent with the 40 unit/year growth rate (and
Coastal Act priority uses) are not required to demonstrate that the highways
have adequate levels of service. This allows a limited amount of development
to proceed at the same time that infrastructure problems, such as the
transportation system and sewer wet weather overflows, are being resolved.

In addition, Staff does not agree that these policy limitations create an undue
burden on commercial mixed use “infill” projects. As demonstrated in this staff
report, the San Mateo Midcoast is already constrained in its ability to serve
new development with public services, including roads and public
transportation. Therefore, to characterize new projects as being “infill,”
implying that they would not impact coastal resources, including the regional
transportation system is not an accurate representation. Larger commercial,
mixed-use, and multi-residential projects individually cause greater traffic
impacts due to the demonstrable increase in vehicle trips on roads that are
already at capacity. Therefore, these projects should have to demonstrate
that the roads would have adequate levels of service as a result of the project
before they can be approved. However, if a mixed use project were to
demonstrate that because it is a mixed use development that provides
services that would prevent the need to take vehicle trips, and vehicle trips
would be offset and LOS would remain within the standard, then such a
project could be approved under the suggested policy.

4. Phasing Public Works Capacity
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In the February 27, 2009 staff report, staff recommended suggested modifications to
Chapter 2 public works policies updating their existing phased development
requirements to today’s public works realities. The new recommended policy language
would continue to limit the capacity of public works expansions to that which can be
accommodated by existing and probable future capacity of other public works facilities,
consistent with Coastal Act Section 30254. Further, since highway capacity is severely
constrained in the Midcoast (see Section 6.1.2), the suggested modifications state that
before expansion of water and wastewater disposal capacity to serve new development,
the highways must meet the LCP level of service (LOS) standards for the levels of new
development that would be accommodated by the public works expansions.

The County opposes these suggested modifications stating that they create barriers to
necessary infrastructure improvements, and that public works facilities should be
permitted to be sized to serve full buildout of the LCP. Staff notes that the existing LCP
already requires public works facilities to be phased with each other and the
Commission has already applied these policies in two decisions to expand public works
facilities to meet existing needs (CDP no. A-1-HMB-99-20/A-2-SMC-99-63 and PWP no.
2-06-006). The recommended suggested modifications merely update these policies to
today’s public works constraints: whereas when the original LCP was certified the
identified constraining factor was sewer treatment capacity, today it is transportation
capacity, sewage transmission, and water supply. While the suggested modifications
change the policies somewhat to clarify these issues, the general phasing concept in
the existing LCP does not change.

Nevertheless, Staff has revised its recommended suggested modifications to further
clarify that for public works expansion projects aimed at solving existing deficiencies for
existing development (i.e. to serve existing development on private wells or new sewer
pipes to solve the existing wet weather flow problem), other public works deficiencies do
not need to be solved first as long as the project would not facilitate new development
inconsistent with the LCP. Using a real example posed by County staff, if a special
district proposed to replace sewer pipes with larger pipes to deal with wet weather
transmission, but wanted to size the pipes to accommodate estimated buildout, the
suggested policies would not preclude such sizing as long as the permit was
conditioned to allow the phasing of new sewer connections, consistent with the
availability of other public works (such as roads) and all other applicable LCP policies.

5. Service District Formation and Expansion

In the February 27, 2009 staff report, Staff recommended Suggested Modification No.
13, which added a new policy (2.15.1), which regulated the expansion and formation of
special districts. As originally drafted, the formation or expansion of special districts
(such as water or sewer) would be allowed only when existing or probable future
capacity of other related infrastructure, is sufficient to adequately serve the level of
development that would be supported by the proposed special district formation or
expansion. This policy was designed to ensure the LCP’s consistency with Section
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30254 of the Coastal Act, and to be consistent with the rest of the recommended public
works phasing policies (see above). The County is concerned that such a policy would
preclude the formation of special districts that may be needed to meet the existing
needs of the coastside or prevent the consolidation of existing service districts, which
was recommended by the San Mateo County Local Agency Formation Commission.

In order to avoid any potential for misinterpretation of the suggested policy, staff has
changed the recommended policy language to reflect the exact requirements of Coastal
Act Section 30254 as it pertains to special districts, which allow the formation or
expansion of special districts only where assessment for, and provision of, the service
would not induce new development inconsistent with the Coastal Act (or LCP).

6. Reallocating Priority Water to Affordable Housing

In the February 27, 2009 staff report, staff recommended a suggested modification (SM
#44) to LCP Table 2.17 “Amount of Water to be Reserved for Priority Land Uses”
deleting the County’s proposal to reallocate water reserved for floriculture, a Coastal Act
priority use, to additional affordable housing units, an LCP priority use®. This suggested
modification was due to the fact that the water districts are extremely limited in water
supply, and the County never provided the necessary data supporting a reallocation
from a Coastal Act priority use to a non Coastal Act (residential) priority use. The
County is opposed to this modification, stating that it would interfere with County efforts
to increase the supply of affordable housing.

Staff has worked closely with County staff to come to a resolution that addresses their
concerns about providing additional priority water connections to facilitate affordable
housing, while ensuring that the LCP Update is consistent with Coastal Act
requirements to prioritize such uses as visitor-serving, recreation, coastal-dependent,
and agriculture. Because the water districts are already extremely limited in water
supply, it would inconsistent with the Coastal Act to reallocate water that is reserved for
a Coastal Act priority use to a non-Coastal Act priority residential use unless adequate
water capacity for all the Coastal Act priority uses in Table 2.17 has been reserved.
Commission staff therefore recommends that the Commission certify the proposed
reallocation only if modified to add language to the table requiring that where
development of new public works facilities can accommodate only a limited amount of
new development, adequate capacity must be reserved for Coastal Act priority uses
before reserving capacity for Local Coastal Program priority uses, such as affordable
housing. This language can be found in Suggested Modification Nos. 17, 24, and 44.
County staff has indicated its preliminary agreement with this approach.

7. Recycled water

2 The existing certified LCP contains two categories of priority uses: (1) Coastal Act priority uses, which include Marine Related Industrial,
Commercial Recreation, Public Recreation, Floriculture, and Essential public services; and (2) LCP Priority uses, which include specifically
designated affordable housing sites, consolidated lots in Miramar, and specific Historic Structures. The County is now proposing to add 40
additional affordable housing units to its list of LCP priorities.
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In the February 27, 2009 staff report, Staff recommended suggested modifications to
LUP Policies 2.18 sewage treatment and distribution (SM#15) and 2.27 water supply
and distribution (SM #21). These policies govern the phasing of these facilities. The
intent of the phasing policy was to ensure that new public works projects could not
induce growth without first showing that the Highways and transportation system were
of adequate capacity to accommodate that growth. The recommended suggested
language also contains exceptions from this requirement. One of these exceptions was
for the development of wastewater recycling facilities to serve existing development.
The County objected to the language restricting the exception to projects that serve
existing development only, maintaining that such a limited exception would
unnecessarily restrict the reuse of treated wastewater, which can provide an alternative
source of irrigation for landscaping and agricultural purposes and thereby reduce
demands on limited groundwater supplies.

Staff agrees with the County’s assessment, and in the spirit of cooperation and
protecting the groundwater basin, and has revised the suggested language of the
policies to except all wastewater recycling projects from the “phasing” requirement
described above, as long as the project is shown not to be growth inducing.

8. Desalination

In the February 27, 2009 staff report, Staff recommended a suggested modification
adding a new policy 2.28 (SM # 22) regarding desalination facilities. This policy required
an LCP amendment for any proposed desalination plant, and establishes standards for
the development of desalination projects. The County objected to certain elements of
the policy, stating that the requirement for an LCP amendment should only apply to
instances where a proposed desalination plant is not allowed by the existing LCP, and
pointing out that it is unclear when a reverse osmosis or other desalting system would
be considered a “desalination plant” subject to this policy.

Staff has revised the recommended suggested modification to eliminate the need for an
LCP amendment and to provide a definition of “desalination plant,” which clarifies that a
desalination plant creates potable water, which distinguishes it from a reverse osmosis
system, which already uses potable water.

9. Access Requirements Along the Abandoned Highway 1

In the February 27, 2009 staff report, staff recommended suggested modifications to the
County’s proposed amendment to LUP Policy 2.56 Bicycle and Pedestrian Trails. As
proposed, this policy contained outdated language about the Devil's Slide tunnel and
requirements for bicycle and pedestrian trails. Since the Coastal Development Permit
(CDP) has since been approved for the tunnel and its construction is underway, the
recommended suggested modification elaborated on trail requirements as imposed by
the CDP. The County is opposed to: (1) including the details of the permit requirements
for trails and access in the LCP; (2) requiring the County to provide access 365
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days/year because it may conflict with sensitive habitat protection needs; and (3)
provisions for temporary closure in the event that the trail becomes un-repairable.

Staff has revised the recommended suggested modification by more clearly tracking the
language of the CDP to clear up confusion over what is required. The revisions continue
to include the 365 day open requirement because it is required by the permit, but
clarifies that it must also be operated in accordance with the approved Caltrans
operations plan in consultation with the Devil's Slide Task Force. This operations plan
will address sensitive habitat protection. The revisions also outline the circumstances
where the responsible agency would not be required to return the access to its pre-
failure condition in the event of catastrophic failure, and this outline reflects the specific
language of the CDP.

Lastly, Staff disagrees with the County’s opinion that it is unnecessary to include access
requirements established by the permit in the LCP. As proposed, the amendments to
Policy 2.56 were out of date, in that the proposed language did not acknowledge
existing Devil's Slide tunnel permit requirements. In the interest of transparency to the
public and in providing up to date information on future accessways and trails, it is
important to include these details in the LCP especially when those details are already
solidified through the permitting process.

10. Re-designation of Devil's Slide Bypass Lands

In the February 27, 2009 staff report, staff recommended suggested modifications
requiring that the Devil’'s Slide bypass area be re-zoned to Linear Park and Trail and
that a planning process be initiated for future public trails in the park zoning. This
bypass area was formerly designated for relocation of Highway 1 before the alternative
Devil's Slide tunnel location was chosen. Caltrans owns the subject property.
Development is already underway on the Devil’s Slide tunnel and therefore the bypass
area is no longer needed for highway purposes. Caltrans and the County object to the
immediate rezone of the property, stating that a more “careful” approach is needed.
According to Caltrans, there are legal agreements with former landowners regarding the
future dispensation of these lands in the event the bypass is not constructed. Caltrans
has indicated a need to understand the form of compensation it would receive for
transferring this land to a public agency, and stated the importance of preserving rights
of access to lots that are within and east of the bypass alignment.

Staff has not changed its recommendation for the bypass area. The suggested
modification does not affect land ownership nor does it require any land transfer; the
land is already in public ownership (Caltrans) and it merely re-zones the bypass to
linear park and trail to ensure consistency with Coastal Act public access policies. As
described in the findings, the bypass area is clearly not needed for highway purposes
since the alternative Devil's Slide tunnel is nearing completion. To ensure consistency
with the Coastal Act, this area should be rezoned now and planned for future trails. The
suggested modification is also consistent with the limitations on the sale and transfer of
State land provided by Section 30609.5.
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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 13 for
recent filing letters). While the County has provided a great deal of useful information in
response to Commission requests, certain informational gaps had not been addressed
by the County at the time of publication of the initial staff report on February 27, 2009.
These included, 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 (now
submitted); (3) studies and data that support how future MWSD and CCWD water
projects will serve buildout and how much additional water supply/capacity will be
provided; (4) specifics 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 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
development occurs in phase with available infrastructure, including roadway capacity,
water supply, and wastewater disposal; and (7) alternatives and cumulative impact
analysis as required by CEQA.

The County’s lack of response to the information requests was 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 staff
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. In
addition, Commission staff has spent considerable time independently researching
various topics in attempt to fill the informational gaps and evaluate the relevant Coastal
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 need to move the Update forward, staff has
determined that the LCP amendment could be filed in conjunction with the writing of the
initial staff report on 2/27/09, and that any remaining information concerns can be
effectively addressed through suggested modifications.

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.
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Motion #1

| 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
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

| 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
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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

| 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:

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

| 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
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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.

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 deuble-strike-threugh 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 on page 98 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
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C-1 and CCR Zoning Districts 99-495 units

Second Units 466 units

Caretaker’'s Quarters 45 units
i 227 units

Rldge Manufactured Hom

Community

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 maX|mum density, i.e. the sum of
all units potentially allowed under existing certified LCP ity limitations. The

buildout estimate assumes that public service constraints can be resolved, and that
there are no resource constraints or other LCP reduwements that would limit bundout

den5|t¥ on individual sites.

estimate and the LCP poI|C|es on which |t is based are not entltlements and do not

quarantee that any proposed development will be approved.

The buildout estimate also assumes that all contiguously owned substandard lots will be
merged or subdivided into conforming legal lots pursuant to all applicable policies of the
LCP. Two hundred seventy-one (271) solitary, non-contiguous substandard lots are
counted as one unit each in the buildout estimation, however actual development of
these lots is contingent on their legal status and all applicable policies of the LCP.

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. Inorder to ensure that roads, utilities, schools and other public

works facilities and community infrastructure public-werks are not
overburdened by rapid residential growth, require-that-the-following
limitations-on-building-permits-granted-in-the-Midecoast for-the
eensl_tluleltlel_l eI_les_leIelneer_ etI|e|| tl'la” aIIeldaﬁble Ileusulg_ﬁ_be ion.

limit the maximum number of new dwelling units built in the urban
Midcoast to #5 40 units each calendar year until:

I. A comprehensive transportation management plan, as
described in Policy 2.57.2, is incorporated into the LCP; and
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ii. Facilities to adequately contain stormwater infiltration and
inflow that exceed the existing Intertie Pipeline System (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 guality violations; and
lii. The growth rate is changed by an LCP Amendment.

|=

New dwelling units include each new single-family residential unit,
each new unit in a 2-family dwelling, each new unit in a multiple-
family dwelling, each new unit in a mixed-use development, each

new caretaker quarter, each new affordable housing unit, and each
new second dwelling unit as further defined in ‘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.

|

If the number of issued building permits for any given year has
reached the 40 unit maximum, building permits for affordable
housing, including second dwelling units, may still be issued under
the following circumstances: (1) the units are “affordable” as defined
by Section 6102.48.6 of the certified zoning regulations and subject
to income and cost/rent restrictions for the life of the development;
and (2) the growth rate average over the three year period, that
includes the year of building permit issuance and the following two
years, does not exceed 40 units/year.

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 units may
only be approved if the proposed development can be found
consistent with all applicable policies of the certified LCP.

Exhibit No. 4

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
12/10/12 Adopted Report for

SMC LCP Amend.No. SMC-MAJ-1-07

(Midcoast LCP Update)

Page 22 of 405



SMC-MAJ-1-07
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update
Page 23 of 172

2.1.3. Suggested Modifications to County Exhibit M-Water Quality
Suggested Modification No. 3 — Modifications to proposed policy 1.35

1.35

(a) Implementing appropriate site design and source control best management
practices (BMPs). Site design BMPs are land use or site planning practices that

aim to prevent runoff pollution by reducing the potential soil erosion or contact of
runoff with pollutants. Source control BMPs are structural or non-structural
practices that minimize the contact between pollutants and runoff.

(b) Implementing treatment BMPs along with site design and source control BMPs
when the combination of site design and source control BMPs is not sufficient to
protect water quality as required by the LCP, or when required by Regional
Board per municipal permit provisions. Treatment BMPs are practices designed
to remove pollutants and/or solids from polluted stormwater runoff. Projects that
drain directly to a Sensitive Habitat shall implement post construction structural
treatment BMPs.

(c) Where treatment BMPs are required, the BMPs (or suites of BMPs) shall be
designed and implemented to remove pollutants from 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.
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(d) Using multi-benefit, natural feature, stormwater treatment systems, such as
landscape-based bioretention systems, bioswales and green roofs, where

feasible, in place of single purpose treatment BMPs.

(e) Minimizing the introduction of pollutants into coastal waters (including the ocean,

estuaries, wetlands, rivers, streams, and lakes)

(f) Minimizing the amount of impervious surfaces and directly connected impervious
surfaces in areas of new development and redevelopment and where feasible

maximizing on-site infiltration of runoff.

(g) Preserving, and where possible, creating or restoring areas that provide
important water quality benefits, such as riparian corridors, wetlands, and buffer

Zones.

(h) Limiting disturbances of natural water bodies and natural drainage systems
caused by development including roads, highways, and bridges.

(i) Avoiding development of areas that are particularly susceptible to erosion and
sediment loss, where feasible and where not feasible incorporate appropriate

BMPs to minimize erosion and sediment loss.

(1) In projects where the combined amounts of impervious surface created and
replaced total one acre or more (or smaller areas where required by Regional
Board), implementing hydromodification requirements as further detailed in

Appendix A. Developments that are exempt from this requirement are stipulated
in NPDES Permit No. CAS612008, Order No. R2-2009-0074, issued October 14,

2009, except for single family residences that drain directly to sensitive habitats.
(k) Implementing the minimum stormwater pollution prevention requirements

contained in Appendix A
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Suggested Modification No. 4-Modifications to proposed Appendix A
APPENDIX A

MINIMUM STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION
BROGRAM 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
liguids 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 reguirements:

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. If existing vegetation

consists of invasive plant species, this vegetation shall be removed and replaced with
drought tolerant native or non-invasive species by the conclusion of construction.

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. All landscaping
plants shall be drought tolerant, and consist of either native or non-invasive species.

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.

. 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 vear.

k. Provide for ongoing operation and maintenance of installed stormwater
treatment measures.
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. 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.

m. Require post-development peak flow (runoff) and velocity to be less than
or equal to pre-development peak flow and velocity . No additional runoff, caused by
development, shall cross property lines. If the development will connect to an existing
storm drain system, then the development shall make improvements to the existing
system as required 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.

3. SpecifieNew-Developments of Special Concern%%%&%&e&#&%,
In addltlon to the reqwrements Ilsted inl.and 2. above

hi gh Qotentlal for generatlng pollutants shall incorporate BMPs to address the particular
pollutants of concern, including but not limited to the following requirements:..

a. Development of parking lots shall incorporate BMPs to minimize runoff of oil, grease,

car battery acid, coolant, gasoline, sediments, trash, and other pollutants to receiving
waters.

b. Development of commercial facilities shall incorporate BMPs to minimize polluted

runoff from structures, landscaping consisting of drought tolerant and either native or
non-invasive plant species, parking areas, repair and maintenance
areas, loading /unloading areas, and vehicle/equipment wash areas.

c. Development of automotive service stations, gasoline outlets, car washes, and
vehicle repair facilities shall 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. Development of restaurants shall incorporate BMPs to minimize runoff of oil, grease,
solvents, phosphates, suspended solids, and other pollutants.

e. Outdoor material storage areas shall be designed (e.qg., with a roof or

awning cover) to minimize runoff of toxic compounds, oil and grease, heavy metals
nutrients, suspended solids, and other pollutants.

f. Roof or awning covers over trash storage areas shall be required in order to minimize
off-site transport of trash and other pollutants.

g. Development of beachfront and waterfront structures and uses shall incorporate
BMPs to minimize polluted runoff to beach and coastal waters.
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h. Confined animal facilities, stables and similar animal keeping

operations shall 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.

i. Onsite sewage treatment systems (septic systems) shall be sited, designed, installed,

operated, and maintained to avoid contributing nutrients and pathogens to groundwater
and/or surface waters.

I. Onsite sewage treatment systems (septic systems) shall 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. New development with conventional or
alternative onsite sewage treatment systems shall include protective setbacks from
surface waters, wetlands and floodplains, as well as appropriate separation distances
between onsite sewage treatment system components, building components, property
lines, and groundwater as required by the Regional Board. Under no conditions shall
the bottom of the effluent dispersal system be within five feet of groundwater.

4. Hydromodification Requirements
Development shall implement the hydromodification requirements stipulated in LUP

Policy 1.35.j by use of on-site control measures, regional control measures, or in-stream
measures, as required by the Regional Board NPDES Permit No. CAS612008, Order

No. R2-2009-0074, issued October 14, 2009. Stormwater discharges from new

development and redevelopment projects shall not cause an increase in the erosion
otential 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

Exhibit No. 4

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
12/10/12 Adopted Report for

SMC LCP Amend.No. SMC-MAJ-1-07

(Midcoast LCP Update)

Page 28 of 405



SMC-MAJ-1-07
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update
Page 29 of 172

likely to cause increased potential for erosion of creek beds and banks, silt pollutant
generated, or other adverse impacts to beneficial uses due to increased erosive force.

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

Suggested Modification No. 5:

2.1.5. Additional Suggested Modifications to LUP Chapter 1

Suggested Modification No. 6 — New adequacy of public services policy:

1.18.1 Ensure Adegquate 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 works, consistent with the subsections below:

i. Development shall not be approved if there is: (a) insufficient water and

wastewater public works capacity within the system to serve the development
given the already outstanding commitments by the service provider or (b)
evidence that the entity providing the service cannot provide such service for the
development.

ii. Limit approval of new dwelling units within the Coastside County Water District
service area to the 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) as amended;

iii. Allow new public water connections in the Montara Water and Sanitary District
water service area only if consistent with the MWSD Public Works Plan (Coastal
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Commission PWP No. 2-06-006), Chapter 2 of the LCP, and all other applicable

policies of the LCP as amended;

iv. New private wells shall be prohibited within the urban/rural boundary of the
Midcoast unless authorized pursuant to a groundwater management plan
incorporated into the LCP. Development served by private wells shall connect to
the public water system and abandon the well once public water connections are

available;

v. New private septic systems shall be prohibited within the urban/rural boundary
of the Midcoast unless: (1) there is no public sewer hook up available; and (2)

system complies with all the requirements for individual septic disposal systems;
and (3) the system is approved by San Mateo County Environmental Health and

other applicable authorities;

vi. Development shall not be approved if the levels of service (LOS) on roads and

highways exceed LOS D during commuter peak periods and LOS E during
recreation peak periods, except for: (1) the residential development permitted

consistent with Policy 1.22; and (2) Coastal Act priority uses including those

shown on Table 2.17.

viii. Lack of adequate public works to serve the proposed development as

defined above shall be grounds for denial of the project.

Suggested Modification No. 6.5 — Grandfathering of projects

Add the following policy to Chapter 1:

1.xx

e provisions of this chapter shall apply to all proposed development, regardless of the
date of submittal of the CDP application, except for those developments for which: (1
any necessary CDP has already been obtained; (2) no CDP is required pursuant to the
Coastal Act and a building permit application was submitted to the County prior to the
effective date of certification of LCPA # SMC-MAJ-1-07 and appropriate fees paid; and
(3) a development agreement, consistent with the provision of the certified LCP then in

effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner prior to the
effective date of LCPA #SMC-MAJ-1-07, and the proposed development conforms with

the terms of that development agreement.

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
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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 LERtand-Use-Map-l and 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 |ts member agencres

b. Allow SAM to supply reclaimed wastewater ;

with LUP Polrcv 2. 18(0)

correspond to all lands inside the urban/rural boundary and the boundary of rural
residential areas.

Water and Sanltar¥ DIS trict to use the old Montara Treatment Plant for wet weather

storage, a pump station, and to provide tertiary wastewater treatment to produce

recycled water.
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

Suggested Modification No. 9 — Phasing public works development:
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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. In accordance

with Policies 2.12, 2.18, 2.27, 2.32, and 2.48 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 peak commuter period when
LOS D is acceptable and the recreation peak periods when LOS E is acceptable.

Suggested Modification No. 10 — 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. All priority land uses shall
exclusively rely on public sewer and water services.

b. For each public works development to serve vacant lands with new connections
phase, reserve capacity adequate to allow priority land uses to develop in conjunction

with the non-priority develogment that would be facilitated by the public works
development
c. Where develogment of new public works facrlltles can accommodate only a limited
amount of new connections on vacant land, the service provider shall ensure that
adequate capacity is reserved for Coastal Act priority uses before reserving capacity for
Local Coastal Program QI’IOI‘II¥ uses shown on Tables 2.7 and 2.17.
: Allow public agencies and utilities to

reallocate capacﬂy to non- prlorlty land uses_only through an amendment to the Coastal
Develooment Permlt PUb|IC Works Plan, and/or LCP Amendment if applicable. : &5
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Applications for a Coastal Development Permit, Public Works

Plan! or 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 makethe-finding, in

writing, that the remaining reserved capacity will be adequate to serve the remaining
pnonty Iand uses. ¥he

d. Allow Coastside County Water District and Montara Water and Sanitary
Dlstnct to aIIocate pnonty capaC|ty in accordance Wlth TabIe 2 17 equwalen{—te—ten

day—te%al)—m—elﬂder—to prowde mun|C|paI Water service to reS|dent|aI dwelllngs 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-Birector, following consultation with
the Director of Environmental Health and the General Manager of the Ceastside-County
WaterDistriet 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 Ceastside

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 Ceoastside-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.
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The serving water district shall provide notices to the County Planning Department and
the Coastal Commission of all failed wells applications.

Suggested Modification No. 11 — Deletion of outdated public works policies:

e-a. The amount of new or expanded capacity shall be determined Establish-the
eapaeity-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) considering the availability of funds, and_(4) 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
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proposed public works facility expansion. Adeguate 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;

é b. Require every new public works facility or 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=-Rhasetsewer
eapaeity-and-{2when and how much to increase the capacity of all public works
facilities-afterPhase.

Suggested Modification No. 13 — Expansion of special district policy:

2.15.1

Allow the formation or expansion of special districts only where assessment for, and

provision of, the service would not induce new development inconsistent with the
Coastal Act or with the certified LCP

Suggested Modification No. 14 — Deletion of outdated sewer policies:

Suggested Modification No. 15 — Expanding sewer capacity:

2.18 New and Expanded Sewage Treatment and Dlstrlbutlon Capacity

a.=b. Allow new or expanded sewage treatment and distribution capacity to serve new
develo ment onl under the foIIOW|n C|rcumstances 1 onI When existing capacit

; +~has been
consumed or WI|| be consumed W|th|n the tlme penod reqwred to construct additional

sewage treatment capacity; (2) only after considering the availability of other public
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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 in order to

prevent wet weather overflows only, are permitted notwithstanding traffic conditions on
Highways 1 and 92 provided that the projects do not: (1) induce growth; or (2) 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.

c. Projects to upgrade the SAM treatment plant from secondary to tertiary treatment to

produce recycled water are permitted notwithstanding traffic conditions on Highways 1
and 92 provided that the recycled water project does not: (1) induce growth inconsistent

with the LCP; (2) provide potable water connections to new non-priority development; or

(3) increase the total number of non-priority connections made available by either the El
Granada Pipeline Project (Coastal Commission CDP A-2-SMC-99-063; A-1-HMB-99-

020) or the Montara Water and Sanitary District MWSD Public Works Plan (Coastal

Commission PWP No. 2-06-006). Recycled water projects that would provide new

potable water connections to new commercial, residential, or industrial development are
subject to subsection (a), Policy 2.27, and all other applicable policies of the LCP.

avaHabiliyeffunds.-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, collection,
and transmission capacity is available and allocations are reserved for Coastal
Act priority uses.
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3. 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.

4. The project shall minimize the use of energy.

Suggested Modification No. 16:

Suggested Modification No. 17 — Reserving sewer capacity for priority uses:

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
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c. Allow capacity to be reallocated to non-priority land uses in accordance with Policy
2.8.

Suggested Modification No. 18 — Private septic systems:

2.24.1 New private septic systems shall be prohibited within the urban/rural boundary of
the Midcoast unless: (1) there is no public sewer hook up available; and (2) the system
complies with all the requirements for individual septic disposal systems; and (3) system

is approved by San Mateo County Environmental Health and other applicable
authorities; or (4) authorized pursuant to a groundwater management plan incorporated

into the LCP.

Suggested Modification No. 19 — Delete outdated water supply policy:

Suggested Modification No. 20 — Monitoring water consumption:

2.26 Monitoring efRPhase-tRequire that the water service providers, presently Coastside

County Water

District (CCWD) and theGitizers-U4 JillitiesCompany({CUCMontara 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. 21 — Expansion of water supply:

New and-Expanded Water Supply and

a. AIIow new or exganded Water suggl;g! service connectlons! treatment, storage 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
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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 December 10, 2009, may be permitted notwithstanding traffic
conditions on Highways 1 and 92 if: (1) new private wells are prohibited consistent with
Policy 1.18.1 and 2.33, (2) existing capacity has been consumed, (3) the water supply
projects are conditioned to restrict the resulting water connections to urban
development served by private wells existing as of December 10, 2009.

“Consumption of existing capacity” shall be defined as either water serving district
having no water connections available; or water district having no available water to
serve existing connections;

c. Supplemental water supply projects to serve customers who purchased water
connections before December 10, 2009 may be permitted notwithstanding traffic
conditions on Highways 1 and 92, if: (1) existing capacity has been consumed; (2) the
project is a component of a comprehensive water management plan consistent with f(5)
below; and (3) conditioned to restrict the resulting water connections to customers who
purchased water connections before December 10, 20009.

d. The capacity of water facilities may be sized for probable future service needs of new
development notwithstanding the traffic conditions on Highways 1 and 92, only if
conditioned to restrict the resulting water connections to existing development. Adding
additional connections to the system for new development shall require an amendment
to the CDP for the water supply project and must be phased appropriately with other
public works facilities, consistent with all the provisions of 2.27(a).

e. Projects to upgrade the SAM treatment plant from secondary to tertiary treatment to
produce recycled water are permitted notwithstanding traffic conditions on Highways 1
and 92 provided that the recycled water project does not: (1) induce growth, (2) provide
potable water connections to new non-priority development; or (3) increase the total
number of non-priority connections made available by either the El Granada Pipeline

Project (Coastal Commission CDP A-2-SMC-99-063; A-1-HMB-99-020) or the Montara
Water and Sanitary District MWSD Public Works Plan (Coastal Commission PWP No.

2-06-006). Recycled water projects that would provide new water potable connections

to new commercial, residential, or industrial development are subject to subsection (a),
Policy 2.18, and all other applicable palicies of the LCP.

f. 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.

2) The project shall assure that water withdrawals from surface streams and
roundwater will be sufficiently limited to protect: (i) adequate instream flows
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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 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.

(6) The project shall minimize the use of energy.

7) The project shall be sited and designed to minimize impacts to visual resources and
shall be consistent with all applicable policies of the LCP.

Suggested Modification No. 22 — Desalination:
2.28 Desalination

Definition: A desalination facility removes salts and minerals from seawater or
groundwater to create potable water. A desalination facility does not include devices
attached to existing wells or public water connections to remove minerals from an

existing water source.

Desalination facilities must:

a. Provide public services within the urban area;
b. Avoid or fully mitigate any adverse environmental impacts to coastal resources;
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
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evidence of compliance with air pollution control and greenhouse gas emission 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. 23 — Delete outdated:

Suggested Modification No. 24 — 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

2.17. Amend this table to reflect all changes in the Land Use Plan which affect these
land uses.

cach-prigrhy land 4 ; 0 a¥a¥ds s allowed by s e- For
each water supply public works development to serve vacant lands with new
connections, reserve capacity adequate to allow priority land uses to develop in
conjunction with the non-priority development that would be facilitated by the water
supply public works development.
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c. Where development of new public works facilities can accommodate only a limited
amount of new connections on vacant land, adequate capacity for Coastal Act priority

uses shall be reserved before reserving capacity for Local Coastal Program priority
uses shown on Tables 2.7 and 2.17.

Suggested Modification No. 25 — 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. 26 — Standards for groundwater production:

2.32 Groundwater Proposal

Require, if new or increased well production is proposed to increase public water 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 i aieh=such that it doeswit-not
impact waterdependentsensitive gemes and habltats ncludlng streams, riparian
habitats and_wetlands-+rasshes.

d. Base the-safexeld-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—prelirirary
safeydeld-the amount that may be pumped without which-willnet 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 saftesseld-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.

Suggested Modification No. 27 — Private wells:

2.33 Private wells shall be prohibited within the urban/rural boundary of the Midcoast
until authorized pursuant to a groundwater management plan incorporated into the LCP.

Suggested Modification No. 28 — Delete outdated:
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Suggested Modification No. 29 — 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-Canacihy Limits and Allocations of this

Compenent-lL UP 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. 30 — 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 or facilitated by the
road expansion project does not exceed the development levels that the existing and
probable future water supply and sewage treatment capability can serve.

d. Maintain Highway 1 as scenic two-lane road outside the Urban Midcoast area
depicted on LUP Map 1.3.

Suggested Modification No. 31 — 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.

Exhibit No. 4

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
12/10/12 Adopted Report for

SMC LCP Amend.No. SMC-MAJ-1-07

(Midcoast LCP Update)

Page 43 of 405



SMC-MAJ-1-07
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update
Page 44 of 172

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

Suggested Modification No. 32 — Route 1 and 92 capacity/devil’'s slide bypass:

2.50 Route 1 and Route 92 Phase- Capacity Limits

a. On Route 92, limit Rhasedimprovements 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 allew passage for bicycles and emergency vehicles and
signals at major intersections.

b. On Route 1, limit Brasedimprovements 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
speC|f|ed in Pollcy 2 56a and 2 56b.

Suggested Modification No. 33 — Traffic monitoring:

2. 52 Bhas%kMonltonng

sabm%a%Ensure that an;g data collected by transgortatlon organlzatlons, mcludmg

Exhibit No. 4

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
12/10/12 Adopted Report for

SMC LCP Amend.No. SMC-MAJ-1-07

(Midcoast LCP Update)

Page 44 of 405



SMC-MAJ-1-07
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update
Page 45 of 172

Caltrans’, of peak commuter periods and recreation peak periods is applied in decisions
related to the adequacy of roadway capacity.

b. Monitor the number and rate of new residential construction particularly in the rural
and urban Mid-Coast-

Suggested Modification No. 34 — Capacity of roadway expansion:

2.53 ¥|=m+ﬁg%qéRoad Exgansm CapaC|ty e#lsa%aH;has%

e=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. 35 — 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 enwronmentally more damaglng than an alternatlve route.

C. Requwe that the roadway |mprovements be conS|stent Wlth all aggllcable poI|C|es of

the Local Coastal Program, pastiewary~including, by not limited to, the Sensitive
Habitats and Agriculture Components.

Suggested Modification No. 36 — Preferential treatment for buses/shuttles:
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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. 37 — 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 Comgrehensw Blke%eways Plan (CCAG) h&-a

_ When the

unnel is comgleted behlnd DeV|I S Sllde! assure that CaITrans provides for a
multi-use bicycle and pedestrian trail and connections consistent with Policy
10.37.1 and in accordance with the coastal development permit for the tunnel
project,

Countx Coastal Develogment Permlt no. PLN2003 -00428, 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
and in accordance with the operations plan developed by the County and
CalTrans in consultation with the Devil's Slide Access Task Force. 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.
In the event of a catastrophic failure of this public trail which renders all or part of
it, in the opinion of the agency or organization which then has operational
responsibility for it, unusable, un-repairable or un-maintainable, and such agency
or organization further determines that repairs to restore the access to the pre-
failure condition would not be feasible, that agency or organization shall not be
required to return the access to its pre-failure condition. The agency or
organization that owns the land and has operational responsibility for the trail
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shall immediately apply for a separate Coastal Development Permit to modify the

nature, extent, and operational parameters of the coastal access in a manner
consistent with, the requirements of the Coastal Act, and the San Mateo County

Local Coastal Program.

: Aty The Countx will Work with Caltrans! the State Coastal
Conservancv 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 relinqguishment and link to other trail systems.

%%%&%%Requwe at a minimum, and conS|stent W|th AB 1396 that

CalTrans protect and make available adequate right-of-way 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) and the California Coastal Trail (CCT) plan.

coordination Wlth CalTrans, Qromote the development of a continuous Mldcoas
pedestrian/bicycle/multi-purpose path (or a system of single mode paths) parallel to
Highway 1 as part of the overall CCT system, consistent with Policy 10.37.1 .

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, as
part of any new or improved roadway project other than repair and maintenance of

existing facilities and consistent with AB 1396, require that CalTrans incorporate the
following provisions (the size and scope of which will be commensurate with the size

and scope of the proposed roadway project):
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1) A link within the vicinity of the project area necessary to facilitate 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 and within the right-of-way; or

(2) 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; or

(3) Completion of any CCT segment gap that is in the vicinity of the new or
improved roadway project; or

(4) Provide funding necessary to complete any of the above actions; or

(5) any combination of the above

h. Ensure that no roadway repair or maintenance project blocks or damages any
existing or formally planned public trail segment or, if such an impact is not
avoidable, that an equal or better trail connection is provided in conjunction with that

repair and maintenance project either directly by Caltrans or through Caltrans’
funding to a third party.

Suggested Modification No. 38 — 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 Ieft turn storage lanes at all parking lots (25 spaces
or greater) along the shoreline; (3) prohibit new road or
driveway connections to Routes 1and=92 in the Mldcoast area as shown on Map 1.3
which do not serve recreation facilities unless there is no other feasible alternative;; ard
(4) minimize the number of new road or driveway connections to Routel, 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.
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2.2.4. Suggested Modification to County Proposed Exhibit H: Midcoast
Traffic Mitigation Measures

Suggested Modification No. 39 — Traffic Mitigation

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/or 92,

except for a single family dwelling, a second dwelling unit, or a 2-family dwelling, 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 offset 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
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project impacts combined with other projects causing related impacts, including
all reasonably foreseeable future projects as defined in 14 CCR 8 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, except land divisions
for the development of affordable housing as defined by Section 6102.48.6 of the
certified zoning regulations, 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
result in a net increase of 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
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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 extinqguished 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
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.

V. As an alternative to the method described in subsection c(1)(ii) and (iii)
above, if an in-lieu traffic mitigation fee program for the purpose of
acquiring and retiring development rights on existing legal parcels in the
Midcoast has been developed by the County and incorporated into the
LCP, as described in Policy 2.57.2, the applicant may pay an in-lieu traffic
mitigation fee to the County.

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
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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 Iot 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, reguiring
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 prohibit all future development of the lots to be
merged and 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. 40- Transportation Management Plan:

2.57.2 Transportation Management Plan

Develop a comprehensive transportation management plan to address the cumulative
traffic impacts of residential development, including single-family, 2-family, multi-family,

and second dwelling units, on roads and highways in the entire Midcoast, including the
City of Half Moon Bay. The Plan shall be based on the results of an analysis that
identifies the total cumulative traffic impact of projected new development at LCP
buildout and shall propose specific LCP policies designed to offset the demand for all
new vehicle trips generated by new residential development on Highway One, Highway
92, and relevant local streets, during commuter peak periods and peak recreation
periods; and policies for new residential development to mitigate for, residential
development’s significant adverse cumulative impacts on public access to 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 shulttles,
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
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Suggested Modification No. 41 — Sewage treatment demand table:

TABLE 2.3
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Marine-Related 000} - -
General {4260} - 4:250-gallaere ——bB3:250
PUBLICRECREATION

¥

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-
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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 fer2001was-approximately £§6-8 85 gallons per

day per person. The sewage treatment demand for Midcoast non-residential

uses is estimated as follows:
Non-Residential

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
Mebile Home-ParlcPillar Ridge 227 units
Manufactured Home Community
TOTAL 6,597-6,993 units *

* 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

Census 2000 showed average Midcoast household size as 2.78 persons per

household. Based on the residential sewage treatment demand figure above

(668 85 gpd), the estimated sewer treatment capacity needed to serve Midcoast

residential buildout is 1.65 38 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
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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 heeded 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

The total sewage treatment capacity needed to serve combined residential and

non-residential Midcoast buildout is 1.966% million gallons per day.

2.2.6. Suggested Modifications to County Proposed Exhibit D: Updated

Estimate of Midcoast Water Consumption

Suggested Modification No. 42 — Water consumption table:
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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:

Exhibit No. 4

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
12/10/12 Adopted Report for

SMC LCP Amend.No. SMC-MAJ-1-07

(Midcoast LCP Update)

Page 58 of 405



SMC-MAJ-1-07
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update
Page 59 of 172

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 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:

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
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Institutional 15,500
TOTAL 153,500

Combined Residential and Non-Residential Demand at Buildout

Taking into account 14% percent of system losses, 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 895 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.#£296 million gallons per day.
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TABLE 2.10
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¥

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. 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

Taking into account 9.5% percent of system losses, 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 424 1.36 million

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

District to serve combined residential and non-residential buildout is 223 2.44

million gallons per day.

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

Suggested Modification No. 43 — 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. All priority land
uses shall exclusively rely on public sewer and water services.

For each public works developmentshase, reserve capacity adequate to
allow priority land uses to develop to the buildout allowed by thatphasethe
LCP.

Allow public agencies and utilities to

reallocate capaC|ty to non- prlorlty land uses_only through an LCP
w A &

pplications for a LCP Amendment to reaIIocat

QI‘IOI’It¥ cagacﬂg 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 smake-the-finding substantiate,
in writing, that the remaining reserved capaC|ty will be adequate to serve the
remalnlng prlorlty land uses. Fhe ; :

Allow Coastside County Water District and Montara Water and Sanitary
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Dlstrlct to aIIocate prlonty capacny in accordance with Table 2. 17 eqawalent

2—7—1&ga#9ns-per—day—tetal)—m—epeleﬁo prowde mun|C|paI 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-Birector, 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 Ceastside-Community-WaterDistrict 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.
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Suggested Modification No. 44: Priority allocation table:

Exhibit No. 4

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
12/10/12 Adopted Report for

SMC LCP Amend.No. SMC-MAJ-1-07

(Midcoast LCP Update)

Page 67 of 405



TABLE 2.17

AMOUNT OF WATER CAPACITY TO BE RESERVED FOR PRIORITY LAND USES*

MONTARA WATER AND SEWER DISTRICT SHHZENS- UHLITY-DISTRICT (MONTARA/MOSS BEACH)

ALLOCATION OF RESERVED CAPACITY PHASE | BUILDOUT

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 20,00010,000
Essential Public Services? 5,000
Local Coastal Program Priorities

Specific Developments on Designated Sites 148 64,380 148 35,816 to 51,504
Containing Affordable Housing

(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 10.6% 5.4t09.2%

Land Uses

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

TABLE 2.17 (continued)

ALLOCATION OF RESERVED CAPACITY PHASE | BUILDOUT

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 179,400 230,000220,000
Essential Public Services? 7,700 9,13514,135
Local Coastal Program Priorities?

Specific Developments on Designated Sites 104 39,936 322 77,924 to 112,056
Containing Affordable® Housing

(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 Structures® 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 USES*
COASTSIDE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT (COUNTY JURISDICTION)

ALLOCATION OF RESERVED CAPACITY PHASE | BUILDOUT

T PRICHRITY LA Lis=s 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 29.4% 30.4 t0 41.8%

Land Uses

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 shall be reserved for additional priority land use development when service provider develops new supplies to serve new

connections on vacant lands. Does not include existing, developed priority land uses at time of LCP adoption.

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 Famlly DweIImgs W|th Falled Domest|c Wells. Thisreservationwas-calculated-by reserving
apa . A - 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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4,

Where development of new public water facilities can accommodate only a limited amount of new connections on vacant land, adequate
capacity for Coastal Act priority uses shall be reserved before reserving capacity for Local Coastal Program priority uses.

Affordable means as defined by Section 6102.48.6 of the certified zoning regulations, and subject to income and cost/rent restrictions for

the life of the development

Exhibit No. 4

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
12/10/12 Adopted Report for

SMC LCP Amend.No. SMC-MAJ-1-07

(Midcoast LCP Update)

Page 71 of 405



SMC-MAJ-1-07
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update
Page 72 of 172

Suggested Modification No. 45 — Grandfathering

Add the following policy to Chapter 2:

2.XX

The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all proposed development, regardless of the
date of submittal of the CDP application, except for those developments for which: (1
any necessary CDP has already been obtained; (2) no CDP is required pursuant to the
Coastal Act and a building permit application was submitted to the County prior to the
effective date of certification of LCPA # SMC-MAJ-1-07 and appropriate fees paid; and
(3) a development agreement, consistent with the provision of the certified LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner prior to the
effective date of LCPA #SMC-MAJ-1-07, and the proposed development conforms with

the terms of that development agreement.

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. 46 — 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, &&= that is defined by Section 6102.48.5
and 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 Tables2+-ard 2.17—+espesctively
and to the extent the water service provider has reserved the water supply

capacity pursuant to an approved coastal development permit or a public
works plan.

b. iaadditien; 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:
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(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.

3.11 Protection of the ELG

Community
Designate the existing E-G Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home
Community as an affordable housing site. Prohlblt the demolition or displacement of this

mebieheme-park manufactured home community.

Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home

Suggested Modification No. 47
Add the following policy to Chapter 3:
3.XX

The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all proposed development, regardless of the
date of submittal of the CDP application, except for those developments for which: (1

any necessary CDP has already been obtained; (2) no CDP is required pursuant to the
Coastal Act and a building permit application was submitted to the County prior to the
effective date of certification of LCPA # SMC-MAJ-1-07 and appropriate fees paid; and

(3) a development agreement, consistent with the provision of the certified LCP then in

effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner prior to the
effective date of LCPA #SMC-MAJ-1-07, and the proposed development conforms with

the terms of that development agreement.

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. 48 — California Coastal Trail:

10.37.1 California Coastal Trail (CCT)

a. Definition: The California Coastal Trail (CCT) is a continuous interconnected public

trail system along the California coastline. It is designed to foster appreciation and
stewardship of the scenic and natural resources of the coast and serves to implement
aspects of Coastal Act policies promoting non-motorized transportation. The Trail
system is to be located on a variety of terrains, including the beach, bluff edge, hillsides
providing scenic vantage points, and within the highway right-of-way. It may take many
forms, including informal footpaths, paved sidewalks, and separated bicycle paths.
When no other alternative exists, it sometimes connects along the shoulder of the road.
While primarily for pedestrians, the Trail also accommodates a variety of additional user
groups, such as bicyclists, wheelchair users, equestrians, and others as opportunities
allow. The CCT consists of one or more parallel alignments.
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b. Segments of the California Coastal Trail shall be developed consistent with the
parameters of this policy.

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.

3. EXxisting 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.

4. 1t is intended that the CCT system shall be designed and implemented to achieve

the following goals and 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;

¢) Maximize connections to existing and proposed local trail systems;

d) Ensure that the trail has connections to trailheads, parking areas ,interpretive

kiosks, inland trail segments, etc. at reasonable intervals;
e) Maximize ocean views and scenic coastal vistas;
f) Provide an educational experience where feasible through interpretive

facilities.

5. 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
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routes. Special attention should be qgiven to identifying any segments that ma

need to be incorporated into water-crossing structures and that may need to 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, except for those specific strands of the trail system
that are specifically designed to service commuter needs and safely provide for
the shortest distance between destination points. Providing such a commuter-
purpose strand of the CCT does not replace the remaining need to provide a
recreational strand of the CCT as close to the shoreline as possible. 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.

6. CCT Acquisition and Management:
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.

7. 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.
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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.

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

9. 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, including updated Shoreline Destination/Access Maps.
b) The CCT preferred alignment corridor shall be identified on all applicable

County Trail Maps contained in the LCP.
10. 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. 49 — Policies on shoreline access agencies and
providers:
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.

Suggested Modification No. 50 - Grandfathering
Add the following policy to Chapter 10:
10.xx

The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all proposed development, regardless of
the date of submittal of the CDP application, except for those developments for which:
(1) any necessary CDP has already been obtained; (2) no CDP is required pursuant to
the Coastal Act and a building permit application was submitted to the County prior to
the effective date of certification of LCPA # SMC-MAJ-1-07 and appropriate fees paid;
and (3) a development agreement, consistent with the provision of the certified LCP
then in effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner prior to
the effective date of LCPA #SMC-MAJ-1-07, and the proposed development conforms

with the terms of that development agreement.
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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. 51 — 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. Palicies 3.0 -3.2 (County
Trail Policies) and Palicies 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

Callfornla Coastal Tra|I! connectlng Thorton beach to Ano Nuevo State

Reserve. Ocean-CorridorTFrail-of- the-State Department-of Parks-and
Recreation:

(2) Regional Sthertrails (portions located within the Coastal
Zone)proposals:

(@) Montara Mountain Guileh Trail connecting Peint-Mentara
LHighthouse-to-the-GregoerioTrail-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}

Exhibit No. 4

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
12/10/12 Adopted Report for

SMC LCP Amend.No. SMC-MAJ-1-07

(Midcoast LCP Update)

Page 77 of 405



SMC-MAJ-1-07
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update
Page 78 of 172

()

e}
(d)
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Half Moon Bay to Huddart Park Trail connecting Half Moon Bay

State Beach near wia Higgins Road to the-GregerioTFrai-from
Huddart County Park.

Purisima Creek to Huddart County Park Trail connecting from

Route 1 near wia Purisima Creek Read to the-Gregerio-Trat-from
Huddart County Park.

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.

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.

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. 52 — Improvement of public recreation:

11.27 Improvement, Expansion and Maintenance of Public Recreation

a.

b.

Continue to provide for the improvement, expansion and maintenance of
the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, and-San Pedro Valley Park and the CCT.

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.
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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.

|= P

Undertake the development and malntenance of Gregorio/Murphy-and
LCP proposed trails, i , With reimbursement for
these activities by the State of Callfornla to the greatest extent possible.

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.

|© ¢

I @

Sign majer 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. 53 — Trails and recreational development:

11.26 Requirements for Trails and Recreational Development

a. Require the dedlcatlon by public agen(:les of trail easements along the
routes of :

defined in Section 11.13Db).
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Require some provision for public recreation for each development permit
for a land division within the Coastal Zone. Require either: (1) the
dedication of trall easements when the division affects land along the
routes of G LCP Trails Program trails, including the

' after submission by the State

Department of Parks and Recreatlon 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 opportunltles or coastal access.

Heaway - Reguwe each agencgz board,
degartment! 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.

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 10.37.1) and within the right-of-way when no
other preferable CCT alignment is available.

Through coordination with CalTrans, promote the development of the

most appropriate, safe, feasible crossings, either at-grade, above ard - 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.
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%e%%%&h&%@%ﬁ% Unless a swtable off hlghwa¥ alternative alreadx
exists or is being provided, as part of any new or improved roadway

project other than repair and maintenance of existing facilities and
consistent with AB 1396, require that CalTrans incorporate the following

provisions (the size and scope of which will be commensurate with the
size and scope of the proposed roadway project):

continuous Mldcoast Qedestrlan/blcxcle/muItl-gurgose path (or a
system of single mode paths) parallel to Highway 1 consistent with

the California Coastal Trail (CCT) Plan (Policy 10.37.1) and within
the right-of-way when no other preferable CCT alignment is
available, and/or

(2)

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.8- 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.
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2.5.3. Suggested Modifications to County Exhibit P “Role of Trail
Providing Agencies”

Suggested Modification No. 54 — 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.

(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
10.37.1 and as included in Regional Transportation Plans as
identified in Policy 11.32. Gregerio-Trails Program-as-adepted-by
the County Board of Supervisors.

(2) Implement the ethe=Regional Local Coastal Program trails
propesals. 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.
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d. Encourage low cost facilities in privately developed visitor-serving
facilities, particularly hotels and motels.

Suggested Modification No. 55 — State Parks:

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 DPesignhate the State Department of Parks and Recreation
as-the-ageney to develop and maintain segments of the California

Coastal Trail on State-owned property the-Pacific-Ocean-CorridorTrail,
in conjunction with the shoreline access trails.

d. Consider the possibility of having the County undertake the
maintenance of the facilities with reimbursed funds.

Suggested Modification No. 56 — 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.

|=

Support and facilitate the efforts of the State Coastal Conservancy to
eeeaeela%h(%developm%@f= the California Coastal Trail.insluding

Suggested Modification No. 57 — 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.
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2.5.4. Additional Suggested Modifications to Chapter 11

Suggested Modification No. 58 — 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 “Adopted

Alignment,” between the McNee Ranch acquisition of Montara 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
edestrian, 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) The County will work with Caltrans and other affected agencies to complete 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 plan 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:
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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
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;

(i) archaeological, paleontological and historical features;
(i) 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 Tralil
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.
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Suggested Modification No. 59
Add the following policy to Chapter 11:
11.xx

The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all proposed development, regardless of the
date of submittal of the CDP application, except for those developments for which: (1

any necessary CDP has already been obtained; (2) no CDP is required pursuant to the
Coastal Act and a building permit application was submitted to the County prior to the
effective date of certification of LCPA # SMC-MAJ-1-07 and appropriate fees paid; and
(3) a development agreement, consistent with the provision of the certified LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner prior to the
effective date of LCPA #SMC-MAJ-1-07, and the proposed development conforms with

the terms of that development agreement.

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

Suggested Modification Nos. 60-67 — LUP and zoning map modifications:

60. 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 maps
titled “Midcoast LCP Update Project.” These maps shall depict the certified land use and
zoning designations for the Midcoast.

61. 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.

62. The LUP maps shall change the Residential Land Use designations for the Devil's
Slide Martini Creek Bypass Alignment property to General Open Space.

63. 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.

64. 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.

65. Both maps shall be stamped as “certified by the California Coastal Commission on
[insert final certification date].”

66. 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.
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67. Each map shall contain the following note:

The provisions of this map shall apply to all proposed development, regardless of the
date of submittal of the CDP application, except for those developments for which: (1
any necessary CDP has already been obtained; (2) no CDP is required pursuant to the
Coastal Act and a building permit application was submitted to the County prior to
December 10, 2009 and appropriate fees paid; and (3) a development agreement

consistent with the provision of the certified LCP then in effect, has been recorded
between the County and the property owner where the development will occur prior to
December 10, 2009, and the proposed development conforms with the terms of that
development agreement.

Suggested Modification No. 68 — Add policy regarding Half Moon Bay Airport
Influence Area

1.36 Half Moon Bay Airport Influence Area Requirements
Within the Half Moon Bay Airport Influence Area, as shown on Map 1.4, the

following shall apply:

a. New development and land uses must comply with all relevant Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) standards and criteria regarding (1) safet

2) flashing lights, (3) reflective material, (4) land uses which may attract
large concentrations of birds, (5) HVAC exhaust fans, and (6) land uses
which may generate electrical or electronic interference with aircraft
communications and/or instrumentation.

b. All transfers of real property must comply with the real estate disclosure
requirements specified in Chapter 496, California _Statutes of 2002.

Suggested Modification No. 69 — Airport Influence Area Map

The County shall insert the “"Half Moon Bay Airport Influence Area (AlA) Boundary” map,
as shown in exhibit 16, into LUP Chapter 1 as Map 1.5

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 deuble—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 Ordinances 04335 (S-17
District), 04336 (S-94 District), 04337 (S-105 District), 04338
(C-1 District), 04339 (S District), 04340 (CCR District), 04341
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(W District), 04342 (M-1), 04343(EG District) 04344 (zoning
map)

Suggested Modification No. 70 — Grandfathering

The County shall revise the following language in each of the ordinances 04335-04344
as follows:

The provisions of this ordinance do not apply to development that has fulfilled at least
one of the following requirements before the effective date of this ordinance:

2. A building permit application has been submitted to the County and appropriate fees
paid if no development permit is required by the County Zoning Regulations; or

3. A development agreement, consistent with the provisions of the certified LCP then in
effect, has been recorded between the County and the property owner where the

development will occur, and the proposed development conforms with the terms of that
development agreement.

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

Suggested modification No. 71:

SECTION 6229.0. REGULATIONS FOR “EG” DISTRICT. The following regulations
shall apply in the El Granada Gateway (EG) District.

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, presentations or other
purposes.

2. Interpretive Centers
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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. Outdoor Art Centers

Outdoor facilities for the exhibition, study or creation of works of artistic value.

7. Qutdoor Athletic Facilities

Outdoor facilities, associated grounds and accessory structures used for active
recreation, including swimming pools, tennis courts, playing fields or similar uses.

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.
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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.q., 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. Temporary Urban Roadside Stands

Temporary structures in urban areas of eitherportable erpermanent construction used
for the sale of produce and other goods and merchandise.

14. Vegetative Stormwater Treatment Systems and Underground Storage Facilities

The installation of:

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. Outdoor Art Centers

Exhibit No. 4

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
12/10/12 Adopted Report for

SMC LCP Amend.No. SMC-MAJ-1-07

(Midcoast LCP Update)

Page 91 of 405



SMC-MAJ-1-07
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update
Page 92 of 172

7. Qutdoor 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. Temporary Urban Roadside Stands

14.Veqetative Stormwater Treatment Systems and Underground Storage Facilities

15.

Public Parking for Surfer's Beach

16. Public Restrooms and Showers

17. Public Pedestrian Trails and Bicycle Trails

18. 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: 50 feet

Side Setback: 20 feet

Rear Setback: 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.
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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. All landscaping shall be drought-
tolerant, and either native or non-invasive plant species. No plant species listed as
problematic and/or invasive by the California Native Plant Society, the California
Invasive Plant Council, or as may be identified from time to time by the State of
California shall be employed. No plant species listed as ‘noxious weed by the State of
California or the U.S. Government shall be utilized within the property.

7. Signs

a. Prohibited Signs:

(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.q., 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
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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 2.57.1 and
2.57.2.

Suggested Modification No. 72: Hydromodification definition

Add the following definition to Section 6102:

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, hydromaodification 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.

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
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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 first staff report was published on February 27, 2009 in anticipation of the March
2009 Commission hearing. Following, the Commission received several letters from
members of the public regarding the staff recommendation. These letters are contained
in exhibit 18 online at http://documents.coastal.ca.gov/reports/2009/12/Th18a-12-2009-
al.pdf. After the first staff report was published, the County requested that the hearing
be postponed to allow for additional time to analyze and discuss the recommended
suggested modifications.

At the June 10, 2009 Midcoast Community Council®* meeting, Commission staff and
County staff presented perspectives on the Update, which was followed by a
discussion with community members in attendance.

On June 16™ and July 7" 2009 the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors held two
public hearings to discuss the March 2009 Commission staff recommendation for the
Midcoast Update. Members of the public representing different perspectives provided
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 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

% The Midcoast Community Council is an elected Municipal Advisory Council to the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors serving the citizens
of the Unincorporated Midcoast
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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:

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:

Exhibit No. 4

SMC LCP Amend. No. SMC-1-11 (Midcoast Update)
12/10/12 Adopted Report for

SMC LCP Amend.No. SMC-MAJ-1-07

(Midcoast LCP Update)

Page 96 of 405



SMC-MAJ-1-07
San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update
Page 97 of 172

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, including rural agricultural lands, public access,
water quality, and scenic resources. 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 projected buildout in relation to
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 needs
generated by development or uses that would be consistent with the Coastal Act or by
extension, the LCP. Any public works development that potentially facilitates or supports
development beyond that which could be accommodated consistent with the LCP may
be “growth inducing” and not consistent with the Coastal Act. This policy prevents the
uncontrolled growth of a coastal community beyond the capacity of some public
services (for example, highway and sewer capacities), based on the expansion of
another public service (for example water 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.

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
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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 (see Exhibit 3).

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 required by 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
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.
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6.1.1. Proposed Buildout

The “buildout” of an LCP is the theoretical maximum amount of development that could
occur in a community if all available land is developed to its full potential (i.e. zoning
density allowances), before application of all other applicable development limitations.
When the San Mateo County 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, page
98). 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 County emphasizes that its proposed changes to the
buildout projections are simply a more accurate estimate of future buildout and
population in the Midcoast and the only real land use density changes proposed by this
Update include an increase the number of permitted caretaker’s quarters at Princeton,
and a reduction in the number of residential units in EI Granada by prohibiting new
houses at the Burnham Strip (see proposed El-Granada Gateway District, exhibit 2).
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.

Proposed Table 1 shows the estimated residential buildout in each zoning district that
allows residential development (see below). 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.* 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.

* 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 Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Community.
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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

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.

The legality of these substandard lots has been called in question, since they are shown
on subdivision maps filed during the period from 1900 - 1915. Two recent California
Court of Aepeal decisions, Witt Home Ranch, Inc. v. County of Sonoma (2008) 165
Cal.App.4™ 543 and Abernathy Valley, Inc. v. County of Solano (2009) 173 Cal.App.4™
42, hold that mere reference to a subdivision map filed in compliance with the state
subdivision map law in effect before 1915, without more, does not conclusively establish
the legality of parcels described on the filed map.

Commission History

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
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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 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
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.

Contiguously Owned Substandard Lots Not Counted in Proposed Buildout Figure

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
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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. The
proposed LCPA was submitted prior to the decisions of Abernathy and Witt, which call
into question the legality of many of these lots. These decisions provide support to the
County’s position that it is unlikely that all of the 2,400 substandard lots will be
developed.

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.> 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.® Two Hundred Seventy-One (271) 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 by the County before the
implications of the Witt and Abernathy decisions came to light. Actual development of
the 2,400 substandard lots is contingent on whether the lots are legal, or will be
legalized through a conditional certificate of compliance, and can be developed in full
conformance with LCP policies.

If these lots were determined to be legal consistent with the Witt and Abernathy
decisions, and 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.” This scenario is unlikely given the
guestionable legality of these lots due to the Witt and Abernathy decisions. As County
Counsel, Michael Murphy states in his July 7, 2009 Supplemental Memorandum to the

Board of Supervisors,
“...Witt and Abernathy should not significantly affect the “theoretical” buildout assumptions, which
are assumptions that are contained in the Local Coastal Program. While the precise impact of
Witt and Abernathy can only be determined as property owners apply for development approvals
and establish the legality of their lots, the ultimate result can only be a reduction in buildout from
that which would have occurred absent Witt and Abernathy.”

5 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 Pillar Ridge Manufactured Home Community.

6 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.

" 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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County Merger Program

In late 2006, prior to the Witt and Abernathy decisions, the County Board of Supervisors
adopted a two phase merger incentive program to deal with the substandard lot issue.
This program, authorized by Resolution 068386 (the same resolution authorizing the
LCP update), is included as Exhibit G of the Resolution of Transmittal.® This Board of
Supervisors policy 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. The merger
program would not go into effect until the LCP is certified by the Commission, however,
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.

It is unclear at this time how this program would be carried out in light of the Witt and
Abernathy decisions. According to a County Counsel memo dated June 16, 2009 to the
County Board of Supervisors, Abernathy and Witt affected in a substantial way the

manner in which conforming lots can be created.
“Rather than merging substandard lots described on an ancient subdivision map, as is currently
the process, a parcel described in a deed would have to be either merged or subdivided (as
appropriate) to result in lots that conform to current zoning regulations. This will result in a more
involved process in order to create a legal lot conforming to the minimum parcel size, with the
possibility that owners will choose not to subdivide. This could result in fewer, large lots than
would have been the case before the Witt and Abernathy decisions...the subdivision process is
much more involved than the merger process, and because the decision is discretionary, could
result in a decision to deny the subdivision.”

In conclusion, full development of the 2,400 substandard lots would only occur under
the following circumstances:

() All of the lots are determined to be legal, pursuant to the recent Abernathy and Witt

decisions,

(2) 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),

(3) Each existing house that spans multiple substandard lots is demolished,

(4) The County does not administer its existing non-LCP policy (since 1998) 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,

(5) Each substandard lot is sold to a separate owner, and

® 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 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) A discretionary Use Permit and Coastal Permit is approved to build a house on
each substandard lot.

Therefore, the Commission finds that omission of more than 2,000 units from the
estimated buildout figure may be a realistic interpretation of these substandard lots’
development potential. However, certain textual modifications to Table 1 are necessary
to explain how these lots were treated in the buildout estimation, to include reference to
the recent Witt and Abernathy decisions, and ensure that LCP policies continue to
govern development on the Midcoast, consistent with the Coastal Act. Therefore, the
Commission adopts Suggested Modification No. 1.

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
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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
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”.’

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.

® City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County (C/CAG). 2001. Countywide Transportation Plan 2010
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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 can be 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).

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”.*® 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 LOS 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 2009 San Mateo County Congestion Management Program (CMP) shows the
existing service levels for roadway segments of Highways 1 and 92 during the peak
commute, as summarized below. The LOS shown represents the most congested
section of each roadway segment.**

0 ccaG 2001

1 cicAG. 2009. Final Congestion Management Program for 2009; Fehr and Peers. September 2009. 2009 San Mateo Congestion Management
Program Final Traffic Level of Service and Performance Measure Monitoring Report .
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Highway 92 (1 to 280) LOS “E”
Highway 1 (Miramontes to Frenchman’s Creek) LOS “E”

Highway 1 (Frenchman’'s Creek to Linda mar, | LOS “D”
Pacifica)

Highway 1 (Pacifica to San Francisco) LOS “F”

Exhibit 5 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
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. According to 2007 traffic counts conducted by
Fehr and Peers for the State Route 1 Calera Parkway Project, 24% of the traffic
congestion that occurs between Fassler and Reina Del Mar Avenues comes from the
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Midcoast area.’? 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 2009 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 2009 Congestion Management Program (CMP), this
intersection is currently at LOS D during the peak afternoon commuter periods, the
lowest level allowable under the LCP (Fehr and Peers 2009).** During the peak
morning commuter period, the intersection is currently at LOS C, an improvement from
2007’s LOS D. Any significant increase in traffic will cause the roadway to exceed its
LCP standard.

Traffic congestion is high on the Midcoast for a number of reasons. First, 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. Inthe Midcoast 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.

Second, 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 requires that
Highway 1 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.

12 personal communication with Joe Hurley, San Mateo County Transportation Authority, November 17, 2009
%3 This result was generated using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual “HCM 2000” methodology (Fehr and Peers 2007)
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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.**
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 1-280 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 were expected
to begin before the end of 2008. However, these future improvements are not expected
to alleviate congestion, and, in fact, traffic congestion is projected to be worse, as
described below.

Projected Traffic Levels

According to the 2001 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." The CTP shows the projected (2010) Level of Service (LOS) measures for the
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”

According to the County, 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 1-280 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.

* Unrelated to the City of Half Moon Bay Residential Growth Initiative also known as Measure A.
5 CICAG 2001
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LCP Buildout Analysis

The CTP’s 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.” Given the recent
economic downturn, development rates have slowed, therefore this scenario is unlikely
in 2010. However, once the construction economy rebounds, congestion will worsen to
LOS 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 are projected to be at
“F” in the near future, with one segment at “E” (El Granada to Montara) (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.

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.*

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. Using the proposed 9rowth
rate of 75 units per year (and subtracting 257 affordable housing units and 386 2" 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.

8 McShane, William R. and Roess, Roger P. 1990. Traffic Engineering
Pignataro, Louis J. 1973. Traffic Engineering Theory and Practice.
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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
is more frequent in the mornings, running buses approximately every % 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 resi