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: April 2, 2004
To: Members, Formation Commission
From: Martha Poyates, Executive Officer
Subject: = LAFCo File 03-10—Proposed Sphere of Influence Amendment of the Midpeninsula

Regional Open Space District (MROSD) and Annexation of the Sau Mateo County -
Coastal Area ( 140,000 Acres) :

Baclrground

»  In October 2003, the Comm1ssmn received the MROSD application for a sphere of mﬂuenee
amendment and annexation of Coastal San Mateo County. (Please see Attachment B of March 2,
2004 Report for a timeline of activities leading up to the District’s application.)

*  Because the District has territory in Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties, the application was

referred to both Commissions to consider a recommendation at a public hearing. Both LAFCos

adopted resolutions recommending approval.

Staff also referred the application to affected Countty departments, ‘coastal agencies and mterested

parties to provide data and comments.

e  Pursuant to Revenue and Tax Code Section 99, the County of San Mateo, City of Half Moon Bay
and MROSD adopted resolutions of zero property tax transfer. The Certificate of Filing was

~ issued on January 9, 2004,

¢ On January 21, 2004 the Commission directed staff to schedule the first hearing for the
application in Half Moon Bay and that it would be contmued to, Redwood City to allow for
adequate public comment.

¢ On March 9, 2004, the Commission received the Executive Officer’s Report dated March 2, 2004
containing the MROSD application, plan for service, fiscal analysis, environmental documem
municipal service review information, comment letters, MROSD agreements with Farm Bureau,
and resolutions recommending approval from Santa Clara & Santa Cruz LAFCos. The
Commission opened the public hearing and determined that two additional hearings would be
scheduled to allow for additional comiment in Half Moon Bay and Redwood City. The
Commission received iestimony and the March 9 liearing was continued to March 17,2004 in
Redwood City and March 30, 2004 in Half Moon Bay. '

s  Atthe March 30, 2004 meeting the Commission closed public hearing after three continued
hearings, approxunately 9 hours of pubhe testunouy from 186 speakers and hundreds ef letters, g-
malls and postcards.

Summary Recommendation;

This report incorporates and updates the attached March 2 Executive Ofﬁeer s report based on subsequent
submittals, public testimony and questions from the Commission. Staff renews the original
recommendation that the Commission approve the sphere of influence amendment and annexation with
several conditions. Commission approval would requue several actions, including: 1) adoption of a
statement of determinations for municipal service review pursnant to Government Code Section 56430; )
adoption of a statement of determinations in amending the District’s sphere of influgnce pursuant to
Section 56425; 3) approval of the annexation of the Coastal Annexation Area subject to several
conditions outlined in this report; 4) as responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), certify that LAFCo has considered the MROSD Coastal Annexation E.LR. and make
findings relating to LAFCo consideration of the project; and 5) prov1de direction to staff regarding the
time period for the protest hearing. _
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District and Project Background

The attached March 2 Executive Officer’s Report contains background on MROSD and the Coastal
Annexation Project. In brief summary, MROSD is an independent special district governed by seven
locally elected board members. MROSD acquites and manages open space lands iii Santa Clara, San
Mateo and Santa Cruz Counties. MROSD enabling legislation is Public Resources Code Section 55 00 et
seq. and permits the District to develop and maintain a wide variety of public parks including active -
recreation, trails, natural areas, ecological and open space preserves, and other facilities for public
recreation, However, MROSD’s focus is on open space preservation including facilities and trails for
passive recreation, mainly hiking including links to regional trails. The District’s Plan for Services for the
‘Coastal Annexation Area includes an agricultural component and-district activities include watershed and
habitat protection and resource conservation. The application and plan for service proposes acquiring
approximately 12,000 acres of the total 140,000 acre annexation area over the initial fifteen years. The
District has relinquished the power of eminent domain in the Coastal Annexation Area by ordinance and
legislation and it will acquire lands from willing sellers only. Annexation is proposed without taxation at
this time and the District proposes using cuirent revenues as well as grants & gifts to acquire lands and to
operate in the annexation area. The district states that at some tlme in the future they may proposea voter
‘ approved funding measure.

Dlscussmn

The March 2 Executive Officer’s Report discussed the MROSD plan for service, fiscal analysis, -
environmental review, municipal service and sphere of influence reviews and factors to be considered

. pursuant to Government Code Section 56668. The March.2, 2004 Report also addressed concerns and
issues raised by affected agencies and interested organizations and individuals, and included discussion of
mumicipal service review, sphere influence review, and factors LAFCo must cons1der in the annexation
request. The following section responds to addltlonal comments,

Process (Request for Election):

Many speakers expressed concern that residents should be allowed to vote on the MROSD Coastal
Annexation and requested that the Commission allow a vote. If an annexation is approved, Government
Code Section 57000 mandates how an application proceeds through a protest process and what criteria
can cause an election on an annexation. This section gives LAFCo no discretion in the protest and
election process. If the application is approved by LAFCo, within 60 days from the date of the notice of
the protest hearing, San Mateo LAFCo must hold a protest hearing in which landowners and voters from
within the annexation area may submit written protest. If less than 25% registered voter or less than 25%
of landowners owning less than 25% of the assessed value submit written protest, annexation is-
completed. If 25% but less than 50% submit written protest, an election is ordered and majority registered
_ voter approval is reqmred for annexation to be oomplete If over 50% of either threshold submit written
protest, annexation is terminated. Because the Code gives discretion in the length of the protest period,
allowing between 21 and 60 days from the notice of hearing, based on the level of interest in the
annexation proposal, staff fecommends that the protest period be as close to 60 days as practicable.

The March 2 Report provides ali departmental reports, The County Assessor reported that the net assessed
value of the Coastal Annexation Area is $3,570,487,630, the Election Division’s reported a registered
voter count of 16,077 and the County Planning Diviston reported an estimated population of 29,000.
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Fiscal Impact: .

As a regional district that would not receive a portion of the 1% property tax that is distributed to the
‘County, City of Half Moon Bay, school districts and special districts in the annexation area, annexation in
itself does not impact any of the agencies included in the annexation area. As noted in the March 2
‘Report, it is acquisition and not annexation that would affect property.tax revenue and service demand for
existing agencies. If annexation were approved, fiscal impact would relate to subsequent acquisitions as-
privately owned land is acquired by the district and removed from the tax-roll. Likewise service cost
impacts such as_sheriff and emergency services are related to subsequent acquisitions and district
“operation of visitor serving preserves. S :

As covered in more detail in the March 2 Executive Officer’s Report and the District’s fiscal analysis,
fiscal impacts are estimates and the actual fiscal impact will depend upon the value-of land acquiréd and
the tax rate area in which the property is located. It is important to note that the District’s Plan for Service
indicates that 80% of acquisitions will be land acquited from another land preservation agency o -
organization that has already qualified the property for tax exempt status and has removed the property
from the tax roll. Therefore, the fiscal analysis is based on approximately 20% or 2,360 acres of the
proposed 11,800 acres acquired by the District’s over the first fifteen years following annexation being
removed from the tax roll. The District clearly states that because property will be-acquired by willing
sellers only, it is not possible to determine which properties will be acquired, at what point in the service
plan property will be acquired or what the value of the property. Therefore fiscal analysis, whether based
on sample properties or an individual property identified as a likely acquisition, is an estimate of potential
revenue loss to affected agencies and actual fiscal impact resulting from property being removed from the
tax roll will depend upon assessed value of the propetty as shown on the tax roll, tax rate area in which
property is located and the tax rate of each agency receiving a share of the 1% property tax..

More simply put, private property is assessed at 1% of assessed value and the 1% prpoperty tax is then
distributed to the agencies located in the tax rate area containing the property. So, for every $100,000 of
privately owned land acquired by the District, the combined property tax revenue to agencies within the
specific tax rate area would be diminished by $1,000 per vear. It is also important to note that Revenue
and Tax Code provisions governing granting of tax exempt status stipulate that the property tax exempt
status is based on the value of the land on the tax roll, not the purchase price. Both methods of analysis
therefore are based on the assessed value of properties shown on the assessor’s roll and not the acquisition
price that would be paid by MROSD. Both methods assume a growth in assessed value of 2% per vear.

- Since the March 2 Executive Officer’s Report, MROSD _ﬁ_as entered into agreemeﬁts with both the County
of San Mateo for fire protection and the La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District which mitigate
fiscal impacts related to future acquisitions. - o ' - .

Representation;

The March 2 Executive Officer’s report responded to concern that the MROSD service plan and
annexation application did not provide adequate means for representation of residents of the coastal
annexation area following annexation. The report explained that, by law the District is divided into 7
wards of equal population with a director elected from within each ward. Because an annexation of the
coastal area would require that MROSD redistrict to include the annexation area, MROSD considered and
adopted a resqlution establishing a public participation process for reapportionment of the District’s ward
boundaries to include the coastal annexation area. This resolution, adopted by MROSD on February 25,
2004, sets a procedure by which the District would prepare up to four alternative redistricting scenarios
cansistent with State law that would provide for extension of one to four wards into the coastal
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annexation drea. The resoluition also sets forth that the District would conduct public workshops to present -
- and receive input from constituents in the coastal annexation area. '

The MROSD Plan for Service includes a provision for District Board meetings on the Coastside for major
decisions affecting thie Coast, local advisory committess, and mandatory notification of vatious
government, non-profit, and private organizations and individuals. Because each land nse management
~ plan, policy update, acquisition project and planning of capital improvement project is subject to full
review by the District Board (Page 23 of service plan), a recommended condition that could further -
enhance public participation and representation in the Coastal Annexation Area is that the MROSD Board
amend the District’s rules of procedure to include a provision that meetings of the District Board and/or
subcommittees concerning land use management plans, policy updates, acquisition projects and planning
of capital improvement projects concerning the Coastside annexation area territory shall be held in the
coastal annexation area.. : ' - ‘

" Good Neighbor Policy

In response to comments from Pescadero Municipal Advisory Counci] and other groups and individuals,
the March 2 Report discussed the need for MROSD to develop a more comprehensive Good Neighbor
Policy. The District’s existing policy deals in general terms with the day-to-day activities and long term
planning activities.as they relate to MROSD interaction with neighboring property owners. Based on
subsequent discussions with the District and on public testimony, LAFCo staff recommends that a
condition of annexation be that the District adopt a plan for amending their Good Neighbor Policies to
include the following components which in many cases are included in the District’s Plan for Service:

1. The District shall insiitute appropriate forms of representation so that District planning and decision-
malking relating to the Coastside Annexation Area includes the input of Coastside residents.

2. The District shall establish advisory committees, task forces or work groups as needed to develop or
review specific policies or plans. :

3. To ensure that local viewpoints are considered in oll significant District planning and decision-
making relating to the Coastside Protection Areq, the Disirict shall consult with local elected
officials, government agencies, and government-sponsored organizations within ihe Coastside
Protection Arvea including, but not limited to the Midcoast Commumnity Council, Pescadero Municipal
Advisory Council, Half Moon Bay City Council and their elected bodies.

4. To further ensure recommendations representing local involvement are considered in District
planning and decision-making relating to the Coastside Annexation Areq, the District shall dirvectly
notify communiiy-interest groups, non-profit land trusts, elected officials, and other interested
organizations about District Board meetings ‘or other public meetings that involve subjects relating to
the District’s activities within the Coastside Protection Area.

5. In addition to adopted and legally required noticing, the District shall notify owners of contiguous
properties about public meetings where property acquisitions in the Coastside Annexation Area or
any significant use or improvements proposed on Disirict-owned lands in the Coastside Protection
Area are considered. : :

6. Because each land use management plam, policy update, acquisition project and significant capital
improvement project is subject to full veview by the District Board (Page 23 of service, plan),
meetings of the Disirict Board and/or subcommittees on such matters concerning Coastside
annexation area tervitory shall be held in the coastal annexation area. (The District may wish to
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schedule such meetings so that meetings ave held in a regular manner such as every third meez‘mg is
held in the Coastal Annexation Area.}

The District shall provide private property signs where appropriate and pfovide trail users
information regarding private property boundaries and to prohibit trespass to minimize

. public/private use conflicts and trespassing. The District shall clearly sign trails adjacent to active

10.

11.

12.

13.

agriculture and provide trail users with information regarding property boundaries to minimize
trespassing and conﬂ icts with agricultural users. .

The Jollowing measures will be mcluded in every future Use and Management Plan for parcels within
the Coastside Annexation Area:

a. -In areas where trail routes are immediately adjacent to private property, fencing shall be
employed as necessary to deter users from leaving the trail. Specific fence, gate, and crossing
designs will be determined in consultations with adjacent aﬁ’ected property owner(s) al the

. Use and Management Plan stage.

b. Al new trails/facilities will be sited away from the edges of new preserves to the greatest
extent possible. All new trails/facilities will be designed to preserve existing vegetation
within new preserves and at the property lines so that views of land 1ises in adjacent’ .
residential properties would be minimized. :

¢. Trails shall be sited a minimum distance of 300 feet from occupzed dwellings unless site-
specific circumstances make this infeasible. Where a 300-foot setback is not Sfeasible, trails
shall be set back a minimum distance of 50 feet. Potential noise and privacy impacts must be
evaluated for any subsequent District action and shall be reduced by berms, fencing,
landscaping and other feasible and compatible means, if necessary.

Upon completion of the annexation process and with public involvement through local groips, the
District shall conduct public heavings to develop its Basic Policies for the Coastside Annexation

- Area. These hearing shall address, at a minimum, the following topics: public participation; resource

management,; public access; recreational use; public safety, cultural resources; agriculture ana’
timber production; interagency relationships; and public information.

As noted in 6 above, all proposed Coastside Protection Area policies shall be considered by the full
Board of Directors at public meetings held in the Coastside Protection Area.

A District staff liaison will be assigned to the Coastal Annexation Area to work with local residents,
property owners, government, and inierest groups in developing recommendations to the District
Board of Directors :

The Legislative, Finance and Public Affairs Committee, a Standing Committee of the Board, shail at
an annual public meeting review the Good Neighbor Policy and its implementation and effectiveness.
The Good Neighbor Policy shall be amended as necessary to ensure the best possible relatzonsth
between the District and its neighbors. :

The District shall develop a Good Neighbor Brochure and shall update it regularly and distribute it
to properiy owners with land adjoining district Dreserves. The Brochure shall contain the following
information: ‘

Emergency contact information for District and other agencies by nature of emergency 0‘51 e,
Jlooding, medzcal zllegal activiy, abandoned vehicles, efc )
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2. District contact for resource management (weed abatemenr Jeral animal control, festoration and
. revegetation, etc,)
3. District contact for fire and hazard prevention (fuel managemenr information regarding fi resafe
practices, fallen or hazardous trees, etc,)
Disirict contact for conflicts between neighbors and Preserve visitors (irespass, parking, noise, etc.)
District contact for general questions regarding use and management of Preserves
 How to make a suggestion or file a complaint regarding use and management of District Preserves or
the District's operation in general (phone, write, e-mail, in person) -
¢ Management and Board of Direciors contact information
o Website mailbox
o Office hours and location
»  Board meeting dates and times

AN

Ombudsperson

In addition to ﬂle above noted Good Neighbor Policy provisions, LAFCo staff recommends that District
Board create an appointed position of ombudsperson to evaluate Ob_}BCtIVBly both sides of properly owner
or affected party dispute with the District.

Project Alterﬁatives and Alternative Boundaries

As requlred by the California Environmental Quahty Act and Government Code Section 56668, Chapter
V of the District’s Draft EIR examines “no-praject” alternatives and alternate geographic areas as
alternatives for the sphere amendment and annexation. The March 2 Report discusses alternative
boundaries which include: inclusion of the entire Coastal Area in the MROSD sphere of influence but
annex territory in the following geographic areas: Northern Watersheds only, Skyline Upper Sub-area
only, Skyline Upper Watersheds and Northern Watersheds only, Skyline Upper and Southern Watersheds
together, Inclusion of the Southern Watershed only is not considered because this area is not contignous -
to current district boundaries and therefore not el1g1ble for annexation. These watershed areas can be
viewed in Map 17 of the Draft EIR.

Several comments received since the March 2 Report snggest that the District be permitted to acquire Jand
in the Coastal arca and then annex only what is acquired. Staff addressed this concern in the supplemental
report of March 16, 2004, noting that District enabling legislation, specifically Public Resources Code
Section 5572 states: "The boundaries of any district may be altered and new contiguous territory annexed,
incorporated and included and made a part of the district." Since that report, it has been further suggested
that the District amend its enabling legislation to allow the District to acquire and annex non-~contiguous
territory. Not only is this suggestion inconsistent with the purpose of a “regional” open space district and
with general LAFCo policies encouraging logical boundaries and discouraging “island” annexations, it
would eliminate the ability of affected property owners and residents to influence District decision
making since because they would not be constituents of the District, would not be eligible to vote for
District Board Members and would not be eligible to run for election to the District Board. This -
suggestion also directly conflicts with concerns for the need for adequate representation.

Municinal Service Review

Mmuclpal service review as required by Government Code Section 56430 is an analysm of public -
services in which determinations are made regarding adequacies or deficiencies in service, cost
effectiveness and efficiency, government structure options and local accountability. Section 56430}
requires that in order to. prepare and to update spheres of influence in accordance with Section 56425, the
Cominission shall conduct a service review of the municipal services provided in the county or other
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appropriate area. In this case, the service review examines open space services provided within district
boundaries and in the proposed annexation area. The following analysis ﬂlﬂl efore focuses on MROSD
and on 1:11e nine detelmmatlons required in Section 56430.

(1) Infrastructure needs or deficiencies.

MROSD states that there will be no need for extension of sewer, water or road infrastructure and that
properties acquued or managed by the District have very few or limited improvements such as unpaved
trails, trail signs, self-contained samta.ry facilities, and staging areas (gravel surface parking lots). Table 1
of the District’s respanse to the service review request form details the types of facilities available on
current district reserves.

- (2) Growth and population prejections for the affected area;

The District reports the population for the current District territory in San Mateo County is 241,696
based on Census 2000 and the population for current district boundaries in Santa Clara County
(excluding San Jose) is approximately 649,924, The District reports that based on the Association of
Bay Area Governments (ABAG) that between 2010 and 2025, the Cities of San Mateo, Redwood
City, Daly City and South San Francisco will lead the county in growth and that growth in more
remote parts of San Mateo County outside urbanized areas will come to a standstill by 2015, Staff
believes that the District is capable of providing services that can accommodate the growth and
population projections for the affected territory and the region as a regional open space district. The
District states that as the population grows within District boundaries and the region, the need for
programs protecting open space and pr0v1dmg for low-intensity recreation will also increase.

Growth Projections: Association of Bay Area Government (ABAG) “Projections 2004”;

, 2000, 2010 2020
San Mateo Co. 707,161 756,400 813,300
Santa Clara Co. 1,682,585 1,887,400 2,089,400

(3) Financing constraints and opportunities _

The District rcports that the adopted service plan for the coastal annexation area is based on using
existing revenues and that no new tax is proposed. The District’s primary revenue source is a share of
the 1% property tax, approximately 1.7 cents per $100 of assessed property value and that these
revenues will be augmented with grants and gifts. The service plan proposes that in years 1 to 5
grants and gifts will be the primary source of funding for acquisition. The District identifies likely
opportunities for funding opportunities including California Farmland Conservancy Program, State
Grants and Bonds. The District states that anmy firture tax would be subject to voter approval and that
the District would first work with local interests to 1dent1fy a fundlug measute that could be submitted
for voter approval. The District plan for service and service review questionnaire cite opportunities
for collaboration with San Mateo County Farmn Bureau, San Mateo- County Resource Conservatmn
District and other public and private agencies: regal ding

(4) Cost avoidanee opportunities.

Comments from MROSD:

The Distriet identifies the following agencies that prowde services e1the1 in Dlstrlot boundanes or in
the Coastal Annexation Area.
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Agency Type of Service Within Within Coastal
District Annexation
Area
Nat’l Park Service Resource Conservation, env. X
G.G.NRA. Education, trails, day & overnight '
recreation .
U.S. Fish & Wildlife - Habitat Protection, env. Education, | X
Don Edwards SF Bay Trails, low-impact recreation
National Wildlife Refuge ‘ -
State of California Coastline Access, resource X X
Parks & Recreation conservation, trails, day & overnight
‘recreation, campgrounds, toilets &
parking
San Mateo County Dept. Coastline Access, resource X X
of Parks & Recreation | conservation, trails, high- and low-
‘ ' intensity recreation, day & overnight
‘recreation; campgrounds, toilets &
: -| parking : 7 S
Peninsula Open Space Private Land Conservation X X
Trust . . :
State of CA Dept. of Fish | Resource Conservation and land X X -
and Game management programs, [imited '
: public access ‘ :
Santa Clara County Parks . | Regional Parks, Open Space, trails, X
& Reereation - high-and low-intensity recreation
day and overnight recreation,
: ' specialty recreation areas .
City of San Jose Parks & | Regional parks as well as traditional X
Recreation urban park and recreation areas
City of Palo Alto Nature Preserves and low-intensity X
Community Services — recreation as well as traditional -
Recreation, Open Space urban park and recreation areas
and Sciences ‘

The District comments that MROSD services are intended to complement the activities of existing
providers and to that extent will avoid duplication of costs in terms of land acquisition, planning and
management. The District states that District services. in the annexation area will result in a positive
effect on resources and that the extension of District boundaries to include the Coastside will allow
the Districtto work with other service providers, will have no net effect on the services the District
provides within current boundaries, will complemerit open space preservation activities of the City of
Half Moon Bay and that there are no special district which provide open space services in the coastal

annexation area.

(5) Oppertunities for rate restructuring ‘

Comments from MROSD:

Not applicable.

Note: MROSD does not charge park entrance fees.

8
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(6) Opportunities for shared facilities.

The District has provided a listing of several shared facilities or agreements with other agencies in
-San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties. Cases in San Mateo County include conservation easement at
Edgewood County Park and Ravenswood Preserve, co-ownership with GGNRA in the Coastal
Annexation Area and revocabls trail permit with City & County of San Francisco. The Disirict
reports that it works with other public recreation and open space providers, conservation agencies,
non-profit land trusts and community organizations and will seek opportunities for preservation of
regionally significant resources. ' ' : - ‘

(7)  Gevernment structure options, including advantages and disadvantages of consolidation
~ orreorganization of service providers. :

The District states that agencies identified above are distinct types of organizations with different
enabling legislation, different ranges of services and that there is no opportunity for consolidation or
reorganization. Staff concurs that based on the wide range of agencies providing open space and the
fact that they have varying enabling legislation and mission, there is no opportunity for consolidation
or reorganization. B S : '

Staff notes that alternative organizational structures in other counties include county governed open
space districts that are coterminous with county boundaries. Staff believes that based on
recommendations from the open space and land preservation community both locally and regionally,
inclusion of the coastal annexation area in the MROSD boundaries is the means to have one agencies
provide open space preservation on a regional basis. Staff would also note that a clear advantage of
independent special districts is that they focus on a single mission such as open space and agricultural
proeservation whereas general-purpose government by definition must provide a wide array of
services. ' - o

(8) Evaluaﬁon of management efficiencies.

The District reports that it has a total of 79 full-time positions and that if annexation is approved, one full-
time land management staff person would be provided for every 1,720 acres of land purchased in fee or
under management contract, that one full-time planning or administrative position would be added at the
outsef to manage the annexation area, that one additional full-time position would be added for every
3,440 acres of land acquired in fee or under contract, and an additional full-time position would be
created for every 5,160 acres of conservation easement,

(9) Local accountability and governance.

The District is camposed of seven wards or geographic areas, of approximately equal population
(approximately 100,000 people). One director elected to a four-year term of office by voters within the
geographic area represents each ward, The District holds regular meetings on the second and fourth
Wednesday of the month at 7:30 p.m. and special board meetings are conducted as needed. The Board
also has standing committees which include: Administration and Budget; Legislative, Finance & Public
Affairs; Use and Management Committee; and Acquisition and Real Property Committee. The District
publishes a quarterly newsletter, maintains a website at www.openspace.org and distributes Budget Data
which is also available in the quarterly newsletter, The District also maintains a subscriber mailing list of
over 70 individuals. The District also has a public notification policy to inform surrounding landowners
and interested members of the public of acquisitions, grant applications and land use planning projects
and the public notification policy supplements public notice required by law. As noted above, the District

9
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would, upon annexation, implement appropriate forms of representation including redistricting of wards
to include the coastal annexation arca that best reflects the desired ward configuration of coastal residents,
government agencies and government-sponsored agencies. Accountability and governance could be
improved by amending the good neighbor policies to include the provisions noted above.

" Sphere of Influence

Sphiere of influence is defined in Government Code Section 56425 as a plan for the probable physical. -
boundary and service area of a local agency or municipality. Section 56425 states: (a) In order to carry
out its purposes and responsibilities for planning and shaping the logical and orderly development and
coordination of Jocal governmental agencies so as to advantageously provide for the present and future
needs of the county and its communities, the commission shall develop and determine the sphere of
influence of each local governmental agency within the county and enact policies designed to promote the
logical and orderly development of areas within the sphere. In determining the sphere of influence of each
local agency, the commission shall consider and prepare a written statement of its determinations with

respect to each of the following: o -

(1) The present and planned land uses in the area, including agricultural and open-space lands.
(2) The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.
(3) The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency provides or
is authorized to provide. ‘ _
(4) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the commission
_determines that they are relevant to the agency.

Sphere of Influence Considerations

Territory may only be annexed to a city or special district if annexation is consistent with the sphere of
influence of the subject agency. Staff believes that the comments from other public and private open
space, parks and tand conservation agencies and organizations and on the municipal service review
support inclusion of the Coastal Annexation Area in the MROSD sphere of influence. The following
summarizes sphere considerations that could be adopted by the Commission in amending the district’s
sphere. :

(1) The present and planned Iand uses in the area, including agricultural and open-épace lands.

Territory within MROSD boundaries consists of urbanized residential, comumercial, industrial and open
space uses, In the coastal annexation area approximately 80% of land area is agricultural, rangelaid or
forest. While somie areas are projected to experience more development and growth than ofhers, the need
for need for open space and agricultural preservation will continue. ‘

~ (2) The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area.

While there are 2 number of local and state public agencies and private organizations providing public
recreation and land preservation services in the coastal annexation area these agencies have limited
resources and varying goals and missions. There is currently no single agency that focuses on open space
and agricultral preservation in the Coastal Annexation Area. The need for public facilities in the coastal
annexation area is limited. However, there is agreement from local, state and regional public and private
open space and conservation organizations that open space and agricultural preservation is needed in the
coastal annexation area now and in the future. '

(3)‘ The present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the agency
provides or is authorized to provide. '

10
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The District’s plan for service and fisoal analysis indicates that the District has the capacity fo expand
services to the annexation area without impacting services within current district boundaries.

(4) The existence of any social or economic communities of interest in the area if the
commission determines that they are relevant to the agency.

The Coastal Annexation Area represents the County of San Mateo’s agricultural district and a key
biological and natural resource regionally and statewide. As such the area represents the County’s
agricultural community and is of significance economically on a county and regional basis.

Factors to be considered in review of an annexation pursuant te Section 56668

The following is an analysis of the applicable factors to be considered by the Commission in the review of -
a proposal as required by Government Code-Section 56668. Unlike sphere of influence determinations,
the commmission is not required to make any express findings concerning these factors. For clarity -
paragraph numbers from Section 56668 have been added. '

(a) Popuiation, population density; land area and land use; per capita assessed valuation: topography,

patural boundaries, and drainage basins; proximity to other populated areas; the likelihood of significant

growth in the area, and in adjacent incorporated and unincorporated areas, during the next 10 vears

As noted above, the territory proposed for annexation covers 220 square miles, a wide range of land use
designations and has an estimated population of 29,000. As a regional open space district, population
data includes ABAG Projections 2002 for San Mateo County in the following table:

-1 2000 . 2010 2015 2020 2025
{707,161 754,600 775,900 795,100 §13,300

In San Mateo ABAG projects that between 2010 and 2025, the Cities of San Mateo, Redwood City, East
Palo Alto, Daly City and South San Francisco will lead the county in growth with over 40% of the
County’s household growth during this period. ABAB projections do not provide an estimate of the areas
designated as the “Coastal Annexation Area”. However, using the same growth rate projections from
ABAG applied to the current population estimate for the Coastal Annexation Area, by 2025 the estimated
population of the coastal annexation area is 35,103, .

In regard to drainage basins, Page I'V-H-1 of the MROSD Coastal Armexation EIR identifies the rural
‘watersheds in the Coastal Annexation Area and Map 14 in the Draft EIR illustrates the watersheds and

. rivers/creeks,

{b) Need for organized community services; the present cost and adequacy of governmental services and

controls in the area; probable future needs for those services and controls; probable effect of the proposed
annexation, or exclusion and of alternative courses of action on the cost and adeguacy of services and

- controls in the area and adjacent areas

Organized community resources related to open space and agricultural preservation are needed to the
extent that there is no single agency that provides for land management and public access in addition to
land acquisition consistently throughout the Coastal Annexation Area. While there is a demmonstrated need
to expand services such as apen space and agricultural preservation, maintenance and public access, such
services are limited to current service levels and limited resources of an array of existing agencies with

11




LAFCo File 03-10
April 2, 2004

varying goals and revenue sources. The proposed coagtal annexation and plan for service provides for a
comprehensive, regional plan subject to controls and regulations in the County’s General Plan and Local
Coastal Program. -

() the effect of the proposed action and of alternative actions, on adjacent areas. on mutual so-cial and

economic interests, and on the local governmental structure of the county . -

There is general agreement indicated in the record that acquisitions by MROSD following annexation will
provide for protection of agricultural and open space lands which will be a benefit to the County’s
agricultural cornmunity and district. In this respect, the proposed annexation would be beneficial to
residents of the proposed annexation area as well as areas currently within district boundaries by
providing a comprehensive, regional open space and agricultural preservation program and providing
representation for communities served by the District. While the fiscal analysis indicates that acquisition
will result in reduction of property tax revenue for agencies containing the acquired land, the annexation
in itself presents a long-term plan for resource management consistent with the General Plans of the
County of San Mateo and City of Half Moon Bay tha.t will be of benefit to the area and the agncultural
economy and the County as a whole. : ‘

{d) The conformity of both the proposal and its anticipated effects with both adopted Commission policies

on nroviding planned, orderly, efficient patterns of urban develooment and the policies and prlorltles set
forth in Section 56377 :

This factor concerns annexations that could reasonably be expected to induce, facilitate or lead to

canversion of existing open space lands to uses otler than open-space uses. This factor does not applyto -

this application.

(€) The effect of the proposal on 1na111tammg the physical and econolmc u1tegg ity of agricultural lands, as
defined by Government Code Section 56016

As noted in the MROSD response to comments above, preservation of economically viable agriculture is
a major component of the Coastside Protection Program. The EIR concluded that there would be no
significant impact to agricultural resources and the Service Plan contains a number of policies to protect |
agriculture and includes all the m1i:1gat1on measures recommended for adoption in the EIR. Based on

. mitigation measutes included in the service plan, 4 memorandum of understanding between MROSD and
the Farm Bureau that would include input from the Farm Bureau in MROSD agricultural related .
activities, the Farm Bureau supports annexation as a tool that will protect the physical and econmmc
integrity of agriculture in the County.

(f) The definiteness and certainty of the boundaries of the territory, the nonconformance of Droposed '

boundaries with lines of assessment or ownership, the creation of islands or corridors of unincorporated
territory, and other similar matters affectmg the proposed boundaries

The proposed boundaries of the annexation are clearly defined and do not create islands or corridors of
unserved territory. -

() Consistency with City and Coun:rx General Plan:

The proposed plan for service, p011c1es and gu1delmes are consistent with the City of Half Moon Bay and
County General Plan Policies concerning open space and agriculture. Apphcable County General Plan
Policies are cited in the March 2, 2004 Executive Officer’s Report.
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{h) The sphere of influence of any locaI agency that may be applicable o the proposal being reviewed

The proposed sphere amendment and annexation does not conflict w1th the spheres of influence of other
affected agencies. :

(1) The comments of any affected local agency _

As noted previously, the District’s annexation application with a request for comment was distributed to
all cities and special districts, affected county departments, municipal advisory councils and interested
individuals. LAFCo has received extensive comment from publle agencies concerning this application -
with the primary concem being fiscal impact as the District acquires privately owned lands that are
subsequently removed from the tax roll. -

(3) The ability of the receiving entity to provide the services which are the subiect of the application to

- the area, including the sufficiency of revenues for those services following the proposed boundary

change

As noted on Page 5 of the March 2, 2004 Executive Officer’s Report and detailed in the MROSD Fiscal
Analysis, the fiscal analysis indicates that the estimated operating expenses for the Coastal Annexation
Area and the District’s cash flow projections for the 15-year basic service plan period indicate that the
District is likely to have adequate financial resources to fund the coastal annexatlon and aequ131t1011
program without 11npae13ng emstmg programs or 1ts eash reserves.

(k) Timely Availability of Water supplies

MROSD’s appheatmn and plan for serv1ce proposes no new water service other than a future ﬁeld

office/maintenance facility. ‘
(1) The extent to which the proposal will affect a city or cities and the county in achieving their

_ respective shares of the regional housmg needs as determined by the Assocmtlon of Bay Area
Govermnents :

The MROSD plan for service indicates that the majority of lands acquired will have little or no
development and that in cases where an acquired property includes an 111hab1table residence, MROSD
has provisions for retention of viable housing.

{m) Any information or comments from the Iandom1er Or OWhers

The Commission has received extensive comments supporting and opposing the annexatlon application
from public agencies, private organizations and individuals from within the annexation area, within
current MROSD boundaries and from the greater Bay Area, Copies of these letters have been provided to
the Commission. In addition, the Commission received approximately nine hours of public testimony
including comments from land owners,

{n) Any information relating to existing land use designations

Land use designations in the Coastat Annexation Area are detailed on Page 3 of the March 2, 2004
Executive Officer’s report. The application is consistent with existing land use designations.

36668.3 (1) Whether the proposed annexation will be for the interest of landowners or present or future

inhabitants within the district and within the territory proposed to be annexed to the district

' i3
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“Expansion of Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District boundaries to include the coastal armexation
area as proposed would provide for long-term open space and agricultural preservation and public access
program by a single public agency as well as representation for residents in the affected area, which are.
not available through programs offered by private, non-profit organizations in the area. Expansion of
service to provide a comprehensive program will be of benefit to both residents in the annexation area as

_well as résidents within current district boundaries by enhancing opportunities for preservation of open
space and agriculture on a regional basis.

56668.3 (4) Any resolution raising (_)bjectio_ns to the proposed annexation.

No such resolutions have been received by the Commission.

Environmental Review

- In June of 2003 the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District, acting as lead agency under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), certified the “San Mateo County Coastal Annexation
Final Environmental Impact Report”. Environmental review included analysis of impacts related to
expanding the District’s sphere of influence and annexation to include the Coastal Area of San Mateo
County on a program level and analyzed activities such as land acquisition and management of open -
space and agricultural lands. If annexation is approved, the District would be subject to the provisions of
CEQA in subsequent activities such as land acquisition and development of trails or other related

_activities. The EIR also considered the no project alternative as well as alternative boundaries. The
District adopted mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts and found that the San Mateo Coastal
Sphere of Influence Amendment and Annexation would not have significant impacts on the environment.

As responsible agency under CEQA, the Commission must certify that it has considered the EIR prepared .
by the MROSD in making your determination on this application. As a Program E.LR.; the San Mateo
Coastal Annexation Draft and Final E.LR. adequately discuss the environmental impacts related to the-
MROSD plan for providing service and potential impacts related to annexation. Staff believes that the
Commission can find that annexation will not intfoduce any new considerations with respect to this ELR.
and that future projects such as acquisitions, trail and staging development on district acquired land, as
they become known, will be subject to environmental review as they are developed by MROSD.

As the Commission is aware, there is pending litigation challenging the E.LR. In the event the adequacy
of an EIR is being litigated, CBQA expressly requires a responsible agency to assume that the challenged
EIR is valid. As aresponsible agency for the San Mateo Cdastal Annexation, San Mateo LAFCO is-
bound by the requirements of Public Resources Code section 21167.3(b). This-section requires that
where an action is commenced challenging the adequacy of an EIR, "responsible agencies shall assume
that the environmental impact report or negative declaration for the project does comply with [CEQA]
~ and shall approve or disapprove the project according to the timetable for agency action." Thus, San
Mateo LAFCO must follow its normal procedures of review to determine whether to approve or
disapprove a proposal regardless of whether there is a challenge to the EIR submitted with the District's

. annexation application.

Recommendation

As noted in the March 2 Executive Officer’s Report, the stated legislative intent for LAFCo is to exercise
powers in a manner that encourages and provides for orderly development and efficient delivery of
services with appropriate consideration of preservation of open space and agricultural lends. Processing of
this application and the Commission’s direction to hold hearings in the annexation area with-additional
meetings has provided for extensive oral and written testimony addressing many issnes and emphasizing:
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potential fiscal impact from the annexation; the importance of maintaining viable agriculture on San
Matec County’s Coast; providing for representation; providing assurance that if annexation is approved,
eminent domain is permanently removed from MROSD powers in the Coastal Annexation Area; and
concerns regarding the MROSD good neighbor pohcy

I response, MROSD has: entered info an agreement with San Mateo County to address fiscal and service
impacts related to fire protection on District acquired lands and an agreement with La Honda Pescadero
School District to address fiscal impacts related to District acquisitions; entered into a memorandum of
understanding with the San Mateo County Farm Bureau to address ways the District can work with the
Farm Burean to maintain viable agriculture as lands are acquired; and adopted = plan for redistricting to
include input from Coastside residents to assure that if approved, ward configuration would promote
representation on the coast. Also, as part of negotiations with the San Mateo County Farm Bureau, the
District sponsored legislation (AB1195) that would permanently eliminate the District’s power of eminent
domain in the annexation area. The Governor has since signed the bill, which became effoctive
immediately.

As to Good Neighbor Policies, pages 4 to 6 above contain recommended amendments to the District’s
Good Neighbor Policies and a provision for an Ombudsperson that would address concerns expressed to
the Commission concerning District relations with neighboring property owness.

Staff believes that the service review, sphere of influence determinations, information concerning the
factors fo be considered by the Commission and recommended conditions of approval support approval of
the MROSD Coastal sphere amendment and annexation’

Recommended Commission Action. by Motion:

By motion, certify that the Commission has co11s1dered the EIR prepared by MROSD in ma.kmg your
determmatxon on this apphcatzon

Recommended Commission Action, by Resolution: _

By Resolution, accept the Municipal Service Review Determinations prepared by staff and contained in
this report, adopt the statement of determinations concerning the sphere of influence amendment
contained in this report, approve LAFCo File 03-10 —Proposed Annexation of Coastal San Mateo
County to the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District with the conditions contained in this report,
direct the Executive Officer to conduct protest proceedings pursuant to Government Code Section 57000
et seq. with the protest period being as close to sixty days as practicable.

__Bespectﬁﬂly Submitted,

 Martha Poyatos
Executive Officer
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Attachments:
Attachment A:
Attachment B:

Attachment C:
Attachment D;

Attachmént E:

Attachmeni F:

Attachment G:

March 2, 2004 Executive Officer’s Report

Summary table of comment letters received thru 3/31/04 and distributed to the
Commission

‘MROSD responses and submittals

Farm Burean Memorandum of Understanding, Agreements Wlth County of San Mateo &

La Honda Pescadero School District -

Resolution establishing a public participation process for reappornomnent of the Dlstl 1ct’ s
ward boundaries to include coastal annexation area. -

Additional Comment Letters

Recommended Conditions of Approval
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March 2,2004 -
To: '_ L Membérs,’ Eélmation‘Cémjnission’ -
From: ) ijél_lftgll_a.Poyatos, Executive Dfﬁg:er '
Subject: LAFCo File 03-10—Proposed Sphere-of Influence Amendment of the Midpeninsula
.~ Regional Open Space District and Annexation of the San Mateo County Coastal Area
(140,000 Acres) o ' o ' R
Summalj | e

As proviously reported, in October of 2003, the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (MROSD)

applied to LARCo to amend their sphere of influence and boindaries to includs 140,000 acres (219 square

miles) of coastal San Mateo County in order to preserve open space and agricultural lands in the coastal -

area. This action followed.circulation of a draft and final environmental impact report, service plan and -
" fiscal analysis and a series of meetings held by MROSD in the annexation area (Please see chronology-

" Attachment A). The sphere of inflience and anniexation requests requires that the Commission take
several actions: 1) conduct a municipal service review pursuant to Government Code Section 56430; 2)
consider amendment of the District’s sphere of influence pursuant to Section 56425; and 3) consider
amendment of the District’s boundaries to include the coastal annexation area. If dpproved it is also
requested that the Commission provide direction to staff on time period for protest. Also, as responsible
agency under the California Environmental Quatity Act (CEQA), San Mateo LAFCo must rely on the
MROSD Coastal Annexation ELR. and meke findings relating to LAFCo consideration of the project.

-

. Backeround/Project Deseription

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District is an independent special district that acquires and manages
open space-lands in Santa Clara, San Mateo and Santa Cruz Counties. The majority of the district’s
territory is located in Santa Clara County. Boundaries in San Mateo County include Hast Palo Alto
through San Carlos and surrounding nnincorporated territory up to and along the Skyline Ridge. The
District receives a small share of the 1% property tax within their bounidaries. MROSD enabling -
legislation is Public Resources Code Section 5500 et seq. and permits the District to develop and maintain
a system of public parks, playzrounds, golf courses, beaches, trails; nattral areas, scological and cpen
space preserves, parkways, scenic drives, boulevards and other facilities for public recreation. MROSD’s
focus is on open space preservation including facilities and trails for passive recreation, mainly hiking
including links to regional trails. The District’s Plan for Services for the Coastal Annexation Area also

- includes an agricultural component and district activities include watershed and habitat protection and
Tesource conservation. | ' o S

The District’s proposal is for a sphere of influence amendment and anmexation of Coastal San Mateo
County from the Santa Cruz border to the southern border of Pacifica totaling 140,000 acres. (Please see’

. map, Attachment A}. The District has certified an EIR that analyzes the potential impacts of the
annexation and inchides a plan for providing services and fiscal study covering the first 15 years
following annexation. The plan for service proposes acquiring approximately 12,000 acres of the total
140,000 acre annexation area over the initial fifteen years, Annexation is proposed without taxation at this
time and the District proposes using current resources as well as grants & gifts to acquire lands'and
existing revenues to operate in the annexation area. The district states that at some time in the future, they
may propose & voter approved funding measure, e ' -
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In preparing the dreft and final ELR., the-environmental review process has taken over one year and
involved extensive meetings by the d1str1ot at their offices in L.og Altos and in the coastal annexation area.
In addition to the meetings held by the District, Supomsm Rich Gordon chaired the costal advisory
comtnitfee consisting of stakeholders from the coast, which met over several months to address
landowner concerns on the pr oposed annoxatlon in partlcular eminent domain, The result of that process
was that the District included a provision in their plan for service for the annexation area that would
-prohibit use of eminent domain, Attachment Bi isa chronology of activities- relafed to the aunexanon -

' apphoatlon

Process: MROSD’s resolution of application was submlttod to San Mateo LAFCo in October of 2003 and
San Mateo LAFCo subsequently collected data and comments from affected agencies and parties, and -
refarred the application to Santa Clara.and Santa Criz LAFCos for recommendation. Both Santa Clara &
‘Santa Cruz LAFCos adopted. reoommondatlons that San Mateo LAFCo approve the sphere amendment
and annexation, San Mateo LAFCo is now scheduled to hold noticed public hearfiigs on March 9 in Half
Moon Bay and March 17 in Redwood City. At the hearing the Commission will consider a staff report,
oral and written comment from interested individuals and agencies, Senta Clara and Santa Cruz 1 LAF Co
recommendations and make a decision about the sphere arid annexation. The Comnussm]l may approve
. approve with mnendments, approve with condmons, or dony the apphoatlou

If approved Sau Mateo LAFCo must hold a protest hoarmg in which laodowuors and voters from within
the annexation area may submit written protest. If less than 25% registered voter or less than 25% of
 landowners owning less than 25% of the assessed valte protest is received, annexation is completed. If
25% but less than 50% protest, an election is ordered and ma] jority voter approval i is loq_u:trod for
EIIJ.IIBXEIIDH to be complete, If over 50% protost annexation is terminated.

- Snmmarv of Agencv and Depal tmental Reports -

Upon recmpt of the D1str1ot’s apphcatmn LAFCo staff. forwarded the appllcatlon to affected agencies for
comment and collection’ of data pertinent fo the annoxatmn apphcatmn The followmg summnarizes initial

oommonts and, data provided.

County Assessor (Revised Feb 19, 2004) The pet asscssed Value of the. proposed annexation area is
$3,570,487.630 (compared to $3,597,598,947 o11g111a]ly roported) Urisecured Roll is reported at |
.$11,739,218 and State Ut111ty Roll is 1opo1‘tod at $163 493 The boundarlos of tho p1oposa1 do not d1v1de '

~ assessment parcels.’

© County Clerk: The numbol of mglstered Voters in the aunexa.tlon area as proposed is 16 077

. County Public Works: The territory of the proposed district consists of apploxmmtely 220 square tniles.
- A map and legal deseription is requlred by the State Board of Equalization prior to recordation of

certificate of completion if proposal is approved. Natural boundaries, drainage basins or othe1
topo graphlcal featuros Would not, affoct or be affeoted by the ploposal L
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Coumgg Planning Diyision: The estimated pupulatlon of the.pI oposed annexation area based on Census

Tracts 6135.01, 6135 .02 6136, 6137 and 6138 ig 29 000

County general plan land use designations range from gsneml open space, agri 1culture and public
. recreation to high density residential, commercial and industrial and are described more specifically on
Attachmerit A of the comment form of the San Mateo County Planning D1V1s1on Apphcable San Mateo "

. County General Plan policy provisions are:

Park ana' Rec:reation Resourézes Policies

i)

2)

Policy 6.10 genemlba encoumge.s' all providers to. locare passzve parkandr ecrearzon Jacilities in -
rural areds in order to protect and preserve environmentally sensifive and open space lands.

- Consider the following activities to be generally compatible with passive park and recreation

Jacilities such as campmg, hiking, picnicking, horseback rzdmg, and nature sz‘udy

Policy-6.12 calls to  preserve  the best agrzcultural land for agwculnn*al uses. On other lands

- capable of supporting agriculture, the policy calls to permit the location o park and vecreation

© facilities when efforts are made to lease land not needed for recreational prrposes to farm

4)

operations, and clearly deﬁned buffer.areas such as .s'trrp,s' of lond are establwhed between these
two uses. S :

FPalicy 6.35 calls for provzdef s of park and recreation faczlmes to cooperate and caordmare their
efforts to achieve efficient and @j’ecfzve park and recreation services whzck meet identy’ied needs

and avoid a’upl ication.

Polzcy 6.47 encourages the Mdpemnsula Régional Open Space District to acqu:re protect, and ..
make availaple for public use open space lands in rural areas and open space of regzonal o
significance in w'ban areds in coommhan wzrh San Marea Couniy -

[

" Rural Land Use Pohcze.s'-- '

)

Policy 9.35 a) encourages the continuation and expansion of exzstmg public recreation land uses
on nonagricultural lands, including but not limited to public beaches, parks, recreation areas,
wild areas, and irails. Policy 9.35 b) encourages the continuation and expamzon of agricultural
activities within the boundaries of public recreation lands. that are not in recreational use. Policy
9.35 ¢) encourages cooperation between public agencies and aajacent agricultural operations 5o
as io reduce inconvenience to agwculmmi’ operarors With the protection of the pubi’zc health

Ve,qetatzve Water Fish and Wildlife Resources Pal fcles

1) Policy 1.2 considers Vegeratwe, Water, Fish and Wildlife Resources which are
econoniically valuable as a priovity resource to be enhanced, utzlzzed managed and

mamtamed for rhe needs of presenr z:md ﬁu.‘ure generatzons '
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San Mateo County Parks & Recreation Division: The December 8 memorandum from Parks Director

"Mary Burns states that changes in the MROSD service plan have addressed concerns expressed ‘

previously regerding opportunities for collaboration on projects such as the County-wide Trail Plan. The

. memo states that in regard to potential fiscal impact, future state park bond revenue sharing formulas
require the County to share such funding with Ladera and Highland Recreation Districts and MROSD.
Expansion of MROSD boundaties would mlpa.ct the revenue shares to the County and Ladera & Highland

Recreation Districts. :

San Mateo County Sheriff- The Sheriff’s Office reports that areas annexed to MROSD may have some

- impact on services provided by the Sheriff’s Office. Potential impacts include vehicle burglary; increased
traffic and pofential increast in accident investigation, squatters and illegal growth an manufacture of

narcotics, The Sheriff’s Office reports that they are prepared to respond to any situation on MROSD

prop erty a.nd that however M[{DSD proparty that is fax exampt may | eﬁeot ﬁmdmg of such services.

San Mateo County Agrlcultural Commlssmner The Agri 1cu11:ura1 Cmmmssmner submitted comments on
December 4 which raised several concerns regarding the MROSD Service Plan and policies which were

. inconsistent with agricultural policies in the Courity’s General Plan or which seemed to place a priority on
recreation and open space uses over agriculture and possible incompatibility of open space uses adjacent
to agricultural uses. More recently, the Agricultural Commissioner indicates that a memorandum of

" understanding between MROSD and the Farm Bureau addresses concerns premoley raisad regarding
MROSD adopted pohcws as they relate to County agr 1cultural p011c1es

Summarv of comments from nther agencxes & or gamzatmns {copies of all Iettels delwered to

Comrmssmn)

.Ban Mateo County Farm Bureau: The Farmi Bureau submitted a comment letter received December 3, -
2003 which cited several concerns regarding potential impacts of the proposed annexation on agriculture,
A subsequent February 12, 2004 Farm Bureau letter states that the Farm Bureau is now able to support
the annexation following negotxatlons between MROSD and the Farm Buresu and a resulting
Memorandum of Understanding, in which among other actions, the District agrees to consult with the -
Farm Bureau on site-specific use and management plans and site-specific agricultural production plansin
the Coastal Annexation Area and agrees to sponsor speclal leglslatlon ehmmahng the, stmct s power of
‘e-mment domam mﬂle annexatlon area. .- -, ‘ S

Half Moon Bay and Pomt Montara Fire Districts: Both dlstrlcts {ransmitted letters statnlg thad: they do not

. believe enough information is available regarding’ potential fiscal impact and that because exact location
of properties proposed for acquisition is not known, the districts have norecommendation to the
Commission, The Fire Chief recommends that prior to acquisition of land, MROSD work with fire
agencies to develop plems that Would involve preplanning for ﬁre, ag well as calls for medlcal assmtance
and rescues, :

La Honda Fire B1'igade: The Fire Brigade’s December 13 letter states that the Brigade is a first and second
responder in conjunction with County Fire/California Dept. of Forestry (CDF) on the South Coast.
Volunteer Chief Larry W]jitney states that in order to continue to provide the sanie level of service to
residents while providing service to MROSD, it is requested that LAFCo include a mitigation measure of"
an agreement between MROSD and County Fire that would: pr ovide for payment to County Fire of fire
protection service equal to an amount County Fire would receive on non-tax exempt property; provide for
a fire engine o serve the ares; provide reimbursement for increased staffing levels 10 weekends each year -
in the event the D1str1ct acquires 5,500 acres in County F]Ie s Southeoast service area.



LAFCo File 03-10
March 2, 2004

San Mateo Countv Resource Conservation D1str1ct (RCD): RCD commented that there appear to be
" oppottunities to collaborate with MROSD that thele W111 be mmm:lal ﬁscal impact on RCD and that RCD

has no recommenda.tmn

San Mateo Courity Office of Education; The Office ¢f Educatlon expressed concern that propexty
acquired by MROSD and removed fiom the tax roll would have a negative fiscal impact on La Honda-

Pescadero School Umﬁed Distriot aud that the school dlstrlct could not afford to lose any revenues

La Honda-Pescadero School Unified District: The School District states that additional time is necessary
to evaluate fiscal impacts, the District requests an extension in the comment peuocl The School District
niotes that the school district is in on-going negotiations with MROSD to address the school districts
concerns about fiscal impact, The letter contains additional information regarding the school district’s
status as a basic aid district, which is a district that is permitted to retain property tax revenues in excess
of the State determined revenus limit and that property tax revenue for the School District would be
dnmmshed as property acquired by the District is removed from the tax roll i

San Ma’ceo Coungg I-Z[arbor District: The Harbor District comments that acquiring and malﬂng avaﬂable
new lands and trails adjacent to or near Pillar Point Harbor may draw more visitors to the harbor and

~ cause an increased impact on harbor restrooms and facilities and notes that property removed from the tax
~ roll would diminjsh property tax revenues to, the District by approxnnately $34 per year.! The district
states that appr oval is recommended ‘ _

escadem Municipal Adeogy Councll (PMAC): The PMAC letter of opposmon cites ten basm reasons

for opposmon to the proposed sphete amendment and annexation. The. reasohs concern fiscal jmpact;
potential impacts to housing, agriculture, traffic and other visitor service facilities; elimination of eminent
" domain; potential impact on. the spread of Sudden Oak Death Syndwme and assurance for pub]_m '

part1c1pat1on/representatlou

Midcoast Communﬂ_:j{ Couneil (MCCC): The MCCC letter supports the Eroposed a.mlexatmn and notes
the Council’s actmn to a.dopt a resolutmn of support mMay of 2003 v :

Callfornlans for Proper_ty Riglgts (CPR): The CPR letter of opposmou SIgned by Terry Gossett states

several concerns, including: MROSD is not implemienting consistent taxation and eminent domain
policies for both the current district boundaries and the proposed annexation ares, that the environmental

* document is not complete, that MROSD has received 50 pages of signatures against the annexation, that
“the 2003 Grand Jury report recommended that IV.EROSD should retam staff expeneuced in aguculture that

there are dlscrepaumes in fiscal analysis. .

Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundatmn, Oscai Braun: The Commission has received three comment Iéttars
dated November 26, 2003, February 24, 2004 and March 1, 2004 in which Mr. Braun cites: that LAFCo

can not accept the MROSD application because of pending CEQA litigation congerning the MROSD
. B.LR,; inadequate fiscal analysis; MROSD past compliance with CEQA; past land acquisition practices;
land management practices. concelm_ug fire preveutmn and fallme o aualyze ezﬂstence of oil fields jn the -

'annexatmn atea.

! Staffbelieves that this figure refers o the alternative estimate by LARCo staff which estimated that the Harbor

District 15 year cumulative fiscal impact would be appr: oxunately $34 per $100,000 of land removed from the tax

roll, , _ ‘
.5




. LAFCoFile03-10 ( o : |
March 2, 2004 ‘

onmsula Open Space Tr ust (EOST1 The POST November 26 letter of support cites the importance of
the. San Mateo Couuty Coast ag a resource, the majority support of coastal residents for the District’s
_expansion and that MROSD is the public orgamzatlon best suited to ensure proteonou of the San Mateo
County Coast. : :

~ Other Letters In add1tzon to coxrespondence notod above the Comn:ussmn has received aver 200 letters
or ¢-meils from non-profit organizations, property owners, residents and interested individuals. Copies of
- these Jetters have been made available to the Commission and are summauzed in Attachmenf: C. Latters
reoewed since Fobruary 23 are ulcludod in Aﬁaohment K. , :

MROSD Resoonses to Cominents: MROSD has submlttod responses’ to comments titled “Response to
: Com.ments from Affected Agencx,es and Orgamzatlons” and are mcluded G Attachinent E.

'Analys;

The following addresses the MROSD plan for service, fiscal analysis and the concerris and issues raised
by affected agencies and interested orgamzatlons and individnals, followed by discussion of municipal
service 1evlew, sphere mﬂuenco review, and factors LAF Co must con51del i the almexatlon request.

: Plau for Somce '

In preparing théir annexation application, MROSD prepared a Draft and Final Plan for Providing Service

' (Attachment I in the MROSD Application distributed to the Commission). The Plan for Providing
Service is a requirement of Government Code Section 56653, which states that whenever a local agency
submits a resolution of application it shall submit a plan for prov1dmcr services which shall enumeration,
and description of services to be provided, the level and range of services, an indication of when services
can feasibly be extended, indication of improvements or upgrading the piblic agency Would requue and
mformatlon with respect to how services will be financed.

The MROSD plau for service contains this mfolmatlon fDl the ﬁrst ﬁfteen years followmg annexation and
also includes “guiding principals™ which provide a foundation for the District’s development of more
specific policies for the Coastal Annexation Area. These guiding principals incorporate all mitigation
measures from the District’s EIR and are organized iuto categones of permanent policies, guidelines and-
implementation actions. In this sense, the MROSD Plan for service is much like a general plan that would
. be considered by a city. Like a general plan the plan for service is proposed asa "blueprmt“ for future
open space and agricultural preservation in the Coastal Annexation Area, If annexation is approved, all
future acquisition and operations would need to be consistent with the plan for services including the
‘permanent pohmes guidelines and lmplemontatlon actions in addltlon to existing County C‘ronelal Plan
and Local CoastalProgram . : S : .

Pages 14 through 18 of the District’s application contain a plan for services based ou the Disfrict’s more
detailed Basjc Service Plan found in Attachment H of the Application. The plan for service lists services
proposed 1o be- prov1ded in the Coastal Annexation Area, level and range of services, improvements,

* timetable for services and financial arrangements. The Basic Service Plan proposes that the range of land
acquired over the fifteen-year planning window wauld be 5,570 to 7,500 acres of land in fee, 990 to 1,800
acres of easements, 1,500 to 2,500 acres of lands managed under contract for a total of § 240 to 11,8 00
acres and betweeo 25.7to 36 6 miles of frail/roads. :

]
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‘Services enumerated include: Preservation and management of open.space and agricultural resources to
achieve protection of watershed integrity, water quality, sensitive habitats; provide key: links to existing
district and other public lands; provide visitor serving facilities; support development of a regional trail
systen; provide opportunities for research, resource conservation, environmental education;, presetve
existing and potential agricultural operations to maximize amount-of prime agricultural land or other
lands suitable for agriculture in agriculfural production. "~ -~ . ¢ ' : o

In regard to level and range of servicé, the District states that upon acquisition of lands, it is anticipated
that lands-will be left in an undeveloped state. The District states that typical improveéments will include
unpaved trails, self-contained bathroonis and small, gravel parking lots. In regard to when services can be-

- provided, the District state that services are proposed fo be provided immediately upon annexation with
implementation in phases, based on timing of grants and gifts and availability of land from willing sellers,
In regard to how services will be funded, the District states that in the first fifteen years under the Basic
Service Plan, services will be funded by existing district reverues and public and private grants and gifts,
noting that operations, stewardship and interpretive programs are funded by District genetal fands, =

Fiscal Impact Methodology and Annexation - Impact to Agencies in Coastal Annexation Area: .

As noted in their application, MROSD is not requesting a transfer of a portion of the 1% property tax that ‘
is distributed to the County, City of Half Moon Bay, school districts and special districts in the annexation
area. Therefore, because there is'no exchange of the 1% property tax, the annexation in itself does not
result in a veduction in property tax to any of the agencies included in the annexation area. Likewise it is
acquisition and not annexation that would impact service ‘demand for existing agencies such asfire,
police, etc.- o B g - S

If aunexation is approved, fiscal impact would be from reduction in-property tax revenue as privately
owned land subsequently acquired by the district is removed from the tax roll. The MROSD fiscal
analysis states that the majority of the District’s acquisitions will be 100-acre and larger properties and
that based oni the willing seller policy, actual acquisitions cannot be determined at this time. Therefore the
fiscal analysis is based on a random sample® of propertics in the annexation area. The analysis notes that
actual distribution of impacts may be different based on geographic location of actual acquisitions. Table
* 5 of the'Fiscal Analysis contains the estimated reduction of property tax revenne for each affected agercy
based.on land acquired in fee from private property owners and shows projected fiscal impact over fifteen
years' including a 2% growth per year in assessed valuation. Based on the sample properties in the
analysis, gver fifteen years, the MROSD fiscal study estimates the cumulative. 15-year tax losses to all
affected agencies at $90,184 with the County of San Mateo® loss estimated at $37,229, County Fire at -

.$10,089, County library at $6,102 and La Honda Pescadéro School District at $4,061. Individual agency
impacts over 15 years range from $37,229 to $67 to 1o impact at all based on the sampling. (Please see
Table 5 of Fiscal Study for a complete listing)..  ~ -~ - - A R

. * The random sample of properties meets the criteria of typicel acquisitions ~ undeveloped land or land developed
. with few structures or improvements, 100 acres or more, land that is contignous with other District lands along and -
west of Skyline Ridge or adjacent to other large open space lands, land that is not presently owned by any oped
space land trust of other public agency. o . o
3 The reason that the County’s estimated loss is so much higher than any other agency is that unlike any other
agency except the Harber District, which receives a very low share of the 1%, the County receives a significant
share of the 1% propeity tax throughout all parts of the annexation area. ' '
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LAFCo staff independently examined an altemative method to evaluate potential fiscal impact of reduced
property tax related to district acquisition. This alternative method is detailed in the LA¥RCo Executive
Officer December 12, 2003 letter to the County Office of Education in which an analysis is prepared
 based on a property identified in the Final ELR. as a potential acquisition by the District, Please.see page
22 of the first packet of comment letters for this analysis. This alternative method allows each ageney 1o
evaluate potential loss in tax revenue based on a sample property in the EIR, and based on the spectfic tax
rate an agency receives of the 1% property tax. This method provides a case specific analysis of
acquisition of a property mostlikely to be-acquired by the District. .~ . © .. .- - '

As noted in the December 16 letter, in the Final EIR, the District identifies properties which meet the

above noted criteria and for which the owner has indicated to'the District an intérest in selling the

property (Page II-5). One.such property. is locafed in- Tax Rate Area 87029. The sample property is

currently assessed at $113,890, consists of four parcels totaling 157 acres and ineludes one structure.

Based on the sample property noted above, the alternative analysis detailed in the letter to the Office of

Bducation estimates that based on the sample property, the 15-year cumulative impact to all county

agencies containing the sample acquired land would be $19,605, the County of San Mateo loss estimated
at $3,336, County Fire at §1,500, and County Hbrary at $816. ' . o

The Distriet clearly states that proposed annexation and service plan are a program and because property-
. will be acquired by willing sellers only, it is not possible to determine which-properties will be acquired
or ‘at what point in the service plan they will be acquired. Therefore fiscal analysis, whether based on
sample properties or an individual property identified as a likely acquisition, is ai estimate of potential
reventie loss to affected agenciés and actual fiscal impact resulting from property being remdved from the
tax roll will depend upon assessed value of the property, tax rate area in which property is located and the
tax rate of each agency receiving a share of the 1% property ax. ' - -

Impact to MROSD services within current boundaries; . -
Table 3 of the MROSD Fiscal Analysis estimates that the coastal annexation/acquisition program would
cost. MROSD $30,590,590 over 15 years or an average annual cost of about $2 million. Table 4 in the
. Fiscal Analysis projects the District’s existing as well'as proposed operating expenses and revenues over
the 15-year period showing thét in the first year, the total revenues and reserves amount to $73.5 million
including the beginning cash. reserve ($26.8 million), the District’s operating revenue ($21.5 million) and
-mote proceeds (§25 million). The expenses that year total $36.2 million including the District’s operating
expenses ($18.6 million), and scquisition costs of coastal Jands ($2.630 miltion) &nd non-coastal lands .
* ($15 million). Projected revenues exceed expenses in the first and subsequent vears, The estimated
operating expenses for the Coastal Annexation Area and the District’s cash flow projections for the 15-
. year basic service plan period indicate that the District is likely to have adequate financial resources to
fund the coastal annexation/acquisition program Wwithout impacting existing programs or its cash reserves,

Concerns from Comment Letters:

Chief concerns in comment letters include adverse fiscal impact dus to property tax revenue loss to
agencies in Coastal Annexation Area, inadequate assurance that eminent domain will remain a psrmanent
policy in the coastal annexation area, impact on housing and agriculture, increased fire risk and potential
-impact of visjtors to MROSD lands on existing level of fire and emergency response in annexation area,
inadequate invasive species control by MROSD, lack of good neighbor policy, spread of sudden oak.
death and impact on traffic. . | 7 U T e
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Figcal Impact
As noted under comments abave, the La Honda Pescadero Scliool District, the Pt, Montara & Half Moon
Bay Fire Districts, the County Office of Education and the Pescadero Municipal Advisory Council
express concern that MROSD land acquisitions could have @ potential significant impact on property tax
revenues for local agencies, MROSD indicates that based on concerns expressed, MROSD continues in
ongoing discugsions with the La Honda-Pescadero Unified School Distriet on ways in which MROSD
could offset fiscal impact with educational programs and collaboration. Likewise, as indicated in MROSD
responses to comments, MROSD is in discussions with the San Mateo County Environmental Services
Agency (County Fire) regarding contracting with County Fire/CDF and MROSD has committed to .
purchase a 1,500 - 2,000-gallon maintenance-style water truck; which MROSD will make available for -

mutual aid calls during fire suppression activities.

Eminent Domain: -

Several comment letters express concern that elimination of eminent domain by ordinance does not
" guarantee that eminent domain will not be used in the future in the annexation area. As noted above, the

Farm Burean writes that following negotiations between MROSD and Farm Buteau a memorandum of |

understanding has been adopted by MROSD and Farm Burean that is predicated on special legislation -
-~ that would eliminate MROSD use of eminent domain in the amiexation area, -+ e o

.Imgaqfs on Housing Stock - -

As notedin the District’s response to comments, the MROSD “ Service Plan requires the District to

consider several methods to vetain viable housing, including life estates for existing residents ond making .

the structures available for vental as staff or caretaker housing or for rental to other public service
‘workers, including teachers. The District’s curvent operations generally retain existing housing on
District londs whevever possible. Dilapidated or dangerous structures ind other hazardous Structures
not of historic or scenic value would likely be demolished; this will not affect a significant amount of
housing. ' Lo T e e

San Mateo County has guidelines that allow farm worker housing based on identifiable needs and
necessary support infrastructure. Land undér District ownership leased for agriculture or under an
agricultural easement would be subject to the samé guidelines.. Nothing in the District’s Service Plan
.~ would require removal of farm worker housing, In fact, Permanent Policy PA.2 of the District Service
Plan states that the District will actively work with lessees of Disirict lands and with the owners of land in.
_which the District has an agricultural easement interest to facilitate the provision of farm worker housing
on District-owned lands by providing technical assistance in obtaining permits for such housing from the
- County of San Mateo. Furthérmore, Permanent Policy PA.3 of the District Service Plan states that all
agriculiural easements and agriculfural leases in the Coasiside Protection Avea shall include terms tha
ensure that farmers ov ranchers may provide Jarm labor-housing as defined and approved by San Mateo
County.” o T U P R
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Tmpacts on Agrienlture

In regard to concerns expressed by several comment. organizations and individuals, MROSD response fo
comments states that: “Preservation of ec:onomzcally viable agriculture is a mqfor component of the
Couastside Protection Program. Thé potential effects of the program on agriculture were considered in
deiail in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), which.concluded ‘that there would be no significant
impact to agricultural resources. The Service Plan contains a mimber of policies to protect agriculture

- and includes all the mitigation measures recommended for adoption in the-EIR. Since adoption of the -
Service Plan the District has entered into a. Memordaridum. of Understonding with the San Mateo County
Farm Bureau reqffirming the District's commitment to those mitigation measyres and setting forth a
process for Farm Bureau involvement i :mplemem‘mg many of the Service .Plan s agriculiure-related
policies. In addition the Farm Buread has determined that the Coastside Protection Program will benefit.
and help preserve agricultural operations in Som Mateo C’m.mty and will protect the physical and
economic integrity of agriculture in the County.” : o

" Impact on fire protectlon and emergency services. - -

In addmen to comments from. La Honda Fire Bugade eoncernmg fiscal mlpaets addressed above Oscar
B1aun of Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundation, Coastside CRMP and Fire Safe Council states that
MROSD the District’s EIR fails to provide adequate infoimation regarding wildfire fisk analysis for
- wildland urban interface areas. MROSD’s response to comments states that: The District recognizes that
five prevention activities are necessary before wildfire occurs to veduce the potential spread of fire and
threat to people and property. Therefore, the District’s fuel momagement program includes effective fuel
management practices. . District staff maintains disk lines around the perimeter of preserves with highly
flammable grasslond vegetation and provide a defensible space. and. Jire safe zone around structures.- The
Disirict uses prescribed burns io vedice fuel load and manage invasive plants in grasslands when
environmental conditions allow. In addition, goat and caitle gmzmg have. been used as o resource.’
management tool .:ma’ for Juel Zoad reduction on an expemmental ba.s'm ‘

Other appllcable comments ﬁom MROSD include the followmg comments on eIMergency services as
they relate to emergency response from fire agencies: Over the last five-year period, an average of 56
accidents occurred annually on approximately 45,000 acres of District land. This count included both
accidents and illnesses that required aresponse by another EMS provider, as well as mczdenr.s' where no.
EMS response by another service provider was needed. District ravigers responded and provided
treciment for minov infuries. Based on this dota, a conservative projection is that an EMS response rate
of one incident per year per 800 acres may occur as a result of the aumexation. - Given a projection of
11,800 acres.of lands that may be acquired, this would result in’ an annual call volume of 15 calls, or-a
little more than one per-month. In addition, given the relative distance of the annexation area to
urbanized areas, as well as limited trail development, accident raies should be well below those on
existing District lands. District rangers are trained to aid victims of accident or illness occurving on
District lond, and lead or participate in search and rescue operations according fo the procedures
outlined in the District’s Ranger Field Operations Manual. These rangers acrzvely patrol District
property so they are often first on the scene af District EMS incidenis in addition to incidents on nearby =
public roads and highways. District staff are trained and equipped 1o meet the Basic Life Support
incidents until the Courity Fire Advanced Life Support Unit arrives. All District rangers are required fo -
maintain minimum First Responder and CPR Certificates. The District’s maintenance staff is required to
possess Basic First Aid and CPR Certificates: A number of rangers maintain higher Emergency Medical
- Technician (EMT) certification, which the District supports. "Incident Command System (ICS)-trained
staff have been mz"e,gmted into the leade; ship struciure of wzldland  fire and search and rescue
o_pemrwn.s' .
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ﬁngaot to Sheriff Services

lu response to comments from the Sheriffs Dept. that MROSD.land acquisitions could result in increased
illegal activity such as “squatting” and illegal drug production, MROSD acknowledges that there are a
number of land management issues associated with stewardship of open space resources that are open to
the general public, The District states that: 4s noted in the comment, occasions of illegal trespass and use
of large parcels of land along the coast is rot now uncommon and is not-limited to lands wnder public
ownership. More lands opened for public use also means that there are move opportunities for discovery

. of inappropriate activities. ddditionally, the growing and manufacturing of illegal drugs or “squatting”™
af open space lands as referenced in the comment are not typically shori-term endeavors. District ranger
staff and volunteer trail o¥ganizations regularly use / patrol all District Open Space Preserves. Qften _
illegal activities that are observed are manageid by District Ranger staff, Only if the situation warrants is
the Sheriff's Office called upon to support the District. o ‘ '

Invasive species control

- In response to comments regarding invasive. species, MROSD states: - -Control of non-native invasive
Dplanis is.a mgjor component of the District's Resdume-Management Program, In 1998 and again in .

- 2002, all roads and trails on District lands were inventoried Yo identify and prioritize populations of non-

" native invasive plant species. High priority areas were targeted for weed eradication and restoration. As
of March 2003, District field staff devoted approximately four days per-month to these on-ihe-ground
stewardship activities...Weed contro] will remain a priority for the Disirict’s Resource Munagement

- Program, as new lands acquired by the District may have pre-existing non-native invasive plant species.
Conirol of non-native invasive plant species is a major component of the District’s 5-Year Resource
Management Strategic Plan. The District’s Service Plan Jor the Coastside Protection Area addresses.

- protection of natural and eultural vesources within the development of site-specific resource mandgement

Dplans (Policy Guideline G.6.3). Under this Guideline, these plans are tied to public access. This'
Guideline states that all lands acquired by the- District within the Coastside Pratection Area will be
inventoried to identify and priovitize resource management issues. Where there are critical issues, such
. as the presénce. gf non-native invasive species which threafen the habitat of endangered species or the
economic viability of an adjacent agriculiwral operation, resource management plans will be prepared
Jor these areas even if they remain closed to the public. - - . - 0 L T

Sudden Qak Déath

'MROSD response to concerns that visitors to MROSD preserves in the annexation area will spread
* ‘Sudden Ogk Death (SODS) states that: “Because SODS is already established in the Coasiside Protection
. Area, even if it were demonstrated that animal vectors spread SODS, the potential bumaon contribution
would be insignificant and would pale in comparison with the potential of other animal veciors to spread

- The District is committed to protecting the preserves’ resources Jrom SODS to the extent feasible, Disirict
staff have been trained in monitoring protocols established by the California Oak Moviality Tusk Force.
and regularly send samples to the Plant Pest Diagnostics Center in Sacramento to confirm suspected |
cases of SODS on District londs. Confirmed sites and areas of high risk are mapped with GPS and
ezjzrerféd into the District’s geographic Information System to facilitate monitoring efforts.”

L1




- LAFCo File 03-10
March 2, 2004

y Trafﬁc

Comments from Pescadero Municipal Advisory Council and othels state that the traffic analysm mciuded :

' in the environmental document does not adequately address impact to roads serving Pescadero (Route 1
‘south of Hwy. 84, Hwy. 84 wost of Skyline; Pescadero Creek Road, Cloverdale Road). The traffic
analysis conducted for the EIR was based on the methodology preseribed by the San Maten County

+ Congestion Management Program adopted in 2001 (CMP) and uses trip data based on two sxisting

- MROSD preserves which indicates that an average open space preserve generates between 34 and 83 fotal
trips during peak hours on a normal Saturday. The study finds that based on the County’s CMP the above
noted roads are well below the capacity at the Saturday peak hour and that accessto preserves Would be
spread over several access points, these roads are not likely to experience a noticeable iraffic increase.
LAFCo staff referred the following MROSD response (shown in italics) along with the orlgmal MROSD
tt affic aualysm o’ staff of the County’s CMP, who cancurred w1t]1 the analysm

The traffic analysis was performed to evaluate the tmfﬁc impacts projecred to be aﬂrzbuz‘abfe io'the
- District's Coastside Protection Program. The proposed program includes anuexation of approximiately

- 140,000 acres of land. Traffic impacts would not be associated with annexation iiself; but could arise in

connection with-allowing public access to lands acquired or otherwise managed by the District follawmg
annexation. dpproximately 12,000 acres of open space land is expected to Jall in this category over a
. ﬂﬁeen year perzod followmg annexatzan 'ﬁ;e results of the z’mﬁc analysz.y are pres*emed in the Fmal .

EIR '

Becau.se the speczﬁc location cf Iands to be managed ana’ upened to publzc access is riot kriown, .the traffic
analysis used a program-level approach to investigate the roads most likely to be used to drive fo the
annexation area and focused on those roads where a Szgmﬁcanr impact had the greatest potential to
occur.. The referenced roadway segments did not fall into either of those categories. Neither Cloverdale
Road nor Pescadero Creek Road is included in San Mateo County’s CMP becaiise neither roadvay meez‘.s‘ '
-any one of the five requiremenis that were used in that Program to determine which ﬁeeways, smeet.s'
highways, and intersections in. San Matea Couniy merzted ongomg traffic momtarmg )

Route J sourh of Hzghwqy &4. cmd H‘ chway 84‘ west of Skyhne are included in tlze CMP and have LOS
standards of D and C respectively. The CMP found that the baseline operations on these roads was at
least a full level of service better than the standard. Because the total increase in trips for the entire
annexation areq afier fifteen years is expected to be under 400 trips, the number of new trips that would
occur on these segments would be relatively small. The LOS standards for these segments would allow
Jor arelatively large increase in traffic. Based on these facrs no zra]j‘r‘c zmpacts can rea.s'onably be

expected along rhose segment.s' -

Other visitor servma nmaacts S

In response to CONCErns that the I\JthOSD plan for service does not adequately address the need for
additional visitor serving facilities such as restroomns, the MROSD states: “The Service Plan for the
Coastside Protection Program provides, over time, for.opening -selected areas to public access. This
could increase visitor use of the Coastside. area “The District's standard prdctice is to provide self-
contained sanitary facilities at all developed parking aveas used for access fo Dz,s'trzcr lands 'Ihzs should

l'zmzr the demand for publzc: restmams ﬁ*om users of Dz.s*trzcr faczlmes T
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Representation’

Several comments expressed concern that the MROSD service plan and annexation application did not

* provide adequate means for representation of residents of the coastal annexation area following
annexation. As noted in the District’s application, by law the District is divided info 7 wards of equal
population with a director elected from within edch ward. Included as Attachment H is the MROSD staff
report and resolution establishing a publie participation process for reapportionment of the District’s ward
boundariés to include the coastal annexation area. This resolution, adopted by MROSD on February 25,
2004, sets a procedure by which the District would prepare up to four altemative redistricting scenarios -

- consistent with State law that would provide for extension of one to four wards into the coastal . »
- annexation area. The resolution also sets forth that the District shall conduct public workshops to present

and receive input from constituents in the coastal annexation area. S s

District responses to comments also note: “Inn addition to formul representation through voting for.

- District Board members, residents of the Coastside Protection Avea will also have an opportuniiy to be

involved in establishing District priovities and implementation plans for the Coasiside Protection Aveq
pursvant to the Service Plan. The consultation requiremenis are set forth in Guideline G.5.1 and a sevies
of related implementation actions. ‘These include g requirement Jor District Board meetings on the
Coastside for major decisions affecting the Coast, local advisory committees, and mandatory notification

af various goverrment, non-profit, and private organizations and individugls.” "

: _GoodVNeighbqr Policy

 Pescadero Municipal Advisory Council states that there is no stated good neighbor policy in regard to
‘privite property adjacent to MROSD properties. Other comment letters express dissatisfaction in dealing
-with MROSD as a neighbor relating to land management practices and constructive ways to resolve:.
. conflicts or problems between MROSD and private property owners as neighbors. At LAFCo’s request, .

" MROSD has submitted a document titled “Good Neighbor Policy” (Attachment () which was adopted
by the MROSD Board of Directors in 1988 and amended in 1996, This document deals in general terms
with the day-to-day activities and long term planning activities as they relate to MROSD interaction with
neighboring property owners. LAFCo staff believes that thie MROSD good neighbor policies or the could
. beclarified and strengthened to'inclnde information for neighboring property owners on how to best work
- "with the district address property owner concerns and problems, -~ w7 VL e

Project Alternatives and Alternative Boundaries

Discussion of alfernative boundaries is-pertijlt_anf to comments from Pescadero Municipal'AdVisoiy
Council statement citing the 1998 advisory vote ini which the advisory. vote on District expansion to the

Coast passed in'the area~wide election, but failed in south const precincfcs.

As required by the California Environmental Quality Act and Government Codle Section 56668, Chapter
V of the District’s Draft E.LR. examines “no-project” alternatives and alternaté geograpliic areas as
alternatives for the sphere amendment and annexation. As noted in the Draft EIR, under the no project
alternative, open space and agrioultural preservation in the coastal annexation area would be dependent
-upon the activities of existing Federal, State and County government which, with the exceptionof =~
GGNRA have no expansion plans in the foreseeable future. Other alternative providers include private
open space organizations such as Peninsula Open Space Trust, Trusi for Public Land and others which
focus predominantly on acquisition for preservation purposes and lack resources for land management to
provide for public access. - C :
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Alternative geographic boundaries discussed: include inclusion of the entire Coastal Area in the MROSD
~sphere of influence but annex ferritory in the followmg geograplic areas: Northern Watersheds only,
Skyline Upper Sub-area only, Skyline Upper Watersheds and Northern Watersheds only, Skyline Upper
and Southern Watersheds togethér, Inclusion of the Southern Watershed only is not considered because
this area js ot contiguous to current district boundaries and therefore not ehglbIe for. anuexatron These
watershed areas can be viewed.in Map 17 of the Draft BIR. : :

- While public ageﬂcles arg penmtted to own property outsrde _}urrsdrcuonal bomldaues, this sitnation is
typically avoided, in part because such lands are taxable, Given the District’s stated pohey that Iands will
be acquired outside district boundaries only under speeral circumstances, the no project alternative or
alternatives which would, plaee all of the coastal area in the MROSD sphere of influence and only include,
portions of the coastal aréa in MROSD district boundaries would fimit acquisitions to only portions of the
coastal area. From the LAFCo perspective, if the goal of the Coastal Annexation is to have a single -

-agency provide open space and agriculiural preservation and the entiré coastal area is considered the
County’s agricultural district and a coastal and natural resource, the alternative houndaries would not
provide fora comprehensrve and consrstent open space e_nd agucultural preservatlon plan for the this ared,

Mumclpa! Semee Rewew

Mlmicipal service review as required by Government Code Section 56430 s an aualy'srs of public
services in which determinations are made regardmg adequacies or deficiencies in service, cost
effeet:weness and efficiency, government structure options and local accountability. Section 56430
requires that in order to prepare and to update spheres of influence in accordance with Section 56425, the
Commission shall conduct a service reV1eW of the mumerpal services pr0v1ded in the county or other
" appropriate area; In this case, the service review will examine open space services provided within
district boundaries and in the proposed annexation area. The followmg analys1s therefm & focuses on.
I\zIRO SD and on the nine. detennmatrons requrred in Sectlou 56430 T

(1) Infr astructme neede or deﬁc:ienmes '

MROSD states that there W111 be 1o need for extensmn of sewer, water or road mﬁ‘astmerure and that
properties acqu1red or managed by the District have very few or limited unprovements such as unpaved
trails, trail signs, self-contained samtary facilities, and staging areas (gravel surface parlcmg lots), Table 1
of the District’s response 1o the service review request form details the types of faeﬂrtres avaﬂable on
current district teserves. : R

(2) Gruwth and popnlanon prolectmns fur the affeeted area.

The District repotts the populatlon for the current District territory in'San Mateo Couuty is 241,696

. based on Census 2000 and the population for current district boundaries in Santa Clara Cotinty
‘(excluding San Jose) is approximately 649,924, The District reports that based on the Association of

* Bay Area Governments (ABAG) that between 2010 and 2025, the-Cities of San Mateo, Redwood
City, Daly City and South San Francisco will lead the county in growth and that growth in more
rémote parts of San Matea County outside urbanized areas will come to a standstill by 2015. Staff
believes that the District is capable of providing services that can accommodeate the growth and
populatmn projections for the affected territory. The District states that as the population grows
within District boundaries and the region, the need for progr ams protectmg open- space and p10v1dmg
for low-intensity reereatmﬂ w111 also increase. . . .
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Growth Projections: Association of Bay Area Government (ABAG) “Projections 2004”;

2010-

IR 2000 ) 2020
San Mateo Co. 707,161 756,400 - | 813,300
Santa Clara Co. 1,682,585 .

1,887,400 -

(3) Financing constraints and opportuniﬁéﬁ

2,089,400

The District reports that the adopted service plan for the coastal annexation area is based on using
existing revenues and that no new tax is proposed, The District’s primary revenue source is a share of
the 1% property.tax, approximately 1.7 cents per $100 of assessed property value and that these.
revenues will be sugmented with grants and gifts. The service plan proposes that in years 1o 5

. grants and gifts will be the primary source of funding for acquisition. The District identifies likely
opportumities for funding opportunities including California Farmland Conservancy Program, State
Grants and Bonds. The District states that any future tax would be subject to voter approval and that
the District would first work with local intetests to identify a funding measure that could be sibmitted -
for voter approval. The District plan for service and service review questionnaire cite opportunifies

for collaboration with San Mateo County Farm Bureau, San Mateo

District and other public and private agencies regarding.

(4 Cost avoic‘lai:_lce 6pportuniﬁes.

~ Comments from MROSD:

County Resource Conservation

The District identifies the following agencies that providé services either in District Boundm'ies or in

" the Coastal Annexation Area.
Agency Type of Service Within Within Coastal
S : District Annexation
. _ - ‘ ' : Area
Nat’l Park Service | Resource Conservation, env. X
GGNRA, =~ _| Education, trails, day & overnight
: : o " | recreation o . .
U.S. Fish & Wildlife - Habitat Protection, env, Education, . |© . X
Don Edwards SF Bay Trails, low-impact recreation
National Wildlife Refitge T . 3
. State of California Coastline Access, resource X X
Parks & Recreation ‘conservation, trails, day & overnight |
recreation, campgrounds, toilets &
L parking
San Mateo County Dept. | Coastline Access, resource X S X
| of Parks & Recreation . - - | conservation, trails, high- and low- - o e
; .- | inténsity recreation, day & overnight.
recreation, campgrounds, toilets &
) parking '
| Peninsula Open Space | Private Land Consérvation X
Trust o S o A
State of CA Dept. of Fish | Resource Conservation and land . X X
and Game ' management programs, limited g '
o public access
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Santa Clara County Parks - Regioﬁal Parks; Open Spacde, trails, - X
&Recreatmn R | high-and low-intensity recreation

day and overnight recreation,
specialty recreation areas

City of San .Tose Paﬂcs & | Regional parks as well as tradmonal

.Recreation - urban park and recreation areas
City of Palo Alto Nature Preserves and low-intensity X
Commmunity Services— . | recreation as well as traditional

Recreation, Open Space urban. park aud recredtion areas
and Sciences : : :

 The District comments that MROSD services. are intended to complement the activities of existing

- providers aund to that extent will avoid duphcatmn of costs in terms of land acquisitior, plaunmg and
management. The District states that District services in the annexation area will resylt in-a positive

- gffect on resources and that the extension of District boandaries to include the Coastside will allow -
.the District fo work with other service providers, will have no net effect on the services the District
provides within current boundaries, will complement open space preservation activities of the City of
Half Moon Bay and that there ate no spec:lal dlstnct W}nch prowde open space services in the coastal
,a.nnexatmn area. : : : . B -

-(5) Qpportunities for rate restructuring,

_ComnﬁentsﬁomMROSD: R - o . R . .
Not applzcable AR
Note MROSD does not charge parlc entrance fees
(6) Opportunities fox shared facilities.

The Disttict has provided a listing of several shared facilities or agreements with other agencies in
San Mateo and Santa Clara Counties. Cases in San Mateo County include conservation easement at
- Edgewood County Park and Ravenswood Preserve, co-ownership with GGNRA. in the Coastal
Annexation Area and revocable trail permit with City & County of San Francisco. The’ D1str1ct
reports that it works with ofher public recreation and open space providers, Gonservation agencies,
non-profit land trusts and community orgamzatmns and will seek opportuumes for preservcttmn of
reglonally s1gmﬂca111: resources. - .

(7) Governmeut structure nptmns, mcludmg advantages and dlsadvautages of cansolldatwn
or 1e0rgamzatmn of service prowders )"

The District states that agencies identified above are distinct types of organizations W1th different.
enabling legislation, diffevent ranges of services and that there is no opportumty for consolidation or

- reorganization. Staff concurs that based on the w1deiange of agencles 'providing open space and the
“fact that they have varying cnabhng leglslatlon and m1551011, there. 1s no opportumty for consohdatlen
or 1eorga111zat10n e
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Staff notes that alternative organizational structures in ether counties include cc;ﬁnty governed open

-space districts that are coterminous with county boundaries, Staff believes that-based on - _
recommendations fror the open space and land preservation cemmunity both locally and regionally,
inclusion of tlie coastal annexation area in the MROSD boundaries is the means to have one agencies
provide open space preservation on a regional basis, Staff would also note that a clear advantage of

- independent special districts is that they focus on a single mission such as open space and agricultural
preservation whereas general-purpose government by definition must provide s wids drray of
services. S : ‘ R

(3) ~Evaluation of nial;agement efficiencies.

. The District reports that it has a tota] of 79 full-time positions and that if annexation is approved, one ful-
time land management staff person would be provided for every 1,720 acres of land purchased in fee or -
‘under manageinent contract, that one fuil-time planning or-administrative position would be added at the
outset fo manage the annexation ares, that one additional fi]l-time position would be added for every
3,440 acres of land acquired in fee or under contract, and an additional full-fime position would be
created for every 5,160 acres of conservation easement. ~ - o T

* (9. Local accountability and governance,

The District is comiposed of seven wards or geographic areas, of approximately equal population

(approximately 100,000 people). One director elected to a four-year term of office by voters within the

geographic area represents each ward, The District holds re gular meetings on the second and fourth

Wednesday of the month at 7:30 p.m. and special board meetings are conducted as needed. The Board

+ also has standing committees which include: Administration and Budget; Legislative; Finance & Public.

* . Affairs; Use and Management Cotnmittee; and Acquisition and Real Property Committee. The District
publishes a quarterly newsletter, maintains a website at www.openspace.ori and distributes Budget Data_
which is also available in the quarterly newsletter. The District also maintains a subscriber mailing list of
over 70 individuals. The District alsc has a public notification policy to inform surrounding landowners
aud interested members of the public of acquisitions, grant applications and land use planning projects
and the public notification policy supplements public notice required by law, As noted above, the District

~-would, upon annexation, implement appropriate forms of representation including redistricting of -wards
to include the coastal annexation area that best reflects the desired ward configuration of coastal residents, .

government agenoies and government-sponsored agencies, |
As rioted above, staff believes that the District could improve relations with owners of property o
neighboring distiict preserves by clarifying and strengthening the MROSD existing “Good Neighbor
Policies”. . R S L
Sphere of Influence |

~ Sphere of influence is defiried in Government Code Section 56425 as a plan for the probable physica1

boundary and service area of a local agency or municipality. Section 56425 states: (#) In order to carry
out its purposes and responsibilities for planning and shaping the logical and orderly _Vdevelppmcnt‘ and
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coordination of local governmental agencies so as fo advantageously provide for the present and future .
needs of the county and its communities, the commission shall develop and determine the sphere of

" influence of each local governmental agency within the county and enact policies designed to promote the

logical and orderly development of areas within the sphere: In determining the sphere of infinence of each

local agency, the commissjon shall consider and pr epare a writien statemnent of its determinations with

respect to.each of the following: :

(1) The present and planned land uses in the area, incliding agrleulmral and open-space. lands

(2) The present and probable need for public facilities and services in the area,
* (3) Ths present capacity of public facilities and adequacy of public services that the- ageney pr ovides or -

is authorized to provide.
{4) The existence of any social or economic’ communities of Lnielest in the area. ]f the commlssmn )
" determines that they are relevant to the ageney ' S

Sphere nf I}Jﬂuence Conmderatmns o

Terntory may only be annexed ‘fo a e1ty or speeml dlstnet is annexatmn is eons15tent w1t]1 the sphere of
influence of the subject agency, Staff believes that the comments from other public and pr1vate apen,
space, parks and land conservation agengies and organizations and on the municipal gervice review
support inclusion of the Coastal Annexation Area in the MROSD sphere of influence. The following
summarizes spllere considerations that could be adopted: by the Commission in eunend;ng the d1si.r1et’
sphere

(1) The pf'esent and planned Iend.uses in the af‘en, including agt"ienlturai' and open-space lands.

Territory within MROSD benndanes consists of urbanized res1dentlal eommerelal industrial and open
gpace uses. In the cpastal annexation area apprommately 80% of land area is agriculfural, rangeland or
forest. While soms areas are projected to expetience more development and grewth than others, the need
for need for open space.and agrleultulal preservatlon will continue, . e S

(2) The pl esent and P uhable need for publlc facxhtles and services in. the area

‘While there area number of local and state publle agencios and prwate orgamzatlons p1ev1dmg public
recreation and land preservation services in the coastal annexation area these agencies have limited
resources and varying goals and missjons, There is currently no single agency, that focuses on open space
and agricultural preservatlon in the Coastal Annexation Area. The need for public facilities in the coastal
annexation area is limited. However, there is agreement from local, state and regional pubhe and private
open space and eonservatmn organizations that open, gpace and agrleultmai preservatlon is needed i the -
eeastal annexaﬂen area now a;nd in the fntme R :

(3) The present capaexty of pubhc facilities and adequaey of puhllc services that the agency
' provides or is authorized to prowde :

- The District’s plan for serviee and fiscal analysis indicates that the District lias the capacity to expand .
services to the anneXation area Wiﬂlont impaeting serviees within current district boundaries.

(4) The existence of any social or economic cemmumnes ef interest in the area 1f the
commission determines that they are relevant to the ageney

The Coastal Annexation Area represents the County of San Mateo’s agrleultulal district and a key
biological and natural resource regionally and statewide. As such the area represents the County’s -
agricuttural comnmnity and is of significance economically on a county and regional basis..
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K Factoi's.to be eonsidered pursuant to Section 56668

' The following is a brief aualy51s of the applicablé factors to be considered by the Commmsmn in the
review of & proposal as requu'ed by Government Code Section 56668. Unlike sphere of influence
determmatlons the commission is not requlred to make any express ﬁ_ndmgs concemmg these fa.etors '

Po ulaﬁoﬁ opulation densi : land area and tand use: per capita assessed valuatlon to 0 a' hy, natural

_ boundaties, and drainage basins; proximity to other populated areas:; the likeliliood of s1g;g1ﬁcaut g10wth
in the atea, and in ad] acent mcorpm ated and uumeorpm ated areas, durulg the next 10 vears

As noted above, the territory proposed for annexation covers 220 square mlles and inclndes a wide range
of land use designations. ABAG Projections 2002 are summeu 1zed for San Maieo County in the
followmg table: _

B 2015 [z000 . [3023
{707,161 754600 7590 79500813300

ABAG projects that between 2010 and 2025, the Cities of Sa.u Mateo Redwood City, East Palo A:[te,

~ Daly City and South San Francisco will lead the county ix growth Wlﬂl over.40% of the Comty s
household growth during this permd -

Need for orgamzed community services: the present cost and adequacy.of governmental services and

controls in the area: probable future needs for those services and controls; prebable effect of the proposed
annexation, or exclusion and of alternative courses of action on the éost and adequacy of seérvices and

. controls in the area and adjacent areas and the effect of the proposed action and of alternative actions, on

~ adjacent areas, on mutual social and economic interests, and on the local Eovelmnental structure of t]le
- coun ' :

"Organized community resources related to open space and agricultural preservation are needed to'the
extent that there is no single agency, that provides for land management and pyblic.access in addition to

' larid acquisition fin the Coastal Annexation Area. While there is g demonstrated need to’ expand services
such as opén space and agricultural preservatlou, maintenance and public access, such services are limited
to current service levels and limited résovrces of an array of emstulg agencies with varying goals and
revenue sources: The proposed coastal annexation and plan for service provides for a comprehenswe,
regional plan sub_]ect to controls aud regulations in the County’s General Plan and Local Coastal :
Progrem , :

There is geneml agreement indicated in the record that acquisitions by MROSD following annexation will
- provide for protection of agricultural and open space lands which will be a benefit to the County’s
-agriculiural community and distriot. In this respect, the proposed annexation would be beneficial to
residents of the proposed annexation area as well as areas currently within district boundaries by
providing a comprehensive, regional open space and agricultural preservation program and providing
representation for communities served by the District. With the exception 'of reduction of property tax

. revenne resulting from prlvately owned lands being removed from the tax roll upon acquisition by

MROSD, the annexation in itself presents a long-term plﬂ.ll for resource management consistent with the
General Plans of the County of San Mateo and City of Half Moon Bay that will be of ben_eﬂt to the area
aud 1:I1e agricultural economy and the County as a whole, _
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The effect of the eroposal on mamtamme the physical and E:CO]JG]}JIG mte.c,inrv of a;;rncuhmdl lands. as
defined bg Government Code Sectmn 56016 )

. As noted in the MRO D response to eomments above, preservatmn of economically viable agriculture is

* a major. component of the Coastside Protection Program. The EIR concluded that there would be no
significant impact to agriculiural resonrces and the Service Plan contains a nimber of policies to protect
agm:ulture and includes all the m1t1gat1011 measures recommended for adoption in the EIR. Based B
. mitigation measures-included in the service plan, a memotandum of understanding between MROSD and -
the Farm Burean that would include input from the Farm Bureau in MROSD agricultural related
activities, the Farm Bureau supports annexation as atool that Wlll pr oteet the physmal aud eeo;nou:uc
integrity of agriculture in tlle County :

. Consistencv with Citv and Counw General Plan;

The proposed plan for service, policies and guldelmes are consistent w1th the Clty of Half Moon Bay and

- County General Plan POIIGIE:S concernmg open space and agriculture.

The definiteness aud eertamty of the boundanes of the territory, the notconformance of proposed

boundaries with lines of assessment or ownership, the creation of islands or corridors of unmeorgmated
errﬂmm and other similar matters aff'eetmg the proposed boundaries : : MR

The proposed boundaries of the annexatmn are clearly defined and do not ereate islands or corridors of
‘unservedtemtory S S DU L

 The s here of mﬂuenee of an loeala ehc that ma 'be ap; heable.to the roposal bemcr rewewed

The propesed sphere amendment and annexatwn does 110t ccmﬂmt w1t11 the spheres of mﬂuenee of other
affected agencies. : ;

The comments of any affected local ag:_eney_ e

As noted previously, the District’s annexation application-with a request for comment was distributed to
all cities and special districts, affected county departments, municipal advisory councils and interested
individyals. LAFCo has received extensive comment fom pubhc agencies concerning this application
with the primary concern being fiscal impact as the District acquires privately OWI'JEd lands that are,

. subsequently removed from the tax roll

-The a‘bﬂl‘_ny of the reeewmg entity to provide the services which are the subjeet of the agglieat'ion' to the

area, including the sufﬁeienev of Ievenues for these services followiug the pronosed boundary change

Asnoted on Page 5 above the fiscal analyszs indicates that the estrmated operatmg expenses for the
Coastal Annexation Area and the District’s cash flow projections for the 15-year basic service plan period
indicate that the DlStl‘th is likely to have adequate financial resources to fund the soastal annexatlon and
acqmsmon program Wlthout unpactmg emstmg programs or 1ts cash reserves ' ce
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_ AJJV mfomnatlen ar eemments frem the landowner Or OWrers

' The Comrmssmn has 1eee1ved extensive comments supportmg and opposing the annexation application
from public agencies, private organizations ard individuals from within the annexation area, Within
current MROSD boundaries and from the greatel Bay A1 ea. Coples of these letters have been p1ov1ded to'
the Comrmssmm I - ,

Whether the pronosed annexation will be for the interest of landowners or présent or firture mhab1tauts
Wlﬂlll:l the dlstl ict and Wlthlll the terrlterv pronosed to be anuexed to the district -

Expansmu of Mldpenmsula Regional Open Space Dmtrmt boundaries to include the eoastal annexation
area as proposed would provide for long-term open space and agrleul’au al preservation and pubhc access
prograth by a single public agency as well as representation for residents in the affected area, which are
not available throngh programs offered by private, non-profit organizations in the area. Expansion of .

- service to provide a comprehenswe program will be of benefit to. both residents in the armexation area as
well as residents within current district boundanes by enllanemg oppertlmltles for preservatmn of open
space and agrlcultme ona regmnal basis, - , . L :

a"f'

Any resolution ; raigin eb'_ectlons to, the ! 10 osed annexation

. No sueh resolutlons have been 1ecewed by the Comjmssmn

Enwronmental Rewew

In Fupe of 2003 the Mldpenmsula Regional Open Space Dlstrwt acting as lead agency nnder the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), eertlﬂed the “San Mateo County Coastal Annexation
. Final Environmental Impact Report”. Environmenta] review inchided analysis of impacts related to
-‘expanding the District’s sphers of influence and ahnexation to include the Coastal Area of San Mateo
County on a program leve] and analyzed activities such as land acquisition and management of open.
* space and agricultoral lands, If anoexation is apprDVed ‘the District would be subject to the provisions of
CEQA in subsequent activities such as land aequxsmen and development of trails or other related '
activitigs. The EIR also considered the no pro_] ject alternetive as well as alternative boundaries. The -
District adopted mmgatmn measures to minimize potential impacts and found that the, San Matgo Coastal
S]_Jhere of Inﬂuenee Amendment and Annexatmn would not have s1gmf1eant 1mpacts 011 the envuonment

As responsible ageney under CEQA the Commlssmu must eert]fy that it has eens1de1 ed the EIR prepared
by the MROSD in making your determination on this application. As a Program E.LR., the San Mateo

Coastal Aanexation Draft and Final E.LR. adequately discuss the environmental impacts related to the

MROSD plan for providing service and potential impacts related to annexation. Staff believes that the

. Commission can find that annexation will not introduce any new considerations with respect to. this E.LR.

and that fature projects such as acquisitions, trail and stagmg development on district acquired land, as
they become k110w11 wﬂl be subject to enwroumental review as they are developed by MROSD,

Asthe Cemtmssmn is aware, there is pending Imgatmu ehallengmg the E I R. Tn the event the adequacy

* of an EIR is being litigated, CEQA expressly requires a responsible agency to assume that the challenged
EIR is valid. As a responsible agency for the San Mateo Coastal Annexation, San Mateo LAFCO is
bound by the requirements of Public Resources Cede section 21167.3(b). This section requires that
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where an action is commenced chalienging the adequacy of an EIR, "responsible agencies shall assume
that the envitonmental impact report or negative declaration for the project does comply with [CEQA]
- and shall approve or disapprove the project according to the timetable for agency action." Thus, San
Mateo LAFCO must follow its normal procedures of review to determine whether to apprave or
- disapprove a proposal regardless of whethel there is a chaﬂenge to the EIR submitted with the District's
annexation apphcatlon .

Cunclusmn

The Stated legislative intent for LAFCois to exercise powers in a manner that encourages and prov1des
for orderly development and efficient dehvery of services with appr opnate oon31derat10n of preservation
of open space and agrlcultural lands. LAFCo'File 03- 10 repregents a significant and unique boundary
change proposal because of the size of the proposed annexation and the challenge of e:cpandmg public
services with limited local government revennes. The apphcauon itself is the product of several years of
preparation by the district and debate in the commumty Among other factors to consider, the
Commission is asked to weigh the benefits of a long-term program for open space acqulsmon ‘and )
management and agricultural preservation against the fiscal impact to governmental agencles contammg
open space and agricultural lands. The Commission has received very thoughtful and sincere .
correspondence in both support and opposition of the proposal aud the District at the writing of this report
indicates that discussion continue with La Honda Pescadero School District and County Fire to address’
their concerns. It is recommended that MROSD also examine the District’s existing “Good Neighbor
" Policy” as it relates to working with 1le1ghbormg praperty owners and 4s it relates to clarifying for staff
and constituents how to 1esolve issues concerning shared prop erty lines' or district dctivities. ' -

As part of LAF Co apphcatmn process 'MROSD has wmked wﬂ;h fhe Sau Mateo County Fa.rm Bureau
and both organizations have signed 2 memorandum of understandmg and the District is pursuing special
' legislation to permanently excliide eminent domain from the annexation area. These actions, also
addressed concerns expressed about consmtency with County Agmcultural pol1c1es have resulted in
recommendations of support for the proposed annexation from, both the Parm Burean and the Courity’s
Agricultural Commissioner. Lastly, the District has also sublmtted a plan for representation that would
involve area residents in the red15tr1ctmg of wards if annexation is approved and other policies of the
District facilitate pubhc participation, Staff believes that these actions by the District demonstrate. their ..
abr_hty and intent to implement open and agncultural preservation while working with the Codstal .
Annexation community to develop a program that will be of benefit to ﬂle coastal commumty, the
County 8 agncultural dlstnct and the res1dents of the regmn L : : :
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Re(:ﬂmmendatinn

Baged on the fe1 egoing, staff believes that the service review, sphere of influence’ detelmmatione and

- information concerning the factors to be considered by the Commission support approval of the MROSD
Coastal sphere amendment and annexation. Staff recomymends that the Commission open the public-
hearing in Half Mioon Bay, accept testimony and continue the pubhc hearing to Redwood City to ensure
full participation and input to the Commission by interested agencies and individuals prior to taking
action, If at the conclusion of the public hearing the Commission is to approve the application,
considerations for final action will include: :

J 'Certiﬂeatlon that the Commission has cons1de1‘ed the EIR prepmed by MROSD in
making your determination on this application.
* Acceptance of the Municipal Service Review prepared by staff
Adoption of a statement of deter}mnatmns concerning the sphere of influence
amendment.
e Adoptior of 2 resolution amending the sphere of influence and approving LAFCo File
03-10—Troposed Annexation of Coastal San Mateo Ceunty to the Midpeninsula-
‘Regional Open Space District
» Direction to the Executive Officer on the period oftime for the protest hearing and
-direction to the Executive Officer to conduct protest preceedmgs pursuant to Government
Code Section 57000 et seq. .

Respectfully Submitted,

MDMW

Martha Poyatos
Executive Officer

Attachments:
Attachment A: Map

Attachment B: Chronology
* Attachment C: Summary table of comment Iettels received thru 2/23 and dlstubuted to the Commission

Attachment D: Farm Burean letter and Memorandum of Undelstandmg
Attachment E: MROSD responses to comments :

Attachment F: MROSD service review submittal

- Attachment G: MROSD Good Neighbor Policy

Attachment H: MROSD report & resolution establishing a public participation process for -

: reapportionment of the District’s ward boundaries to-include coastal annexation

area.
Attachment L: Santa Cruz LAFCo Resolution Recommending Approval -
Attachment J: Santa Clara LAFCo Resolution Recommending Approval

. Attachment K: Additional Comment Letters
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Chronolo mu\ EOmUOommg Annexation | Em%emau ,

Fal] 1995 MROSD Tuformal meeting with San Mateo Oo?:.% citizens to discuss participating in expansion of District's boundaries o coast
41/97 Resolution from Half Moon Bay City Council supporting District’s expansion to coast S .
4997 MROSD Board receives requests from coast for District’s cxpansion to coast and requesting GM to utilize District resources to ressarch possible
methods or processes for preserving open space on the San Matéo Coast, and to form the ad hoc committes
6/27/97 Annexation Workshop—Board and Staff Committes at Main Office in Los Altos , :
8/26/57- 8 Meetings of MROSD staff with; Half Moon Bay City Parks, LAFCo, POST, GGNRA, Save Redwoods, Coastal Conservancy, Sempervirens
10/7/97 Fund, Nature Conservancy State Parks : . .
10/8/97 — 10 MROSD Public Meetings at which Board authorizes consultants, advisory ballot measure, establish coastal advisory committee, consider ballot
1/27/99 results L .
2/5/99- 17 Coastal Advisory Committes (CAC) chaired by Supervisor Rich Gordon meets over 11 months. The charge of the committee was to review
1/11/00 district policies & make recommendations to District Board re garding acquisition, eminent domain and agriculiural uses recognizing that many
T district policies designed for the bayside might need alteration: Board accepted CAC’s declaration that its work was completed & disbanded
. committee at public hearting on 1/26/00. - L
11/1/99 MROSD public hearing & adoption of policy requiring District acquisitions on coastside to bs from willing sellers only with no use of eminent domain.
2/1/00 Review of preliminary Drayft Service Plan, San Mateo County Farm Bureau & San Mateo County Agricultural Advisory Committee-Fralf Moon Bay
2/23/00 Review of preliminary Draft Service Pian, Midcoast Community Council - El Granada . :
3/9/00 | Review of preliminary Draft Service Plan, Pescadero Municipal Advisory Committee - Pescadero
4/3/00 Review of preliminary Drafi Service Plan, Half Moon Bay City Council - Half Moon Bay :
5/31/00 MROSD Meeting: Workshop to review, discuss, amend & comment on the Proposed Preliminary Draft Service Plan, main office, Los Altos
6/9/00 Review.of CEQA process, Notice of Preparation issued : : : :
6-20-00 Public EIR scoping session - Half Moon Bay: solicitation of public comment on preliminary service plan and notice of preparation
6/22/00 Public EIR scoping session - Pescadero: solicitation of public comment on preliminary service plar and notice of preparation
6/27/00 Public EIR scoping session - Los Altos: solicitation of public comment on preliminary service plan and notice of preparation
10/16/00 MROSD Special Meeting/Public Hearing: Workshop to review, discuss, amend, and comment on the Preliminary Draji Service Plon
11/28/00 | MROSD Special Meeting/Public Hearing: Approval of the Draft Service Plan ‘ :
202 ' MROSD Special Meeting/Public Hearing: Acceptance of Updates to the Draft Service Plan, Informational Report on Drafi EIR and Fiscal Impact
o Analysis, establishment of public comment period on Draft EIR. )
7/9/02 MROSD public hearing in Pescadero 1o receive public comurents on Draft EIR
7/17/02 MROSD public hearing in Half Moon Bay to receive public comments on Draff EIR e
7/31/02 MROSD Special Meeting/Public Hearing to receive public comments on the Sar Mateo County drmexation Project Draft Program Environmental
) -Impact Report and consideration of an extension of the public comment period ‘ | :
6/5/03 MROSD Special Meeting/Public Hearing to receive public comments on and consider approval of the Son Mateo County Coastal Annexation Final
Program Environmental Impact Report, Service Plan, and Fiscal Analysis; adopt a Willing Sellers Ordinance, Annexatiojn Policy, Resolution of
Application for Annexation and Sphere of Influence Amendment, Resolution of No Property tax Exchange; and, consideration of a Mutual Aid
Agreement for Fire Services with the County of San Mateo. o
10/28/03 MROSD submits application to San Mateo LAFCo :
2/4/04 Santa Cruz LAFCo receives comment & adopts recommendation of approval of Coastal Annexation
2/11/04

Santa Clara LAFCo receives comment & adopts recommendation of approval of Coastal Annexation
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. MROSD Comment Letiers

Rgceived as of 1/14/04

' Agency/Organization/Individual Date/Page’ Position
Californians for Property Rights (CPR) 12/01/03(70) - Opposed
Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundation 11/26/03(74) ‘Opposed
Half Moon Bay Fire Dist. 11/21/03 (18) No Recommendation
L.a Honda Pescadero School Dist. 11/30/03(36) - | Concern/fiscal -

impact/request addl. time

Peninsula Open Space Trust (POST) 11/26/03 (111) | Support
Pescadero Municipal Advisory Council 11/30/03 (46) Opposed
Point Montara Fire Dist. 12/02/03 (20) Neuiral
San Mateo County Farm Bureau 12/03/03 (113) | Opposed®
SMC Harbor District 11/20/03 (47) | Support -
SMC Office of Education 11/17/03 34) | Concern/fiscal impact
SMC Resource Conservation Dist. 11/26/03 (31) No Recommendation
Allen, Geoff & Gillian 12/01/03 (159) | Opposed
Armstrong, Jack & Judy 12/01/03 (145 - | Opposed
Bierman, Vicki _ 12/01/03 (1) Opposed
Bierman, Vicki, Crocker Curve Water Co. 12/01/03 (152) | Opposed
- (156)
Bixen, Pattie 11/30/03 (133) | Opposed
Bordi, Angelo (Pat) & Sheila 11/30/03 (164) | Opposed

Bordi, George & Mary 11/28/03 (134) | Opposed, request for vote -
Braitman, Bob 11/26/03 (138) | Opposed

Braun, Oscar 11/26/03 (127) | Opposed

Brown, Terry & Cathy : 12/01/03 (142). | Opposed

Chalios, Gail, Luke, Toby & Henry & Garrett 11/28/03 (154) | Opposed

Morris

Domitilli, Bill 11/23/03(130) | Opposed

Ettinger, Debra 11/21/03 (158) | Opposed

Finger, Pam 12/01/03 (155) | Opposed
Gardner,Charlie 11/28/03 (175) | Opposed

German, Carrie 11/21/03 (157) | Opposed

Gomes, Carron 12/01/03 (162) | Opposed

Gossett, Terrence 10/08/03 (123) | Opposed :
Gossett, Terry 12/08/03 (172) | Documents Not available
Hehner, Sandy 12/01/83 (149) | Opposed '
Lau, Con & Pat - 11/26/03 (135) | Opposed -

Lehner, Sandra 12/01/03 (163) | Opposed

! Page # refers to sequential nunibering on packets of letters disiributed to commission.
? See Farm Burean letter of ( ) supporting annexation based on Memorandum of Understanding between Farm -

Bureau and MROSD. - .
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‘| Maraviglia, Alan & Lorraine 12/01/03 (150) | Opposed
Modena, Raymond & Jeanette 12/01/03 (161) | Opposed
Pellegrini, Mario 12/01/03 (167) 1. Opposed
Pellegrini, Nina 11/17/03 (136) | Opposed
Rapley, Bonnie, Broker 12/01/03 (166) | Opposed
Sauerbry, Sandra (Sam), Broker 12/03/03 (171) | Opposed
Simomn, Carol 12/08/03 {174} | Opposed

| Snyders, Bill and Ann 11/29/03 (132) | Opposed
Stariha, Marina 12/01/03 (165) | Opposed




MROSD Comment Letters

From 1/15 to 2/23/04
Name Date (Page #) Position
Acterra, Michael Closson 02/05/04 (17) support
Ametican Farmland Trust, Ed Thompson 02/12/04 (11) support
Bay Area Open Space Council, John Woodbury 01/26/04 (24) support
Bay Area Ridge Trail Council, Holly VanHouton 02/06/04 support
California Qak Foundation, Janet S. Cobb 01/26/04 (27) support
Citizen’s Committee to Complete the Refuge, Florence | 02/11/04 (16) support -
LaRiviere
Coastside County Water District - 01/20/04 (2) support
East Bay Regional Park District, Pat O’Brien 02/05/04 (19) support
Federation of Flyfishers, Mondy Lariz 01/23/04 (26) support
- Greenbelt Alliance, Jessica Fitchen : 02/02/04 (8) support
Half Moon Bay Open Space Tiust, Kathy Wnorowskl 01/26/04 (28) support
Hidden Villa, Judith Steiner 02/04/04 (20) support
Landsmiths, Bern Smith 02/20/04 (10) support
Midcoast Community Council 01/14/04 (1) | support
Planning & Conservation League, Fred Keeley 02/17/94 (6) support
San Bruno Mountain Watch, Philip Batchelder 01/27/04 (23) support
San Mateo Trail Users Group, Adda Quinn 02/20/04 (30) support
Save OQur Shores, Jane De Lay 02/14/04 (4) support
Save-the-Redwoods Ieague, Katherine Anderton 02/06/04 (12) support
Sierra Club, Melissa Hippard 01/26/04 (25) support
Silicon Valley Manufacturing Group, Carl Guardino 02/03/04 (21) support
Surfrider Foundation, Edmundo Larenas 02/04/04 (22) ‘support
Trail Center, Scott Heeschen - 02/11/04 (3) support
| Trust for Public Land, Tim Wirth 02/10/04 (14) support
U.S. Dept. of Interior, Fish & Wildlife, Margaret Kolar ~ { 02/10/04 (13) support
U.S. Dept. of Interior, Nat’l Park Service 02/13/04 (5) support
Mai-Liis Bartling : : :
Abbe, Jessica _ 01/26/04 (103). support
Antholzner, Gregory 01/26/04 (79) support,
Arbuckle, Nancy 01/26/04 (136) support
Barnby, Nancy 01/26/04 (135) support
Beckert, Nancy 01/31/04 (83) support
Bonfantini, Dario 01/25/04 (105) support
Borgsteadt, John & Olwe 01/23/04 (143) support
Brout; Ellen 02/08/04 (63) support
Brown, Melvin, M.D. : 01/28/04 (45) support
Bruno, Dave & J enmfer & Sheila Brogna 02/22/04 (34) support
Carley, Jeanne 02/22/04 (33) | support
| Cook, Eda 01/25/04 (122) support




q (
Cook, RobertP. 01/25/04 (115) support
Curiningham, Rob 02/27/04 (36) support
Dieves, Treva 02/07/04 (65) support
| Dryer, Diane 01/26/04 (41) { support
| Evans, Dinda 01/31/04 (42) support
Farwell, David 01/23/04 (129) support
Feeney, Harold V. 02/10/04 (49) support
| Fellows, Sheila 1 01/26/04(78) | support
Ferenz, Tom : 02/14/04 (37) support
Fisher, Kenneth L. 01/14/04 (155) support
Foley, John 02/04/04 (70) support
i Forrister, Ann 01/24/04 (118) support
Frank, George 02/02/04 (40) support
Gentsch, Velma 01/26/04 (119) support
| Gheewala, Tom 01/21/04 (128) _support
Goldstein, Dz. Chip B. and Linda 01/14/94 (153) support
Gomez, Audrey ' 01/25/04 (96) support
Gomez, Richard 01/28/04 (75) support
Gomez, Vicki 01/28/04 (100) support
Gould, Laura E. 01/18/04 (149) support
Greene, Robert 01/27/04 (47) support
Hankermeyer, Carol 01/28/04 (101) support
Hanrahan, Suzanne 01/28/04 (46) | support
Harris, Jean (2/08/04 (56) support
_Harris, W.L. 02/08/04 (55) support
Hays, Walter . 02/04/04 (59) . support
| Henderson, James & Cathy 01/26/04 (126) support
Hinshelwood, Clyde & Lisa 01/31/04 (73) support
Johnson, Don 01/24/04 (117) support.
Kersteen-Tucker, Zoe 02/04/04 (71) support
| Ketcham, Lisa 01/22/04 (131) support
Kidwell, Karen 02/07/04 (54) support
Kirk, Lexy 01/29/04 (44) support
Kirkaldie, Joan 01/29/04 (85) support
Koland, Ellen 01/26/04 (109) support
Lambertson, Syd 02/08/04 (58) | support
LaToutrette, Peter & Sue 01/26/04 (110) . support
LeBlanc, Maurice & Ingrid 02/08/04 (57) support
Lee, A.G. ' 01/25/04 (139) support
Lewis, Stephen 01/31/04 (84) support
Lynch, John 01/26/04 (113) support
Mandohl, Kris 02/07/04 (69) support
Mangold, Keith 01/27/04 (134) support
Marsh, James & Judy 01/23/04 (152) support
Martinson, Linda 02/10/04 (29) support




Mayall, Patty 01/28/04 (89) _support
McCarthy, Jack 01/29/04 (43) _support
McCarthy, Leslie 01/27/04 (121) support
McEntee, Shannon Rose | 01/23/04 (144) support
McVey Gill, Mary 01/23/04 (141) support
Mears, Cynthia 02/07/04 (64) support
| Meisenheimer, Laurie 02/07/04 (50) support
Meissner, Ernst 01/28/04 (88) .
O’Maura, Kitty 02/07/04(66) | support
Okuzumi, Margaret 01/23/04 (142) " | support
Olmstead, Jean & Franklin 01/24/04 (127) support .
Ornstein, Severo M. 01/18/04 (148) . | support
Palmer, Gary 01/28/04 (72) support
Pappajohn, Caroline 01/23/04 (145) support -
Pasternak, Mimi | 02/04/04 (67) support
Pendleton, Dave & Flla - 01/26/04 (125) support
" | Perrone, Dave 01/28/04 (76) support
' Persson, Ingemar. 01/30/64 (157) Opposed.
Platz, Robert 02/08/04 (68) support
Rebarchik: 02/22/04 (35) support
Rich, Ursula 01/27/04 (74) support
Robertson, Doris | 02/09/04 (52) support
| Rosengreen, Annemarie 01/27/04 (111) support
Rourke, Claudia 01/26/04 (104) support
Rourke, Jim 01/27/04 (90) support
Rourke, Krista 01/26/04 (98) support
Samuelson, Ralph | 01/25/04 (138) support
Schreck, Albert 01/28/04 (107) support
Segal, Jonathan, M.D. 01/24/04 (140) support
Segall, Jeff 02/02/04 (92) support
| Sheldon, Mait & Pat 02/04/04 (62) support -
Singer, Molly 02/06/04 (38) support
Smernoff, David T. Ph.D. 01/24/04 (116) support
Smith, Clay 01/28/04 (77) support
Smith, Zach 01/27/04 (94) . support
Squires, Pamela 01/31/04 (82) support
Stein, Antoineite “Toni” Ph.D. 01/23/04 (146) support
Straub, Carolyn & Steve McHenry 01/23/04 (130) support
Strawbridge, JoAnne & Richard 02/16/04 (48) support
Sundermeyer, Niels & Pat 01/28/04 (60) support
Switky, Kathy 01/22/04 (133) support
Torrance, Jerry B, 01/26/04 (132) support
Touma, Bess 01/25/04 (137) support
Vian, Ted . 01/27/04 (120) support .
Vulkic, Louis 02/08/04 (53) support




Waldhauer, Ann 01/27/04 (87) support -
Waldhaver, Ruth 01/16/04 (150) | support
Walsh, Catherine 01/27/04 (95) support
Walsh, Kelsey 01/25/04 (102) support
Walsh, Larry 01/25/04 (99) support
Walsh, Shannon 01/25/04 (97) support |
Webbon, Muriel A. 01/31/04 (86) support
Welden, Sherman 01/31/04 (81) support
Weinstein, Barbara 02/06/04 (51) support
Whiting, Tom 01/22/04 (147) support
Woodward, Gladys 01/27/04 (93) support
Wynkoop, Christine 01/31/04 (80) support
Yost, Daniel support

01/26/04 (106)




MROSD Comment Letters
Recelved 2/14/04 to 3/2/04

Agency/Organization/Individual Date

Position
Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society 2/23/04 Support
City of Palo Alto 2/19/04 Comments on Service
' . Review and Support
| Postecards request approval of the Coastal : Various Support
Annexation (Total of 382)
Braitman, Bob 3/2/04 opposition
Braun, Oscar 3/1/04 Opposition, application
. _ | : incomplete '
Braun, Oscar o < , 2/24/04 Opposition, appllcatlon :
: ' ' - incomplete '
Caletti, Robert o 3/1/04 Support
| Dryer, Diane 1371104 Support
‘Gheewala, Tushar 3/1/04 Support
Legrand, Bertille, S.F. Horsemen Assoc. | 3/1/04 -Support
Lordier, Kathy - ' 12/21/04 Support
Meyers, Bill : 2/25/04 Support
Montoya Bretz, Sharon 2/20/04 Support
Raczek,Téd - ! 2/25/04 support
Riedy, N.J, ) 3/1/04 Support
{ Stein, Toni 3/1/04 . Support
'| Townsend, Marilyn 2/27/04 Support
True, Chris & Veronica _ | 3/2/04 opposition
Wnorowski, Kathy : . | 1/26/04 Support
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MROSD Comment Letters
- Received 3/3/04 to 3/9/04 _

| Agency/Organization/Individual Date | Position
Postcards request approval of the Coastal | Various Support
Annexation (Total of 343 of which 109 are from

coastal annexation area)

| Begun,Bd = T - L 11 . - | Support

Carr, Pat : 3/5/04 ~ | Support
Committee for Green Foothills, April Vargas 1.3/8/94 Support
Durham, P. _ 3/7/04 Support
Elliott, Alison ' | 3/5/04 Support
Enisco, Ben & Judith Dean ' 3/2/04 - Support
Feder, Clair , o 3/2/04 Support
Foreman, Linda . 3/6/04 Support
Goitein, Ernest | ’ 3/1/04 | Support
Hassel, Irene L 3/9/04 | Opposed
Korbhols, Bill & Kathy =~ - ' 3/2/04 | Support
Liebes, Linda ' _ [3/8/04 | Support
Lindsay, Lorna - | 3/4/04 | Support
San Mateo County Agricultural Commissioner, 2/27/04 Support
Gail Raabe . _ {rec’d 3/3) ,
Spretnak, Charlene - ' _ 3/7/04 Support
Straub, Caronn & Stephen McHenry ' 3/1/04 Support

Please also note, not listed above but received by the Commission on 1/21/04 is: “A Community
Report regarding the Proposed Annexation of Western San Mateo County by MROSD” prepared
by Kurt Heiner



MROSD Comment Letters

-Received 3/9/04 to 3/16/04

Agency/Organization/Individual

Date Pogition
Postcards request approval of the Coastal Various Support
Annexation (Total of 114 of which 15 are from
| coastal annexation area)
Blanchard, Jim, Midcoast Park Lands 3/9/04 Support
Braitman, Bob, Braitman & Associafes . | 3/15/04 Alternative Boundary
' ' ' Action _
Braitman, Bob, Braitman & Associates 3/16/04 To MROSD, request for
' " o info ,
Congress, Laura 3/10/04 Support
Drekmeier, Peter 3/10/04 Support
Fazzino, Gary P. 3/10/04 Support
George, Roseanna : : 3/11/04 Support’
Granada Sanitary District, Chuck Duffy - 11/27/03 Support
Lindsay, Margaret 3/5/04 Support
Lytle, Jackie Support
Martin, Keith 3/1/04 Support
Meyer, AlbertWilliam 3/3/04 Support
Morgan, Hilary | 3/3/04 Support
MROSD, Cathy Woodbury 3/11/04 Transmitting CPR letter to
: S o residents
MROSD, Craig Britton 3/2/04. Update/transmittal
-Mullin, Assemblymember Gene 3/2/04 Support
Page, Martha, Robert, Ben & Tovis 3/3/04 Support
Pollock, Anneliese. . ‘ Support
‘Rolleri, Terry 3/4/04 Support
San Mateo Co. Farm Bureau, Jack Olsen 3/16/04 Williamson Act Info
Scutchfield, Kathleen 3/15/04 -Support
Waldhauer, Ruth 3/14/04 Support
Wilson, John, La Honda Pescadero School Dist. 3/9/04 | Neutral
Zouka, Aaron 3/11/04 Support
Documents recewed at the March 9, 2004 LAFCo Meeting in Half Moon Bay
Baez, Joan 3/9/04 Support
Braitman, Bob, Braitman & Assoc. 3/9/04 Oppose -
Cattermole, George, Coastside Habitat Coalition | No date Comments on MROSD
' ' | Rec’d 3/9/04 Draft EIR
Coastal Open Space Alliance (COSA) . No Date List of Agencies .
o Rec’d 3/9/04 supporting MROSD
' ' annexation
Lindsay, Loma 3/4/04 support
Periat, Judy 3/9/04
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MROSD Comment Letters
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: , Received 3117/04 to 3/25/04
|_Agency/Organization/Individual Date Position
Postcards request approval of the Coastal Various support
Annexation (Total of 25, from outside annexation
area) ‘
| Roberts, Lennie, Comn:uttee for Green Foothills™ | 3/24/04 “[support
Folsom, Meredith . 3/23/04 opposed -
(Forwarded by SMC Planning Conumssmn)
Linder, Gloria 3/18/04 support
Oden, Joy 3/17/04 opposed
Jepsen, Donald & Dana O’Neill 3/17/04 opposed
‘Waldhauer, Ann '3/16/04 support .
Peery, Catherine, Chair Pescadero Mumcipal 3/15/04 Opposed request to hold
Advisory Couneil : ‘ meeting in Pescadero
McReynolds, Pamela W. 3/15/04 opposed
Prince, Bill & Gloria Stigall 3/14/04 support
Vogel, K. Christie 3/13/04 support .
MROSD Comment Letters
. Recewed as of 3/30/04
Agency/Organization/Individual Date Position
Abrevaya, David 6/4/03 oppose
(letter to MROSD) (received
' .| 3/30/04)
Allen, Geoff with Article on SODS 3/31/04 oppose
Clay, Jill 3/31/04 support
Coastal Open Space Alliance Various
Volunteer Petitions, submitted at 3/30 heeumg
Delay, Ari ‘ | 3/31/04 . oppose
Durrey, Rich 3/30/04 | oppose
Editorial, Palo Alto Weekly 3/31/04 support
Editorial, The Menlo Park Almanac | 3/31/04 support
Enteras, Bill 3/30/04 oppose
Johnston, John No date .oppose
Schorr, David & Wendi Shafir 3/31/04 support
Schuchat, Sam, Nature Conservancy 3/30/04 support
Stigall, Georgia 3/30/04 support
Urgo, Michael 3/30/04 oppose
Wargo, Tom 3/30/04 oppose
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March 30, 2004

- MIDPENINSULA REGIONAL OPEN SPACE DISTRICT
Chairwoman Richardson and Members CELEBRATING 30 YEARS OF OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION

San Mateo County Local Agency Formation Commission
455 County Center
Redwood City, CA 94063-1863

Re: Application for Annexation and Sphere of Influence Amendment of the
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District to Extend its Boundaries to the San Mateo
County Coast-- LAFCo File No. —3-10

Dear Commissioners:

Next week will be an important milestone in a long, six-year process leading to a LAFCo
decision regarding our application to expand Midpeninsula Regional Open Space
District’s boundaries to include the San Mateo coast. We would like to thank you for
your time, your involvement, and your guidance during this process. We would also like
to thank the countless citizens of San Mateo County who have actively participated over
the years in more than 40 public meetings, including 17 Citizens’ Advisory Committee
meetings, 21 District Board meetings, 7 public hearings on the Environmental Impact
Report, and in countless individual meetings with Board members and Disirict staff. As
you know, residents also participated in a positive advisory vote on this Program
spousored by the District’s Board of Directors,

The involvement of citizens has been truly amazing. People who participated in these
activities did not come from narrow, issue-focused backgrounds, but rather represented a
broad, representative cross-section of the population. ‘

As this part of the LAFCo process nears its end, we are grateful for the support we have
received and grateful for the ideas, criticisms, and suggestions voiced by constituents that
have helped shape the Coastside Protection Program and made it richer and more
comprehensive, :

We are immensely gratified by the strong support our program has received. To date, the
Coastside Protection Program has been endorsed by 19 cities, both San Mateo and Santa
Clara Counties, Santa Cruz and Santa Clara LAFCos, state and federal elected
representatives, and a host of environmental, recreational, and business organizations,
including the Silicon Valley Manufacturing Group. To date, LAFCo has received 199
letters in support of the project and 37 in opposition. At the March 9 hearing in Half
Moon Bay, 23 speakers supported and 26 opposed the Program and at the March 17
hearing there were 28 supporters and 14 opponents.

Please also see the attached list of endorsements this Program has received (“Attachment
A! !)-

- But in addition to numbers, we are appreciative of the new partnerships created during
this process, such as our alliance with the San Mateo County Farm Bureauy, These
partnerships will allow us to provide a higher quality Program.

330 Dis’iel Circle .650-691-1200 - info@openspace.arg BOARD OF DIRECTORS: Pete Slemens, Maty Davey, Jed Cyr, GENERAL MANAGER;
Los Altos ca gq022-1404 650-601-0485 fax Www.openspace.org Deane Little, Nonette Hanko, Larry Hassett, Kenneth €, Nitz L. Cralg Brition




As a government agency, we believe in‘being as inclusive as possible and we have
demonstrated this by not only listening to opponents, but by voluntarily addressing their
concerns in our plan. We are proud that our efforts represent an extraordinary effort to
respond to the public, and we know that it far exceeds any legal requirements.

We have initiated state legislation that will eliminate our power of eminent domain on the
San Mateo Coast, an effort the Senate Local Government Commitiee called
“unprecedented”, This has resulted in an unprecedented cooperative agreement between
the District and the San Mateo County Farm Bureau, as well as successful negotiation of
cooperative agreements with San Mateo County Fire and the I.a Honda-Pescadero
Unified School District. '

The multi-year process to present, discuss, and shape the Coastside Protection Pro gram
has now reached the LAFCo hearing stage. For us, these hearings are a continuation of
our ongoing discussions with constituents and stakcholders. We welcome the chance to
comment on our proposal as the preservation of open space and agriculture on the coast is
critical to the environment and economy of San Mateo County. We realize that the
Coastside Protection Program is not just “another’ open space preservation proposal. It is
the attempt to fuse the protection of one of America’s most beautiful and treasured
stretches of land with the protection of our local time-honored traditional professions and
the economic well-being of all coastsiders. Scenic beauty is important to all who live
here. But, the héalth of our natural environment is equally as critical and would, in turn,
be meaningless if our economic survival was threatened. The resources at stake benefit
our entire region, Their loss or their protection has profound implications for the current
and future citizens of San Mateo County for generations to come. .

LAFCo Role in Reviewing Annexations

Allow us to directly relate our program to both the legal requirements and the spirit of the .
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of 2000. '

The Legislature’s emphasis on LAFCo’s role in the preservation of open space and
agricultural resources grew out of the state Commission on Local Governance for the 21
Century, established in 1997, The Commission’s report, “Growth Within Bounds” was
intended to give LAFCo new tools to deal more effectively with growth challenges,
including tools to protect open space and agricultural resources that benefit an entire
region, not just a locality. '

The Commission recommended that LAFCo’s policies to protect agricultural and open
space lands be strengthened. (Please see the attached excerpt from “Growth Within
Bounds” showing the ongoing loss of agricultural lands in California and
recommendations to strengthen LAFCo’s role in agricultural preservation - “Attachment
B”l) The Commission report “encourages all LAFCo’s to adopt strong policies regarding
conversion of agricultural and open space lands.” (see page 94).

! State of California Commission on Local Governance for the 21% Century, 2000, Growth Within Bounds:
Planning California Governance for the 21 Century. :
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The Commission’s recommendations led t6 a comprehensive revision of LAFCo law: the
Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Act of 2000, The Legislature adopted the Commission’s public
policy recommendations concerning the importance of LAFCo’s role in the preservation
of agriculture and open space. Among other things, the Act added the preservation of
open space and agricultural lands to LAFCo’s purposes, elevated the preservation of
agricultural land as a goal of LAFCo, and strengthened the definition of “prime
agricultural land”. These policies added to the pre-existing directives to LAFCo to guide
development or use of land other than open space uses away from prime agricultural
land. '

As you deliberate and consider the materials and testimony you’ve received, we urge you
to consider the statutory criteria for reviewing an annexation proposal established by the
Legislature. Those criteria strongly emphasize preservation of open space and
agricultural lands,

The District’s Program meets or exceeds every legal criterion that you will consider as
you make your decision. The conformity of the District’s program to all applicable
LAFco criteria is, of course, not by happenstance. It’s the product of seven years of
public participation and input which allowed the District to shape the Program to respond
to the local needs and circumstances of agriculture and open space on the coast.

The following is a brief analysis of the applicable factors and policies to be considered by
the Commission in reviewing an annexation and sphere proposal. The March 2, 2004
Staff Report from your Executive Director provided a thorough analysis of these factors.
We’d like to note what we view as some of the most important points to be considered
with regard to each factor.

Factors to be Considered in Reviewing an Annexation Application

A. Population and population density: the likelihood of significant growth in the area:
topography, natural boundaries. and drainage basins -

Coastal San Mateo County is rich in natural resources and ecological diversity due to its
mountain-to-ocean landscape. The dramatic visual character with forested backdrop,
coastal plains and valleys, rural agricultural lands, continental edge, and views of the
Pacific Ocean is unparalleled. ‘

The current population of San Mateo County (707, 163) will increase by aver 100,000
residents in less than 20 years based on Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG)
projections. Throughout the Bay Area an estimated 570,000 additional acres will be
developed over the next 30 years, the equivalent of 18 areas the geographic size of San
Francisco.

The proposed extension of the District’s boundary and sphere of influence follows the
existing District boundary along Skyline Ridge at the upper reaches of the coastal
watersheds and along the San Francisco watershed lands west to the Pacific Ocean. The
annexation area encompasses the 19 sparsely developed, rural watersheds of coastal San
Mateo County from the southern boundary of the City of Pacifica to the boundary of San
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Mateo and Santa Cruz Counties. A number of streams in coastal San Mateo County
provide habitat for Steelhead trout and Coho salmon; both listed as federally threatened
species. In addition to their critical importance as watersheds, San Gregorio and
Pescadero Creeks are of particular importance to Steelhead and Coho.

B. Need for organized community services

The lower land costs in rural areas, like coastal San Mateo County, and the small town
setting attract the development of scatfered single-family homes on large parcels beyond
the urban fringe. This type of development removes land from agricultural production
and grazing, and fragments the large -scale, economically viable agricultural operations.
These growth pressures threaten the long-term sustainability of the community’s open
space values rural agricultural heritage. At the same time, budget cutbacks and fiscal
constraints have greatly diminished the ability of other government agencies to purchase
lands from willing sellers to meet the increasing need to protect this area for its
agriculture, unique natural and scenic resources and recreation opportunities.

A regional approach is the most effective way to protect open space and agricultural land
and preserve the rural heritage of the coastside. Natural processes transcend property
boundaries and property owners nust work collaboratively to address land protection and
resource issues like, erosion, wildlife corridors, preventing the spread of invasive plant
species, feral animal conirol and improved fish migration. The District provides a forum
for sharing expertise in these areas and working with other landowners in developing
comprehensive solutions to resource protection issues.

In order to promote the viability of agriculture in San Mateo County, public agencies can
acquire agricultural lands and offer them for sale or lease to farmers and ranchers, or
purchase agricultural casements that would permanently protect farmland from
development while providing revenue to continue agricultural operations. As ABAG
stated, “Expansion of Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District’s boundaries
represeglts one of the most promising efforts for acquisition and preservation of open
space.”

Organizations and agencies whose mission is preservation of open space have expressed
the need for increased stewardship of the open space and agricultural resources of coastal
San Mateo County. Discussions with other open space, recreation, and park service
providers that serve the Coastside Protection Area (including the National Park Service,
the California Department of Parks and Recreation, and the San Mateo County Parks
Department) indicate that these agencies have a limited capacity to provide expanded
open space preservation and management services. These agencies also lack the capacity
to provide agricultural preservation.

While local conservation organizations owning land in the Coastside Protection Area will
continue to be successful in acquiring land, they are not ordinarily structured to manage
open space lands on a long-term basis. Thus these organizations have asked the District
to manage natural resources and low-intensity public-use programs on some of their

? The Association of Bay Area Governments. 1998, Coastside Subregional Planning Project, 7
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propertiés, as the District is the only funded, comprehensive and locally represented
public agency capable of providing this land management.

C. Effect on adjacent areas and mutual social and economic interests

The District takes a comprehensive watershed-based approach to planning and land
management in preservation of open space, agriculture, public recreation, and natural,
scenic and cultural resources. This approach ensures fulfillment of the following
objectives:

Protect watershed integrity and water quality

* Preserve existing and potential agricultural operations in order to keep the
maximum amount of prime agricultural land and other lands suitable for
agriculture in agricultural production '

¢ Protect sensitive resources such as habitats for special-status species
Provide opportunities for scientific research, resource conservation demonstration
projects, outdoor environmental education programs, and interpretive programs,
and '
Provide key links to existing District and other public open space lands

* Provide visitor-serving facilities (unpaved trails and small, gravel-surfaced
parking lots) for low-intensity recreation (hiking, bicycling and horseback riding)

* Support development of an integrated regional trail system coordinated with the
San Mateo County Trails Plan ‘

Inherent in the Coastside Protection Program is the opportunity for coastside residents to
share in the decision-making about District lands and to work to gether on regional open
space and agricultural issues, The Board is strongly committed to an inclusive process for
policy development and use and management planning that ensures consultation with
local residents, elected officials, government agencies, organizations and community
interest groups. Local representation ensures that staff and Board members alike are

Aaccessible to residents who wish to discuss new ideas or resolve issues regarding

neighbor relations.

As a local public agency, the District provides democratic and accountable, elected
representation to all residents within its boundaries. Extension of the District’s
boundaries will make it possible for coastside residents to run for a seat on the Board of
Directors. In recognition of the Board’s commitment to work with coastside residents,
community groups, local elected officials, and interested parties to develop a redistricting
plan that best reflects their desired ward configurations, the Board of Directors adopted a
resolution that specifies a robust public participation process.

(D) Conformity of the proposal and:its effects with LAFCo policics regarding
orderly, nlanned_ growth and the policies to preserve open space and agricultural land set
out in Section 56377

Preservation of open space and agricultural land is the major goal of the Coastside
Protection Program as stated in the mission statement for the Pro gram:
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To acquire and preserve in perpetuity open space land and agricultural land of regional
significance, protect and restore the natural environment, preserve rural character,
encourage viable agricultural use of land resources, and provide opportunities Sfor
ecologically sensitive public enjoyment and education.

The Service Plan contains a number of policies to protect agriculture. It also includes all
of the Agriculture Mitigation Measures of the Programmatic Environmental Impact
Report adopted by the District. These policies both help to preserve existing agriculture
and to promote its long term economic viability. As a result of these policies and
Mitigation Measures, and a Memorandum of Understanding between the District and the
Farm Bureau formalizing the Bureau’s role in the review of District plans and policies
regarding site specific agricultural lands, the Board of Directors of the Farm Bureau
voted 13-0 to endorse the Coastside Protection Program, contingent upon the passage of
jointly sponsored eminent domain legislation.

(E) The effect of the proposal on maintaining the physical and economic integrity of .
agricultural lands

The District developed its Program with preservation of coastal agriculture as.one of its
key goals. We have developed one of the strongest agricultural preservation programs of
its kind in the state. The Farm Burcau and the County Agricultural Commissioner agree
that this Program will provide enhanced opportunities to preserve San Mateo County
agriculture. The District’s partnership with the Farm Bureau is precedent-seting. The
Farm Bureau has concluded that “the District’s Coastside Protection Program will benefit
and help preserve agriculture in San Mateo County, and will help to protect agriculture’s
physical and economic integrity.”

Our collaboration will insure that the District can benefit from the expertise and resources
of the Farm Bureau prior to any final decision concerning agricultural lands that might be
acquired. Our Program includes significant measures that will assist ranchers and farmers
in preserving their lands and way of life far into the future. These include:

» An active agricultural easement and lease program tailored to meet the needs of
individual farmers and ranchers so they can adapt their operations o changing
economic conditions, provide needed farm labor housing, and be of a sufficient
term to provide certainty for investment and infrastrocture improvements

¢ An active agricultural grant program '

o Technical assistance to facilitate the provision of farmworker housing and the
continuation of water rights

¢ Development of site-specific agricultural production plans in consultation with
the Farm Bureau and County Agricultural Commissioner

s Effective buffers between trails and adjacent agricultural operations adequate to
address potential trail user conflicts, and to avoid the potential for non-native

~ invasive plants or pathogens to affect adjacent lands

¢ Location of trails and improvements away from agricultural lands

o A sale and leaseback policy that prioritizes continued use by the owner or
operator




With the input of the Farm Bureau, agricultural community and other interested parties,
the end product was a set of effective policies that will preserve coastal agriculture far
into the future. '

(F) Definiteness and certainty of the boundaries of the territory; conformity with lines of
assessment or ownership: creation of islands or corridors of unincorporated territory, and
other similar matters affecting the proposed boundaries

'The proposed boundaries are clearly defined and certain. No islands or corridors of
unserved territory will be created. The proposed boundaries will also allow the District to
erthance its management of lands within its existing boundaries by allowing for more
comprehensive watershed-based resource management planning

(G) Consistency with city or county general and specific plans

The Service Plan is consistent with the General Plans of the City of Half Moon Bay and
the County. The Service Plan provides that the District will not propose any uses that
will require General Plan or zoning ordinance amendments.

In fact, the Service Plan implements and is encouraged by the goals of the County
General Plan.

County General Plan Policy 6.47 states:

“Encourage the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District to acquire, protect, and make
available for public use open space lands in rural areas and open space of regional
significance in urban areas in cooperation with San Mateo County.”

General Plan Policy 1.41 enourages public agencies to acquire and manage sensitive
habitats. Policy 6,10 encourages recreation providers to “locate passive park and
recreation facilities in rural areas in order to protect and preserve environmentally
sensitive and open space lands.” Policy 6.38.b encourages the development of trails that
link park and recreation facilities on San Francisco Bay to those on the Pacific Coast.

The Program conforms to all General Plan policies pertaining to the protection of
agricultural lands, including assistance with easements, leaseback and sale, and
avoidance of land use conflicts with adjacent agriculture.

With the Program in place, the District looks forward to working with the County and the
Farm Bureau to turn these goals into reality.

(H) The sphere of influence of any local agency which may be applicable to the proposal
being reviewed

The proposed sphere amendment and annexation do not conflict with the spheres of any
other affected agency. ‘




(T) The comments of any affected local agency

There are 22 affected local agencies in the area proposed for annexation. (An affected
agency is a city, county or district within an annexation area).

No affected local agency opposes the District’s application. In fact, the largest public
agency, the City of Half Moon Bay, has endorsed the proposal, as have many other cities.
Resolutions or recommendations of support have also been received from the following
districts: the San Mateo Harbor Disirict, the Coastside County Water District, and the
Granada Sanitary District.

The La Honda Pescadero Unified School District initially expessed concerns about
potential fiscal impacts from the Program. District staff met with School District staff
and officials to reach an agreement that satisfied the School District’s concerns. In
addition to achieving a tax neutral solution for the School District, the agreement will
allow both agencies to collaborate on environmental! education projects that benefit both
the students of the School District and the constituents of the District. The District is
proud of the hard work it took to make this agreement a reality.

The County initially had submitted comments stating concerns about potential impacts to
. fire services. These concerns have been addressed to the County’s satisfaction by means
of a cooperative agreement between the District and the County. This agreement provides
for cooperative efforts including mutual aid, consultation on site-specific fuel
modification and management programs, and cooperatlve efforts to develop additional
water supplies for fire response,

The District has also resolved the County’s initial concerns about potentlal impacts to
agriculture fo its satisfaction. (See Section (E), above).

_ There are two advisory councils on the coastside which are not affected local agencies as
defined by LAFCo. The Midcoast Community Council has endorsed the apphcatmn and
the Pescadero Municipal Advisory Council is opposed.

(J) Sufficiency of revenues for services following the proposed boundary change

The Coastside Protection Program would be funded with the District’s existing revenue
sources augmented by grants and gifts. The District’s primary revenue source is a share
of the annual total property tax, approximately 1.7 cents per $100 of assessed property
value, collected within the current District boundaries. The Fiscal Impact Analysis
studied the potential impact on service levels within the existing District boundaries by
determining whether adequate cash reserves would be available to cover both the ongoing
operating costs of the existing District and the cost of implementing the Coastside
Protection Program. The Analysis looked closely at the District’s cash flow projections,
and the costs of purchasing and managing land, and concluded that the available cash
flow is more than adequate to cover the estimated $2 million annual expense of
implementing the Program over the 15-year planning horizon. The District reviews long-
range revenue and budget projections every year, which provides ample time to adjust to
any upcoming potential changes in cash reserves. The District policy had been to hold the
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operating budget growth to 6% per year until recently when resources made it possible to
raise this growth limit to the current 7%. Consequently, the extension of the District
boundaries to include the Coastside Protection Area will have no net impact on the level
of service that the Disirict is able to provide within its existing boundaries.

The District’s Board of Directors adopted a “Resolution of No Property Tax Exchange”,
which means that no share of property taxes collected in the Coastside Protection Area
will be transferred to the District. In an annexation, LAFCo procedures permit an agency
to request a share of the property taxes collected in the area to be annexed from local
agencies. A typical armexation involves a redistribution of property tax revenues among
affected agencies. However, the District Board of Directors determined that it would not
ask for any property taxes to be transferred to the District from any local agency in the
Coastside Protection Area, including any special district. Therefore, the property taxes
collected in San Mateo County will continue to be distributed exactly as they are today.

(K) Timely availability of water supplies adequate for projected needs as specified in
Government Code Section 65352.5

There are adequate water supplies to meet the very small increase in water supply needs
of the Program. No new hookups would be required beyond an eventual field office and
maintenance facility.

(L) Effect on regional housing needs

The Coastside Protection Program will not have a significant effect on housing. The
District’s main acquisition interests will bé large, undeveloped, or sparsely developed
parcels and in the event structures are acquired, such structures will be maintained and
either made available for rental or will continue to be occupied by existing residents
through such mechanisms as life estates. Since the purpose of the project is preservation
and management of open space and agricultural land of regional significance, open space
lands typically purchased by the District have no, or very limited, services and housing.
When land purchases do include housing, the District will continue to use several
methods to retain viable housing.

e Life estates for existing residents

e Use of residences for staff or caretaker housing

e Make housing not used by the District available for rental with special consideration
for public service workers

s Providing technical assistance in obtaining permits for farm worker housing from the
County of San Mateo

The District has preserved housing in this manner on its existing lands. Along the Skyline
Boulevard corridor of the Santa Cruz Mountains, which includes portions of San Mateo,
Santa Clara and Santa Cruz Counties, the District has purchased thirty four (34)
properties which involved sixty one (61) residential structures. Of the sixty one
residential structures, seventeen (17) uninhabitable structures have been removed,
another seventeen (17) residences are tenant occupied, sixteen (16) residences structures
were either remained on private property or were conveyed as long term ownership
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interests (defeasible fee estate), six (6) residences are employee (Ranger) occupied, three
(3) structures are vacant and secured and will be evaluated as part of the Master Planning
process for the La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve during 2004 and 2005, and one (1)
Life Estate interest. All of the residences but five (5) remain on the property tax rolls
(including the long term ownership interests) and the tenant and employee residences pay
Pogsessory Interest Taxes in the County where located.

(M) Any information or comments from the landowner or owners

To date, the Coastside Protection Program has been endorsed by 19 cities, both San
Mateo and Santa Clara counties, Santa Clara and Santa Cruz LAFCos, state and federal
elected representatives, and a host of environmental, recreational, and business
organizations, including the Silicon Valley Manufacturing Group.

To date, LAFCo has received 199 letters in support of the project and 37 in opposition.
At the March 9 hearing in Half Moon Bay, 23 speakers supported and 26 opposed the
program and at the March 17 hearing there were 28 supporters and 14 opponents.

(N} Any information relating to existing land use designations

Land use designations inthe Coastside Protection Area arc predominantly agriculture and
open space. The more intense residential and commercial land use designations are found
in the City of Half Moon Bay, the mid-coast region, and the rural communities of La
Honda, Pescadero, and Loma Mar, As a policy of the Coastside Protection Program, the
District will not amend the land use designation or rezone any property it may acquire on
the San Mateo Coast.

‘The Coastside Protection Area includes approximately 3% in urban fand uses including
the City of Half Moon Bay. Around 10% of the land is in cultivated agricultural

" production, and 27% is used for grazing. Forested land makes up 28% of the area.
Roughly 12% of the total acreage is in public ownership (Federal, Statc and County
Parks) and is primarily used for recreation and open space purposes.

Sphere of Influence Factors

A sphere of influence is LAFCo’s designation of the probable future physical boundary
and service area of an agency and designates where an agency will annex and provide
services in the future. The District’s annexation area will extend the District’s boundaries
to the natural geographic boundaries of San Mateo County at the Pacific Ocean. In this
case, given that the proposed service area will include all of this area and must end at the
Pacific Ocean, there will not be a future extension of service boundaries or service area
beyond these natural boundaries. Accordingly, approval of a coterminous sphere of
influence is the most logical and appropriate designation. Since the Program proposes to
make the District’s services available throughout this geographic area from the inception
of the Progtam, coterminous extension of the sphere at this time is also consistent with
the District’s Service Plan.
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Extension of the District’s sphere is consistent with the factors LAFCo must consider in
determining sphere boundaries. These factors were well analyzed by LAFCo’s Executive
Director in her March 2™ Staff Report and the District concurs with her findings with
regard to these factors. ' '

Conclasion

“...expansion of the boundaries of...Midpeninsula Open Space District...represents
the most promising attempt in over a decade to secure public support and funding
for the acquisition and preservation of open space within the subregion.” The
Association of Bay Arvea Governments , 1998, Coastside Subregional Planning Project,

7

The District’s seven year effort was not the easy road to-take, but it was the right one.
This tremendous effort may not be visible to you as you deliberate, but its results are. In
your record are the policies, agreements, and legislation that are the foundation on which
this Program was built. That impressive foundation is the result of the personal and
professional commitment of every District Board Member and staff member involved in
* this Program that it be a successful and effective Program, responsive to local community
concerns, tax neutral and environmentally and economically beneficial.

Your Executive Director has characterized this proposal as “significant and unique.”

It is significant. The critical open space and agricultural resources that can be preserved if
the Program is approved are of local, regional and even statewide importance. Your
approval will allow the District to put its Program into action to preserve these resources.

It is unique. The Program is the result of years of hard work done, compromises reached,
and partnerships formed. At every juncture, the District and its elected officials have
gone far beyond anything any LAFCo applicant has ever done, to our knowledge, to
address every legitimate issue raised about this Program. From the advisory vote in 1998,
the year and a half meetings of the Coastal Advisory Committee, the adoption of an
ordinance prohibiting condemnation, the adoption of a “No Tax Exchange” Resolution,
to the extensive and numerous public workshops on the coast in developing the Service
Plan and the EIR, the District has reached out to the community and to all interested
organizations and agencies to reach common ground,

The District’s efforts didn’t stop when it filed its application with LLAFCo in October,
The District has continued to back its Program up with action. Since October, the District
has negotiated a precedent setting partnership with the San Mateo County Farm Bureau.
The District has negotiated a partnership with County Fire to work cooperatively together
to address the fire service needs of the area. The District has entered into a cooperative
MOU with the LaHonda Pescadero School District to insure that there are no tax impacts
on the District, and to promote environmental education for the benefit of the constituents
of both the School District and our District. '

The District and Farm Bureau have sponsored legislation that the Senate Local
Government Committee called “unprecedented” giving up its power of eminent
domain—unconditionally.
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In short, the Coastside Protection Pr‘ogram meets or exceeds every factor the Legislature
intended LAFCo to consider when approving a district annexation.

The Commission on the 21* Century recognized the importance and challenge to LAFCo
in protecting resources that benefit more than one locality. Their advice: “think locally,
but act regionally.”

ABAG has stated that “Unfortunately, government funding for park and open space
acqmsnmns at the state and local level has steadily diminished over the past fifteen
years,” The District’s Coastside Protection Program, however, is an existing, fully
funded and comprehensive program for services from a single agency to preserve open
space and agriculture. It is supported and encouraged by the policies of the County $
General Plan and L.CP.

‘This program represents the most cost-efficient, effective and orderly way to provide
these needed services on a local as well as a regional level. It accomplishes the goals of
LLAFCo and responds to every legitimate concern of local residents.

With your approval, the District looks forward to bringing its services to this treasured
coast so that its open space, its artichoke fields, and its rural character will remain for
preser;t»anckﬁlture generations.

Sincerely,

raig Britton
(General Manager

* The Association of Bay Area Governments. 1998, Coastside Subregional Planning Project, p. 49.
12




Resolutions and ILetters of Support for

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District’s
Coastside Protection Program

Cities within the District

Cities outside the District

Counties

Atherton

Cupertino Belmont

East Palo Alto Half Moon Bay

Los Altos Pacifica

Los Altos Hills Santa Cruz
-Los Gatos

San Jose
Monte Sereno :
Mountain View
Palo Alto
Portola Valley
Redwood City
San Carlos
Saratoga
Sunnyvale

1

State Senate
Honorable Byron Sher, District 11
Honorable Jackie Speier, District 8

Federal | ,

Honorable Anna Eshoo
Honorable Mike Honda
Honorable Tom Lantos

Santa Clara Board of Supervisors
~Santa Cruz Board of Supervisors

State Assembly

Honorable Rebecca Cohn, District 24
Honorable Sally Lieber, District 22
Honorable Gene Mullin, District 19
Honorable Joe Simitian, District 21

Other Agencies

East Bay Regional Parks

Marin County Open Space District
Midcoast Community Council

U. S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service

Organizations

Acterra

Audubon Society: Sequoia Audubon Society
Bay Area Open Space Council

Bay Area Ridge Trail Council

California Oak Foundation

Central Coast Wilds

Committee for Green Foothills

Community Alliance with Family Farmers
Greenbelt Alliance

Half Moon Bay Open Space Trust

Mideoast Park Lands

Peninsula Open Space Trust

Save Our Shores

Save the Redwoods League
Sempetvirens Fund

Sierra Club - Loma Prieta

Silicon Valley Manufacturing Group
Sonoma Land Trust

South Skyline Association

Stanford Open Space Alliance

" Surfrider Foundation

Half Moon Bay Coastside Chamber of Commerce Trail Center

Landsmiths
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Eight of the nine
leading agricultural
counties in the United
States are in
California.

destroyed (Bank of America, et al, Beyond
Sprawl: New Patterns of Growth to fit the
New California).

+  About 16 percent of the oak woodlands in
the Western foothills of the Sierra Nevada
have been lost in the past 40 years,
endangering several other species (Sierra
Nevada Ecosystem Project, Institute for
Ecological Health).

+ Five to 10 percent of California’s urban
areas, some 250,000 to 520,000 acres, are
“brownfields” suffering from toxic
contamination (Beyond Sprawl).

+ Al of California’s major metropolitan
regions are classified as non-attainment
areas for air pollutants, exposing more
than 80 percent of the population to
unhealthy air.

*  Due to declining water quality and water
availability, 42 percent of freshwater fish
species have been identified as “at risk”
(Nature Conservarcy).

+ In Southern California in 1997, there were
more than 750 beach closings due to the
inability of sewage treatment facilities to
process adequately the region’s waste
(Natnral Resources Defense Council).

Other problems have been cited, as well.
These include the wide physical separation of
affordable housing from major job centers,

-increased expense in provision of infrastruc- -

ture to far-flung areas, increased consumption
of water for suburban uses such as landscape
maintenance, the loss of open-space, and
infringement upon agriculturat lands. This
latter issue has received wide-spread attention
in California because of the importance of
agriculture to Californie’s economy and its
historic place in California’s culture,

Loss of Agricultural Lands

Although several others could justify a
claim, the title of “California’s leading indus-
try”has traditionally been conferred upon
agriculture, The 1997 Census of Agriculture
lists the direct value of California’s agricul-
tural production as $23 billion. The California
Department of Food and Agriculture esti-
mates that the total value of the agriculture

Fig.6-3

Agricultural Production of
California Counties

Market Value
of Agricultural

Products Sold

C_o__unty - (1997)

Fresho

Kern 2
‘Tulare 3
Monterey 4
Merced 6
Stanislaus 7
San Joaquin 8
Riversida g

SOURCE: V.5, Department of Agriculture, National Agricultural
Statistics Service, 1997 Census of Agriculture, May 1999,

industry, including production and related
economic activity, exceeds $100 billion,or
nearly 10% of the State’s economy. Eight of
the nine leading agricultural counties i the
United States are in California.

This underscores what is perhaps the most
far-reaching effect of suburban sprawl, the
permarent loss of productive agricultura
lands. The other effects of sprawl — air
pollution, traffic, housing costs — can.
conceivably be remedied through investment
in infrastructure and technological break-
throughs. Paving over farmland, howevez,
results in an irreversible loss. And it has been
occurring at a steady pace, as llustrated in
Figure 6-6.

The loss of farmland has been a special
concern in California’s Central Valley. Alack
of housing availability in the Bay Area and
Silicon Valley and the relatively low cost of
agricultural land has contributed to expansion
of suburban growth into the heart of
California’s most productive farming region.
Growth pressure is also being felt in Fresro,
Balkersfield, and throughout the southern San
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Fig, 6-4

Projected Urban Sprawl in
the Central Valley in 2040

SOURCE: American Farmland Trust,
Alternatlives for Future Urban Growth In
California’s Central Valley: the Bottom Line
for Agriculture and Taxpayers, 1995,
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Fig. 6-5
Alternative Compact

Growth Model for the
Central Valley in 2040

BUTTER

SOURCE: Amarlcan Farmland Trust,
Alternatives for Future Urban Growth in
California’s Central Voliey: the Bottom Line
for Agricufture end Taxpayers, 1995,
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Fig.6-6
"California Farmland

© Percent of
Total Land
.. Areg.. .

Acres in Farms
Ranches

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census, Censtrs of Agriculture, vatious years,

Joaquin Valley. The American Farmland Trust
(AFT),a national, nonprofit organization
working to stop the loss of productive
farmland, has devised urban growth models
for the Central Valley in 2040, based upon
probable future land use patterns under
various assumptions, for comparison with
current urban development. This comparative
model indicates, in Figure 6-4, farmlands
likely to be lost to urban sprawl if current
development patterns continue, and includes
delineation of a potential “zone of conflict®
where agricultural productivity suffers
because of conflicts with suburban develop-
ment. This is compared to a“compact growth”
scenario in Figure 6-5. The AFT estimates
that by 2040, current development patierns
will result in the loss of 1 million acres of
farmland in the Central Valley and another 2.5
million acres that would fall into zones of
conflict. More compact growth patterns, on
the other hand, could reduce the farmland
Joss to less than 500,000 acres and cut the
zones of conflict by 38%.

Several State programs have been enacted
inan effort to preserve agricultural and open-
space lands. Most of the programs, like the
Farmland Mapping and Monjtoring Program

in the Department of Conservation, are

designed to provide information or technical

assistance that will indirectly benefit preser-
vation of the resources. At least three major

State programs, however, directly support

preservation. These are:

1. The Williamson Act, passed in 1965 as the
California Land Conservation Act,
provides subventions to local governments
that enter-into voluntary contracts with
land owners to restrict such property to
agricultural or open-space uses by
reducing the owner’s property tax burden.

2. Several Fish and Game Code provisions
promote cooperation with developers to
protect wildlife habitat and significant
natural areas by allowing exchanges of
development rights. For example, under
the Natural Community Conservation
Planning Act, a conservation plan is
prepared for an area that sets aside land
for habitat purposes and permits appro-
priate development on the remainder of
the property. '

3. Conservation easements, autherized under

various sections of State code, are a mneans
of restricting use of open-space or
agricultural lands. The easements
generally take the form of a deed limita-
tion and are purchased by the government
entity from the property owner. The
purpose of such an easement, which
typ1cally is recorded and is binding upon
successive owners, is to retain land
predominantly in its natural, scenic,
historical, agricultural, forested, or open-
space condition. The last State program
that provided significant funding for the
purchase of agricultural easements was
financed through Proposition 70, the §776
million California Wildlife, Coastal and
Park Land Conservation Bond Act
approved by the voters in 1988, A small

portion of the funds were available to local

governments for purchasing conservation
easements.

Today, many California LAFCOs are
placing a high value on preserving prime
agricultural lands and open space, often with
controversial results, The Commission’s
survey of LAFCOs found that most have

Many California
LAFCOs are placing a
high value on
preserving prime
agricultural lands and
:opeh space, often with
controversial results.
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The commission
encourages all
LAFCOs to adopt
strong policies
regarding conversion
‘of agricultural and
open-space lands.

agricultural or open-space policies, though
the nature and rigor of the policies vary
greatly. Napa LAFCO prohibits inclusion of
agricultural land in a sphere of influence
unless a city makes a compelling argument
and discourages any urban development
outside designated urban arcas, The
Monterey LAFCO has convened a City
Centered Growth Task Force of cities and the
county to develop a joint plan for preserving
farmland by channeling growth te cities and
guiding the direction of city expansion.
Ventura LAFCO has established a similar
agricultural policy working group of “stake-
holders” in long-term survival of the agricul-
tural industry. In one of the most interesting
innovations, Yolo County LAFCO has devel-
oped a Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
Model, which scores boundary change

- proposals to provide quantitative assistance to

decision making.

The Commission finds these efforts
commendable and encourages all LAFCOs to
adopt strong policies regarding conversion of
agricultural and open-space lands. To
emphasize the importance of preserving
agricultural and open-space lands, the
Commission previously recommended (in
Chapter 3), that the statutory admonitions be
more clearly stated in the overall legislative
and LAFCO intent sections, GC $56001 and

. §56301; In addition, the Commission believes

that the definition of prime agricultural land,

‘which receives deferential attention by LAFCO
under various provisions of the Cortese-Knox

Act, should be revised and dlarified.

RECOMMENDATION 6-1

The Commission recommends that the
definition in GC §56064 of “prime agricul-
tural land” be amended to add clarity and
permit the designation of lands of local
economic significance. .

The revised definition, described in detail
in Appendix C, should include a qualification
that the land meets the prime agricultural
standard if irrigation is reasonably feasible
and it is rated as class T or class ITin the

- Natural Resource Service land use capability

classification, The definition should also
update the economic criteria required for such

classification and provide an “escalator”
provision, and should provide for designation
by LAFCO of agricultural land of local
economic sighificance based upon the record
and after a public hearing, This will allow
implementation of stronger measures to
protect local agricultural industries, such as
grazing or low margin crops, even if they do
not meet a strict statewide definition. To avert
unwarranted banking of land that might
otherwise be appropriate for suburban
expansion, findings should be required at a
public hearing to support such designation.
These provisions will not only improve the
ability to protect key resources, but will also
create greater certainty as to the classification
of lands for agricultural purposes.

With a clearer definition of prime agrlcuL
tural fands, the Commission believes that

- LAFCOs should strengthen their resolve to

protect this important vesource, Similar to the
approach taken by some individual LAFCOs,
all LAFCOs in California should have agricul-

tural land protection policies and should not

approve proposals that could lead to develop-
ment of prime lands if alternatives are
available.

. RECOMMENDATION 6-2

The Commission recommends that an
additional policy and priority be included
in GC $56377, providing that LAFCOs shall
not approve a project that might fead to

- development of prime agricultural lands

or open-space lands if there are other
feasible alternatives to the proposal.

Inevitably, this will mean that LAFCOs
must request information on in-fill prospects
and density options when cities or special
districts submit applications for annexations.
LLAFCOs should also develop inventories of
lands and potential development patterns to
make informed decisions, and will need to
define the location of prime agricultural lands
within their jurisdictions.
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Popular Response to Sprawl

Sprawl is becoming a visible and
contentious issue throughott California.
Dozens of California communities have
considered slow-growth initiatives in recent
years. The most common type of measure,
adopted by voters in numerous communities,
has been enactment of an “urban limit line” or
“arban growth boundary.” This is an artificial
border drawn within the jurisdiction to limit
urban growth only to those areas within the
confines. More extreme measures in
Livermore, Pleasanton, and San Ramon were
defeated in November 1999, albeit by narrow
margins in some areas. These measures
would have required submittal to voter
approval of even moderately-sized new
development proposals.

Urban limit lines are understandably
controversial. Properly drawn, they can be
very useful for protecting irreplaceable
resources. Inappropriately implemented,
however, they may sometimes lead to exclu-
sionary policies that simply push development
elsewhere and may actually hinder efforts to
promote more compact growth. The Commis-
sion has not taken a blanket position on any
specific local growth policies. It is appropriate
for local governments to consider and plan for
the effects of growth, but this planning should
be done in concert with other jurisdictions
within the region. '

In response to their voters, many jurisdic-

jurisdictions have adopted urban limit lines or

Fig.6-7 ‘
Artichokes thrive in the micro-
climate and soils unique to
California’s coastal agricultural
region

tions have adopted or are considering
ordinances to regulate development. Some 95

urban growth boundaries, either by ordinance
or voter initiative; 49 cities and 6 counties
have included a growth management element
in their general plans; 75 cities and counties
have adopted “sustainable development”
policies. Many people are looking to LAFCO
to help control sprawl. In Contra Costa
County, where an urban limit line was
established by county voters in 1990, LAFCO
has adopted a policy not to approve any
annexations outside the line. Ventura LAFCO
has similarly vowed to honor voter approved-
urban limit lines in that county, while noting
that the voter-adopted lines would actually
allow more urban development than the
existing LAFCO spheres of influence,

Alocally adopted urban limit line, the
meaning of which the Commission believes
should be defined in State statute, is not
binding upon LAFCO, even if implemented by
the voters. This is because LAFCO authority is
established by State law, which takes prece-
dence over alocal ordinance, While the
Commission neither supports nor opposes
urban limit lines and similar measures, it feels
that each LAFCO should recognize the
existence of any such measures and consider
them at the time that it takes action on an
application that is affected by the growth .
policy. Other regional growth goals or policies
that have been established by a collaboration

Staff photo



Development at the Urban Fringe and Beyond

Impacts on Agriculture and Rural Land

Ralph E. Heimlich and William D. Anderson

. Overview

In the early 1970's, bipartisan legislation was intro-
duced in Congress to establish a national land-use pol-
icy, but failed after extensive debate, In the decades that
followed, urban area in the United Stafes has more than
doubled. Public concerns about ill-controlled growth
once again have raised the issue of the Federal role in
land-use policy.

Purpose of This Report

Although land-use issues have traditionally been the
prerogative of State and local government, policymak-
ers at the Federal level are increasingly urged to
respond to concerns about development and growth,
particularly with regard to their impacts on agriculture
and rural land uses. While anecdotes are legion, and
much has been written by commentators, advocates,
and experts, there are surprisingly few places to find a
comprehensive picture of land-use changes in urbaniz-
ing areas, relative to the rural landscape. This report _
responds to that need in two ways.

This overview provides a summary of our findings
about the forces driving development, its character and
impacts on agriculture and rural communities, the

- means available to channel and control growth, and the
pros and cons of potential Federal roles.

The following chapters provide the details, presented in -

a documented, objective way that make the case for the
arguments presented here, A consensus culled from the
literature supports some of the points, while original
‘analyses presented in this report have not been pub-
lished elsewhere.

“What is Sprawl?

This report is about urban development at the edges of

cities and in rural areas, sometimes called “urban

sprawl.” With no widely accepted definition of sprawl
(U.8. GAO, 1999; Staley, 1999), attempts to define it

- range from the expansive fo the prescriptive.

Most definitions have some commeon elements, includ-

ing:

» Low-density development that is dispersed and uses a
lot of land;

* (ieographic sepafation of essential places such as
work, homes, schools, and shopping; and

* Almost complete dependence on automobiles for
travel.

Without an apreed definition, any growth in suburban
areas may be accused of “sprawling.”

Short of a return to a form of urban living not seen
since before World War 11, it is not clear how growth.
can be accommodated at suburban densities without
incurring the worst features of “sprawl.” Because
“sprawl” is not easily defined, this report is couched in
the more neutral terms “development” or “growth,”
without making implicit judgments about the quality or
cutcomes of that development or growth. See Trends In
Land Use: Two Kinds of Growth p. 9.

How To Think About Development

Concerns about development around urban areas are

. not new, but have arisen periodically during most of the

last century, and certainly since automobile ownership




became widespread after World War II. Amid the envi-
ronmental concerns during the 1970’s, bipartisan legis-
lation was introduced in Congress to establish a
national land-use policy. Recognizing the primacy of
State authority over land use, the legisfation sought to
provide Federal grants to States to strengthen their abil-
ity to plan for development and channel growth. After 5
years of debate, the legislation was passed in the Sen-

. ate, but narrowly defeated in the House on June 11,
1974. What lessons have been learned about urban
development and the Federal role in managing it in the
26 years since then?

There are two kinds of growth, but both affect the
amount and productivity of agricultural land and
create other problems—Our existing urban areas con-
tinue to grow into the countryside, and more isolated
Jarge-lot housing development is occurring, generally
beyond the urban fringe.

At the urban fringe—The urban “fringe” is that part of
metropolitan counties that is not settled densely enough
to be called “urban” Low-density development (2 or
fewer houses per acre) of new houses, roads, and com-
mercial buildings causes urban areas to grow -farther
out into the countryside, and increases the density of

. settlement in formerly rural areas. The extent of urban-
ized areas and urban places, as defined by the Bureau
of Census, more than doubled over the last 40 years
from 25.5 million acres in 1960 to 55.9 million acres in
1990, and most likely reached about 65 million acres
by 2000. :

Beyond the urban fringe—Another kind of develop-
ment often occurs farther out in the rural countrjzside,
beyond the edge of existing urban areas and often in
adjacent nonmetropolitan counties. Development of*
scattered single-family houses removes land from agri-
cultural production and changes the nature of open
space, but is not “urban.” Large lots dominate this
process, and growth in large-lot development has accel-
erated with business cycles since 1970. Neatly 80 per-
cent of the acreage used for new housing construction
in 1994-97—about 2 million acres—is outside urban
arcas. Almost all of this land (94 percent) is in lots of 1
acre or larger, with 57 percent on lots 10 acres or
larger. About 16 percent was located in existing urban
areas and 5 percent was on farms. See fivo Kinds of
Growth, p. 12.

Growth in developed areas is increasing, but at rates
only slightly higher than in the past—Urbanized
areas and urban places increased at about the same !

million acres per year between 1960 and 1990. Devel-
oped land, including residential and other development

" that is not dense enough to meet urban definitions,

increased from 78.4 million acres in 1982 to 92.4 mil-
lion acres in 1992, and was estimated to be about 107
million acres in 2000. The rate of increase in developed
land grew from 1.4 million acres per year to about 1.8
million acres. See Two Kinds of Growth, p. 12.

The processes of land-use change are well under-
stood and flow predictably from population growth,
household formation, and economic development—
Changes in land use are the end result of many forces
that drive millions of separate choices made by home-
owners, farmers, businesses, and government. The ulti-
mate drivers are population growth and household for-
mation. Economic growth increases income and wealth,
and preferences for housing and lifestyles, enabled by
new transportation and communications technologies,
spur new housing development and new land-use pat-
terns. Metropolitan areas grow organically, following
well-known stages of growth.

Almost alone among developed nations, the United
States continues to add population from high fertility
rates, high immigration, and longer life expectancy,
increasing 1 percent per year, or another 150 million
people by 2050. Average household size has dropped to
2.6 persons, creating about 1 million new households,
the unit of demand for new housing, each year in the
1990’s.

Increased income and wealth increased the number of
new houses constructed each year by 1.5 million units,
faster than the rate of household formation. Two-thirds
of these houses are single-family dwellings, While
average lot sizes have been dropping near cities as
owners turn to townhouses and condomininms, a paral-
lel growth in large-lot (greater than 1 acre) housing has
occurred beyond the urban fringe.

Metropolitan expansion since 1950 has occurred
because rural people moved off the farms, and residents
of the densely populated central cities dispersed to sur-
rounding suburbs. Urbanized areas (exclading towns of
2,500 or more) increased from 106 to 369 and
expanded to five times their size. Population density in
urbanized areas dropped by more than 50 percent, from
8.4 to 4 people per acre, over the last 50 years. Growth
is spilling out of metropolitan areas, as population dis-
perses to rural parts of metropolitan counties and previ-
ously rural nonmetropolitan-counties.

_— PR, o~ - e



Enabling this dispersion are investments in new infra-
structure such as roads, sewers, and water supplies.
New information and comumunication technologies,
such as the Internet and cellular telephone networks,
facilitate population in rural areas, and free employ-
ment to follow. New retail, office, warehouse, and other
commercial development follows in the wake of new
housing development, to serve the new population and
to employ the relocated labor force. See Driving
Forces, p. 15. :

There are benefits of low-density development that
attract people—Living beyond the edge of the city is a
lifestyle much sought after by the American people.
While 55 percent of Americans living in medium to
large cities preferred that location, 45 percent wanted to
live in a rural or small town setting 30 or more miles
from the city (Brown et al., 1997). Of those living in
rural or small towns more than 30 miles from large
cities, 35 percent wanted to live closer to the city. The
urban fringe is thus under development pressure from
both directions. The most obvious benefit is that growth
in rural areas has allowed many people, including those
who cannot afford city real estate, to buy single-family
homes because land costs are cheaper o1 the fringe
than in the core.

The automobile imposes private and social costs in
exchange for the comfort, flexibility, low door-to-door
travel time, freight-carrying capacity (for shopping
trips), cheap long-distance travel, and aesthetic benefits
of extensive, automobile-dependent development, Air.
quality improvements may also result from decentraliz-
ing population and employment, because emissions are
dispersed over larger rural airsheds and are reduced by
higher speeds. Automobile pollution is more strongly
related to the number of trips than to the length of each
trip, with a major part of auto pollution deriving from
cold starts. A

Not everyone wants to live the rural lifestyle. The “new

“urbanism™ school of urban design is redesigning con-
ventional suburban developments as small towns and
finding a market (Chen, 2000; Duany et al., 2000). In
1992, 55 percent of those surveyed living in large cities
{over 50,000) preferred that type of comumunity (Brown
et al., 1997). See Demand for Low-Density Develop-
ment, p. 17. '

Development imposes direct costs on the communi-
_ties experiencing it, as well as indirect costs in terms
of the rural lands sacrificed to it—A nmumber of stud-
ies show that less dense, unplanned development

Economic Research Service/USDA

requires higher private and public capital and operating
costs than more compact, denser planned development.
Eighty-five studies gauging the cost of community
services around the country have shown that residential
development requires $1.24 in expenditures for public -
services for every dollar it generates in tax revenues, on
average. By contrast, farmland or open space generates
only 38 cents in costs for each dollar in taxes paid. Ses
Impacts on.Taxpayers, p. 28.

Finally, development can disrupt existing social, com-
munity, environmental and ecological patterns, impos-
ing a variety of costs on people, wildlife, water, air, and
soil quality. Agricultural production has its own nega-
tive environmental impacts, but these are generally less
severe than those from urban development. See Impacts
on Landscape, Open Space, and Sense of Community,
p. 31, .

However, does moving out into the “country” ulti-
mately destroy all the good things that prompt that
move? In the words of the National Governor’s Associ-
ation, “In the context of traditional growth patterns, the

* desire to live the ‘American Dream’ and purchase a sin-

gle-family home on a large 1ot in a formerly open space
can produce a negative outcome for society as a whole”
(Hirschorn, p, 55).

Continued demand for low-density development
despite negative consequences for residents can be
understood as a market failure—Consumers, busi-
nesses, and communities fail to anticipate the results of
development because they often lack information on
potential or approved development proposals for sur-
rounding land. When communities fail to plan and
zone, there is no institutional framework within which
development can proceed, and little information to help
bousing buyers anticipate their future landscape setting.

Spillovers from development include the loss of rural
amenities, open space, and environmental goods when
previously existing farms and rural land uses are devel-
oped. Negative spillovers from increased housing con-
sumption in developing areas can include traffic con-
gestion, crowding, and destruction of visual amenities.
If the landscape features that contribute to rural
amenity were marketed in developments, housing

prices would be higher.

Real estate markets are based on many small decisions
which, when taken without an overall context, produce
results that can neither be envisioned by nor anticipated
by consumers and developers, Cumulative impacts

Develbpmenf at the Urban Fringe and Beyond /AER-803 « 3
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MROSD Comment Letters
Received as of 1/14/04

| Agency/Organization/Individual Date/Pa.ge1 Position
Californians for Property Rights (CPR) 12/01/03(70) Opposed
Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundation 11/26/03(74) Opposed
Half Moon Bay Fire Dist. 11/21/03 (18) No Recommendation
La Honda Pescadero School Dist. 11/30/03(36) Concern/fiscal

‘ ‘ : impact/request addl. time
Peninsula Open Space Trust (POST) 11/26/03 (111) | Support
Pescadero Municipal Advisory Council 11/30/03 (46) Opposed
Point Montara Fire Dist. 12/02/03 (20) Neutral
San Mateo County Farm Bureau 12/03/03 (113) | Opposed”
SMC Harbor District 11/20/03 (47) Support
SMC Office of Education 11/17/03 (34) Concern/fiscal impact
SMC Resource Conservation Dist. 11/26/03 (31) No Recommendation
Allen, Geoff & Gillian 12/01/03 (159) | Opposed
Armstrong, Jack & Judy 12/01/03 (145 Opposed
Bierman, Vicki 12/01/03 (1) Opposed
Bierman, Vicki, Crocker Curve Water Co., 12/01/03 (152) | Opposed
: (156) B
Bixen, Pattie 11/30/03 (133) | Opposed -
Bordi, Angelo (Pat) & Sheila 11/30/03 (164) | Opposed
Bordi, George & Mary 11/28/03 (134) | Opposed, request for vote
Braitman, Bob 11/26/03 (138) | Opposed
Braun, Oscar 11/26/03 (127) | Opposed
Brown, Terry & Cathy 12/01/03 (142). | Opposed
Chalios, Gail, Luke, Toby & Henry & Garrett 11/28/03 (154) | Opposed
Morris.

Domitilli, Bill 11/23/03(130) | Opposed
Ettinger, Debra 11/21/03 (158) | Opposed
Finger, Pam 12/01/03 (155) | Opposed
Gardner,Charlie 11/28/03 (175) | Opposed
German, Carrie 11/21/03 (157) | Opposed
Gomes, Carron 12/01/03 (162) | Opposed
Gossett, 'errence 10/08/03 (123) | Opposed
Gossett, Terry 12/08/03 (172) | Documents Not available
Hehner, Sandy 12/01/03 (149) | Opposed
Lau, Con & Pat 11/26/03 (135) | Opposed
Lehner, Sandra 12/01/03 (163) | Opposed

! Page # refers to sequential numbering on packets of letters distributed to commission.
? See Farm Burean letter of { ) supporting annexation based on Memorandum of Understanding betwoen Farm -

Bureau and MROSD.




Maraviglia, Alan & Lorraine 12/01/03 (150) | Opposed
Modena, Raymond & Jeanette 12/01/03 (161} | Opposed
Pellegrini, Mario 12/01/03 (167) | Opposed
Pellegrini, Nina 11/17/03 (136) | Opposed
Rapley, Bonnie, Broker 12/01/03 (166) | Opposed
Sauerbry, Sandra (Sam), Broker 12/03/03 (171) | Opposed
Simon, Carol 12/08/03 (174)- | Opposed
Snyders, Bill and Ann 11/29/03 (132) | Opposed
Stariha, Marina 12/01/03 (165) | Opposed




MROSD Comment Letters

_ From 1/15 to 2/23/04
Name Date (Page #) Position
Acterra, Michael Closson 02/05/04 (17} support
American Farmland Trust, Ed Thompson 02/12/04 (11) support
Bay Area Open Space Council, John Woodbury 01/26/04 (24) support
Bay Area Ridge Trail Council, Holly VanHouton 02/06/04 support
California Oak Foundation, Janet S. Cobb 01/26/04 (27) support
Citizen’s Committee to Complete the Refuge, Florence | 02/11/04 (16) support
LaRiviere
Coastside County Water District 01/20/04 (2) support
East Bay Regional Park District, Pat O’Brien 02/05/04 (19) support
Federation of Flyfishers, Mondy Latiz 01/23/04 (26) support
Greenbelt Alliance, Jessica Fitchen 02/02/04 (8) support
Half Moon Bay Open Space Trust, Kathy Wno10wsk1 01/26/04 (28) support
Hidden Villa, Judith Steiner 02/04/04 (20) support
Landsmiths, Bern Smith 02/20/04 (10) support
Midcoast Community Council 01/14/04 (1) | support
Planning & Conservation League, I'red Keeley 02/17/94 (6) support
San Bruno Mountain Watch, Philip Batchelder 01/27/04 (23) support
San Mateo Trail Users Group, Adda Quinn 02/20/04 (30) support
Save Our Shores, Jane De Lay 02/14/04 (4) support
Save-the-Redwoods League, Katherine Anderton 02/06/04 (12) support
Sierra Club, Melissa Hippard 01/26/04 (25) support
Silicon Valley Manufacturing Group, Carl Guardino 02/03/04 (21) support
Surfrider Foundation, Edmundo Larenas 02/04/04 (22) support
Trail Center, Scott Heeschen 02/11/04 (3) support
Trust for Public Land, Tim Wirth 02/10/04 (14) support
U.S. Dept. of Interior, Fish & Wildlife, Margaret Kolar | 02/10/04 (13) support
U.S. Dept. of Interior, Nat’l Park Service 02/13/04 (5) support
Mai-Liis Bartling :
Abbe, Jessica 01/26/04 (103) support
Antholzner, Gregory 01/26/04 (79) support,
Arbuckle, Nancy 01/26/04 (136) support
Barnby, Nancy 01/26/04 (135) support
Beckert, Nancy 01/31/04 (83) support
Bonfantini, Dario 01/25/04 (105) support
Borgsteadt, John & Olive 01/23/04 (143) support
Brout, Ellen 02/08/04 (63) support
Brown, Melvin, M.D. : 01/28/04 (45) support
Bruno, Dave & J enmfel & Sheila Brogna (02/22/04 (34) support
Carley, Jeanne 02/22/04 (33) support
Cook, Eda 01/25/04 (122) - support




Cook, Robert P.

01/25/04 (115) support

Cunningham, Rob 02/27/04 (36) support
Dieves, Treva 02/07/04 (65) support
Dryer, Diane 01/26/04 (41) support
Evans, Dinda 01/31/04 (42) support
Farwell, David | 01/23/04 (129) support
Feeney, Harold V. 02/10/04 (49) support
Fellows, Sheila 01/26/04 (78) support
Ferenz, Tom 02/14/04 (37) support
Fisher, Kenneth L. 01/14/04 (155) support
Foley, John 02/04/04 (70) support
Forrister, Ann 01/24/04 (118) support
Frank, George 02/02/04 (40) support
Gentsch, Velma 01/26/04 (119) support
Gheewala, Tom 01/21/04 (128) support
Goldstein, Dr. Chip B. and Linda 01/14/94 (153) support
Gomez, Audrey 01/25/04 (96) support
Gomez, Richard 01/28/04 (75) support
Gomez, Vicki 01/28/04 (100) support
Gould, Laura E. 01/18/04 (149) support
| Greene, Robert 01/27/04 (47) support
Hankermeyer, Carol 01/28/04 (101) support
Hanrahan, Suzanne 01/28/04 (46) support
Harris, Jean 02/08/04 (56) support
Harris, W.L. 02/08/04 (55) support
| Hays, Walter 02/04/04 (59) support
Henderson, James & Cathy 01/26/04 (126) support
Hinshelwood, Clyde & Lisa 01/31/04 (73) support
Johnson, Don 01/24/04 (117) support
Kersteen-Tucker, Zoe 02/04/04 (71) support
Ketcham, Lisa 01/22/04 (131) | support
Kidwell, Karen 02/07/04 (54) support
Kirk, Lexy 01/29/04 (44) support
Kirkaldie, Joan 01/29/04 (85) support
Koland, Ellen 01/26/04 (109) support
Lambertson, Syd 02/08/04 (58) | support
LaTouirette, Peter & Sue 01/26/04 (110) support
LeBlanc, Maurice & Ingrid 02/08/04 (57) support
Lee, A.G. 01/25/04 (139) support
Lewis, Stephen 01/31/04 (84) support
Lynch, John 01/26/04 (113) support
Mandohl, Kris 02/07/04 (69) support
Mangold, Keith 01/27/04 (134) support
Marsh, James & Judy 01/23/04 (152) support
Martinson, Linda 02/10/04 (29) support




Mayall, Patty 01/28/04 (89) support
McCarthy, Jack 01/29/04 (43) support
McCarthy, Leslie 01/27/04 (121) support
McEntee, Shannon Rose 01/23/04 (144) support
McVey Gill, Mary 01/23/04 (141) support
Mears, Cynthia 02/07/04 (64) support
Meisenheimer, Laurie 02/07/04 (50) support
Meissner, Ernst 01/28/04 (88) .
O’Maura, Kitty 02/07/04 (66) support
Okuzumi, Margaret 01/23/04 (142) support
Olmstead, Jean & Franklin 01/24/04 (127) support
Ornstein, Severo M. 01/18/04 (148) support
Palmer, Gary 01/28/04 (72) support
Pappajohn, Caroline 01/23/04 (145) support
Pasternak, Mimi 02/04/04 (67) support
Pendleton, Dave & Flla 01/26/04 (125) support
Perrone, Dave 01/28/04 (76) support
Persson, Ingemar 01/30/04 (157) Opposed
Platz, Robert 02/08/04 (68) support
Rebarchik 02/22/04 (35) support
Rich, Ursula 01/27/04 (74) support
Robertson, Doris . 02/09/04 (52) support
| Rosengreen, Annemarie 01/27/04 (111) support
Rourke, Claudia 01/26/04 (104) support
Rourke, Jim 01/27/04 (90) support
Rourke, Krista (1/26/04 (98) support
Samuelson, Ralph 1 01/25/04 (138) support
Schreck, Albert 01/28/04 (107) support
Segal, Jonathan, M.D. 01/24/04 (140) support
Segall, Jeff 02/02/04 (92) support
Sheldon, Matt & Pat 02/04/04 (62) support -
Singer, Molly 02/06/04 (38) support
Smernoff, David T. Ph.D. 01/24/04 (116) support
Smith, Clay 01/28/04 (77) support
Smith, Zach 01/27/04 (94) support
Squires, Pamela 01/31/04 (82) support
Stein, Antoinette “Toni” Ph.D. 01/23/04 (146) support
Straub, Carolyn & Steve McHenry 01/23/04 (130) support
Strawbridge, JoAnne & Richard 02/16/04 (48) support
Sundermeyer, Niels & Pat 01/28/04 (60) support
Switky, Kathy 01/22/04 (133) support
Torrance, Jerry B. 01/26/04 (132) support
Touma, Bess 01/25/04 (137) support
Vian, Ted 01/27/04 (120) support
Vukic, Louis 02/08/04 (53) support




MROSD Comment I etters
Received 2/14/04 to 3/2/04

Agency/Organization/Individual Date Position

Santa Clara Valley Audubon Society 2/23/04 Support

City of Palo Alto 2/19/04 Comments on Service

Review and Support

Postcards request approval of the Coastal Various Support '

Annexation (Total of 382)

Braitman, Bob 3/2/04 opposition

Braun, Oscar 3/1/04 Opposition, application
_ ' incomplete

Braun, Oscar , 2/24/04 Opposition, application

incomplete '

Caletti, Robert : 3/1/04 Support

Dryer, Diane 3 3/1/04 Support

Gheewala, Tushar 3/1/04 Support

Legrand, Bertille, S.F. Horsemen Assoc. ‘ 3/1/04 -Support

Lordier, Kathy : 1 2/21/04 Support

Meyers, Bill 2/25/04 Support

Montoya Bretz, Sharon ' 2/20/04 Support

Raczek,Ted 2/25/04 support

Riedy, N.J. 3/1/04 Support

Stein, Toni 3/1/04 Support

Townsend, Marilyn 2/271/04 Support

True, Chris & Veronica ' 3/2/04 opposition

Wnorowski, Kathy ‘ ' 1/26/04 Support




MROSD Comment Letters

Received 3/3/04 to 3/9/04

Agency/Organization/Individual

Date Position
Postcards request approval of the Coastal Various Support
Annexation (Total of 343 of which 109 are from
coastal annexation area)
Begun, Ed 3/5/04 Support
Carr, Pat 3/5/04 Support
Committee for Green Foothills, April Vargas 3/8/94 Support
Durham, P, 3/7/04 Support
Elliott, Alison 3/5/04 Support
Enisco, Ben & Judith Dean 3/2/04 Support
Feder, Clair 3/2/04 Support
Foreman, Linda 3/6/04 Support
Goitein, Ernest 3/1/04 Support
Hassel, Irene 3/9/04 Opposed
Korbhols, Bill & Kathy 3/2/04 Support
Liebes, Linda 3/8/04 Support
Lindsay, Lorna 3/4/04 Support
San Mateo County Agricultural Commissioner, 2/27/04 Support
(ail Raabe ' | (rec’d 3/3) :
Spretnak, Charlene 3/7/04 Support
Straub, Carolyn & Stephen McHenry 3/1/04 Support

Please also note, not listed above but received by the Commission on 1/21/04 is: “A Community
Report regarding the Proposed Annexation of Western San Mateo County by MROSD” prepared

by Kurt Heiner




MROSD Comment Letters

Received 3/9/04 to 3/16/04

Agency/Organization/Individual

Date Position

Posteards request approval of the Coastal Various Support
Annexation {Total of 114 of which 15 are from

coastal annexation area)

Blanchard, Jim, Midcoast Park Lands 3/9/04 Support

Braitman, Bob, Braitman & Associates | 3/15/04 Alternative Boundary

‘ Action
Braitman, Bob, Braitman & Associates 3/16/04 To MROSD, request for
' info

Congress, Laura 3/10/04 Support,

Drekmeier, Peter 3/10/04 Support

Fazzino, Gary P. 3/10/04 Support

George, Roseanna 3/11/04 Support

Granada Sanitary District, Chuck Duffy 11/27/03 Support

Lindsay, Margaret 3/5/04 Support
Lytle, Jackie Support

Martin, Keith 3/1/04 Support

Meyer, AlbertWilliam 3/3/04 Support

Morgan, Hilary . 3/3/04 “Support

MROSD, Cathy Woodbury 3/11/04 Transmitting CPR letter to
: ' ' g residents

MROSD, Craig Britton 3/2/04. Update/transmittal
Mullin, Assemblymember Gene 3/2/04 Support

Page, Martha, Robert, Ben & Tovis 3/3/04 Support

Pollock, Anneliese ‘ Support

Rolleri, Terry 3/4/04 Support

San Mateo Co. Farm Bureau, Jack Olsen 3/16/04 Williamson Act Info
Scutchfield, Kathleen 3/15/04 Support

Waldhauer, Ruth 3/14/04 Support

Wilson, John, La Honda Pescadero School Dist. 3/9/04 Neutral

Zonka, Aaron 3/11/04 Support

Documents received at the March 9, 2004 LAFCo Meeting in Half Moon Bay

Bacz, Joan : 3/9/04 Support

Braitman, Bob, Braitman & Assoc. 3/9/04 Oppose

Cattermole, George, Coastside Habitat Coalition | No date Comments on MROSD
' ' ' Rec’d 3/9/04 Draft EIR

Coastal Open Space Alliance (COSA) No Date List of Agencies

Rec’d 3/9/04 supporting MROSD
' annexation

Lindsay, Lorna 3/4/04 support

Periat, Judy 3/9/04




MROSD Comment Letters
Received 3/17/04 to 3/25/04

Agency/Organization/Individual Date Position
Postcards request approval of the Coastal Various support
Annexation (Total of 25, from outside annexation
area)
Roberts, Lennie, Committee for Green Foothills 3124/04 support
Folsom, Meredith 3/23/04 opposed
(Forwarded by SMC Planning Commission)
Linder, Gloria 3/18/04 support
Oden, Joy 3/17/04 opposed
Jepsen, Donald & Dana O’ Neill 3/17/04 opposed
Waldhauer, Ann 3/16/04 support .
Peery, Catherine, Chair Pescadero Municipal 3/15/04 Opposed, request to hold
Advisory Council ' meeting in Pescadero
McReynolds, Pamela W. 3/15/04 opposed
Prince, Bill & Gloria Stigall 3/14/04 support
Vogel, K. Christie 3/13/04 support
MROSD Comment Letters
: Received as of 3/30/04
Agency/Organization/Individual Date Position
Abrevaya, David 6/4/03 oppose
(letter to MROSD) (received :
3/30/04) .
Allen, Geoff with Article on SODS 3/31/04 oppose
Clay, Jill 3/31/04 support
Coastal Open Space Alliance Various
Volunteer Petitions, submitted at 3/30 hearing .
Delay, Ari 3/31/04 oppose
Durrey, Rich 3/30/04 oppose
Editorial, Palo Alto Weekly 3/31/04 support
Editorial, The Menlo Park Almanac 3/31/04 support
Enteras, Bill 3/30/04 oppose
Johnston, John No date oppose
Schorr, David & Wendi Shafir 3/31/04 support
Schuchat, Sam, Nature Conservancy 3/30/04 support
Stigall, Georgia 3/30/04 support
Urgo, Michael 3/30/04 oppose
Wargo, Tom 3/30/04 oppose
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Agreements between MROSD and Other Agencies

San Mateo County Farm Bureau
La Honda Pescadero Unified School District

County of San Mateo (Fire Services) .
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! ' Attachment D

. 765 MAIN STREET

HALF MQQN BAY, CALIFORNIA ?4019
-7 PHONE (650) 726-4485

 February 12, 200'4"f 3

R = == N PN 115
Iris Galla.g]ler Chalr L o th 23 &?4
- San Mateo Local Ageney Formation Commission - = - " 7" é}sﬁ%g o)
455 County Center, 2* Flgor _ L NS
‘ Redwood City, Ca.hforma 94063

| 'R_e:’ _' MdpenmsulaRegonal Open Spaee Dlstrlet e
o Propused Extension of Dmtmet Boundanes G

Dear Chalr and Members of the Cormmssmn

- In Deeember the San Mateo County F arm Bureau (Farm Bureau) sent a Tetter explammor
our opposition to the extension of the Midpeninsula’ Reglonal Open Space District (District)

boundaries. In response to our letter, the District staff entered into discussions wfch Farm Bureau
in an effort to find solutions to our concerns. We are pleased to report that our negotiations have

resulted in a Memorandum of Understandmg (MOU) that was signed by both the Farm Bureau
and the District after unanimous votes by the directors of both boards. (See Atta.chment ) Thus,
Farm Bureau is now able to support the D1smet’s proposed annexatlen

~ As the. MOU explains, our support for the District’s proposed annexation is predicated on

the sisccess of a bill before the California Legislature that would eliminate the District’s use of
eminent domain in the area of the proposed annexation. In addition, Farm Bureay’ s support is
based on the existence of a cooperative effort between the District and Farm Bureat 1o ensure

+ that the implementation of the Service Plan and the Coastside Protection Program will preserve
and encourage viable agncultural operations and. avoid adverse effects on agriculture. This
(cooperative effort involves the implsmentation of the D1str1et’s mitigation mehasures as defined in

the Final ETR and includes the District’s consultation with Farm Bureau during the development

- of szte-sp ee1ﬁc use and  management plans for land it acquu es m the CoastSJ.de Proteeﬂon Area
Farm Bureau reeogmzes that the Dlstrlet has respended to our concerns about the future

of egrleulture in San Mateo County, We support the District’s proposed annexation and look
forward to WQl]ﬂﬂg with the District to keep agnculture v1ab1e in San Mateo Ceunty

Execu‘uve Admmlstrator

SAN MATEO C OUNTY FARM BUEEAU

S __BRECEIVED .




./ _

. /}’ :

MBMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
. - BETWEEN =
| THE SAN MATEO COUNTY FARMBUREAU .
M[DPMSULA REGIONAL OPEN SPACE DISTRICT

WHEREAS, the mission of the San Mateo County Farm Bu.reau (“Farm Burea )
includes the preservation of existing and potential agricultural operations in San. -
Mateo County in order to keep the maximum amount of agricultural land in
production and to provide support and expertise to its members and to pnvate apd -
. public entltlcs fur those purposes; and : ‘

_ WI—IBREAS the Mdpenmsula Raglona.l Open Spa,ce District. (“Dmtrlct”) has fi Ie:d am

. application with San Mateo County Local Agency Formation Commyission’ o

(“LAFCo™) to extend its boundaries to the San Matzo County Coast and has adopted

arelated Service Plan for the purposes of preserving open space and agﬁcultural land,

. encouraging viable agricultural use of land, and preserving agricultiral oper a,tmﬂs in
conformance with the San Mateo County qeneral Dlnn and - :

' WHEREAS the Farm Biweau and the District desn'e to Work together cooperatwely to
support and preserve agricultriral operatiors and to protect the econmmc and physmal
integrity of agncultural lands on the San Mateo Coast gnd - .

‘ WHEREAS the Farm Bureau and the Distriot beheve that by such coeparauve efforts the j
Farm Bureau will help emtable the District to better accomplish fts mission for the
Coastside Protection Area for the beneﬁt of its memb ere, and a]l res1dents uf San _
Mateo County; and ' '

'WHEREAS, the Service Plan establishes the.pohcy of the Dlstrlbtl 0 msure. that where
~ open space recreation or public access oceurs, it is plauned and managed i ing manner
_ that avmds adverse .unpacts to adjaceut agrwultural operatlons and Co

WI—IEREAS the District desu'es to consult with the Farm Bureau in planmng for opet |
. §pace recrestion and public access'to ensyre that such uses EWDld adverse unpacts to.
ad_]acent agncultural operatlons and o .

WHEREAS the Service Pla.n prohibits the Dlstnct‘s use of the power of ennnent domam
" inthe azea proposed for annexation (*Coastside Protection Area™), and the Farm -

Bureau has requeésted that this prohibition be established through state Ieglslatmn s0

~asto further i insure the perma:nence of thls Dlstnct policy; and ‘

WHEREAS, the Board of Directors,of the District desu:as to sponsor such legislation to
fiirther instre to the satisfaction of the Fartn Bureau and all San Mateo County
coastside residents that its policy prohibiting the use of eminent domain in the
proposed Coastside Protection Area will be secure and permanent; and




WHEREAS, it is the joint desire of the Farl Bureau and the District to enter into this
Memorandum of Undérstanding in order to formalize the goals and understandings of
both parties in thelr efferts to preserve agnclﬂture in San Matee County

NOW 'II—IEREF ORE ITIS AGREED AS F OLLOWS

L L

The San Mateo Ceunty Fann Bureau desn'es to insure ﬂl&t eminent domam
not be used to acquire land in the Disirict’s proposed Coastside Protection
-Area, The Farm Burean hag réquested that the District sponsor state legislation
. petmanently removing the District’s power of emifnent domain in the proposed
" Coastside Protection Area, The District has agreed to sponsor such legislation.
A copy ofthe proposed legislation is attached hereto, marked “Exhibit A” and
- incorporated by this reference. The Farm Bureau has agreed to support this
. leglslatmn without amendment. ‘The enactment of this legislation, in the form
. set out in Exhibit A, is'a condition precedent of the parties’ dbligations in this
MOU. The parties récognizs that minor changes to this legislation may be
‘made by the State Legislative Counsel in the normal course of its review and
approval of1 leglslatwe language and the parﬂes shall continue to support and "
proposé such legislation as approved by Legislative Counsel, provided that’
only minor and technical changes are made by Legislative Counsel. Any other

- :changgs shall require the prlor wntten agreement of both the Farm Bureau and

the District.

The San Mateo County Farm Bureau and the District desire to insore that the
District’s implementation of the Service Plan and its Coastside Protection
" Program preserve and encourage viable agricultural operations, and avoid °
adverse effects on agriculture. To accomphsh thls goal the Farm Bureau and
' the Dmmet agtes thet ' o . :

a. " As part of its Coastside Protection Program the District has adopted a.set of

 Mitigation Measures to preserve agriculture and to avoid adverse impacts on
agriculture. A copy of these Mitigation Measures is attached hereto, marked

- “Bxhibit B” and incorporated by this reference. The Farm Bureau has requested. |
and the District has agreed that these Mitigation Meagures shall be incorporated
into this MOUL. The District agrees that it will implement, these Measures, and

that implementation of these Measures is 4 commitment from the Districttothe | -
Farm Burean. These Mitigation Measures may not be smended by the Distirict

unless required by law

The D1striet will consult mth the Farm Bureau in the development of s1te—speclﬁe
use and management plans and stte-speclﬁe agricultural production plans in the

Coastside Proteetlon Area as set out in Mitigation Measure AGR-3h.

When practicable and consistent with the Mitigation Measures, when planning for
the preservauon of land n agncultmal preducnon, the Dlstrlet w111 consider first




- whether &qm&h on of 2. consarvation easement is the best method io enable the
- {and fo remain in private ownership and in agricultural production,
. When considering the proposed use and management of any agncultural land
- acquired by the District in the Coastside Protection Area, the District will provide
the Farm Burean prior written notice of any hearings at Whlch site. use and
menagement plans, agricultural production plans, reviews or amendments will be
gonsidered, Further, the District will ptovide 3 prior oppmjtumty for the Farm
" Bureau to feview and comment on any such plans. This will insure that the Farm
. Bureay has the opportunity to share its expertlse resources and viewpoints with
‘the District prior to any decision concerning fisture use or management of such
lands. I addition, District staff will meet with representatives of the Farm
. Buteau from time to fime on an informal basis upon request of ei‘ther party to
consult regarding development of such plans Ce o

3 ’Ihe San Mateo County Fann Bureau determmes ﬂmt based upon the

.. specific terms and conditions of this MOU, the District’s Coastside

. Protection Program will benefit and help preserve-agriculture in San

. 'Mateo County, and will help to profect agriculture’s physical and .

- . economic integrity in the Comnty, The slimination of the District’s power,
of eminent domdin by legislation is a key component that will further
-protect agricultural lands from being removed from production. On that
 basis the San Mateo County Farm Bureau expresses its support for and
endorsement of the Dlstnct’ 8 Coastal Protection Pro gram :

4, '.[ha San Mateo County Farm Bureau requests that LAFCO approve the -
-+ District’s application for annexation of the San Mateo' County Coastside
4 Protecﬁon Area as filed on October 28, 2003, 111 it entlrety

5, This MOU may not be amended mthout thc Wl‘ltfen consent of both the
Farm Bureau and the D1stnct PR .

. '6 Any wr:.tten nonce sent pu;rsuantto this MDU shall be addressed as
' follows = ) g _ . ! : .

- "me Bureau_, .- Executive Admmstratar _
' . SanMateo County Farm Burea.u
765 Main Street
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

District; . . - - GeneralManager L '
: ... Midpeninsula Regional Open. Spa.ce District.
330 Distel Circle , _ :
" Los Altos, CA_94022 I



IN WITNESa WHEREQF the partles have caused this MOUto be executed by
 their duly authorized officers to be effectwe as of the date of ﬁnal execution by

- “the D1str1c:t

-_':’FARMBUREAU . DISTRICT

'. - By: /%/f /lnfm/‘v'—\___) BY‘ ?Wb" C/E)wm'é/
DJ Hafoy - oo leeley
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‘ EXHIBIT A
) SECTIGN 1. Section. 557?,._‘.2.,‘15 added to the Public Resources S@dc foread:

© 55722, The Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District shall not exercige the power of eminent
dormain to aoquire any real property or ay inferest i resl propérty in the San Mateo County

* ‘Coastal Aniexation Ares as defingd in the Resolution of Application for Annexation

+ Proceedings No. 03-20 adopted by the Boari of Directors of the Midpaninsula Regional

. Open Space District on June 6, 2003, ' - o _

' SBCTION 2. The Legislature finds and declares that a spécial law is necessary and that a genemal law
cennot be made applicable within the meaning of Section 16 of Article IV of the California -
Constitution becauss of the unique circumstances applicable onty to this proposed project of the
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District. The District has adopted an ordinance and policy
" prohibiting the use of the power of eminent domain in ay area of San Mateo County cutretiily

proposed, for annexation to the District. This policy was adopted due to the special and unique
cirumstances of the particular annexation project end the particular natire of the territory proposed
. forannexation and in response to input from a Citizens’ Advisory Committes forrned to recommend
‘palicies particular to this proposed project. This legislation will further that policy and ordinance.
The Legislature further finds and declares that this neéd is not comrmon to all districts formed undef '
* the Regional Park District law nor to cther projects of the District. ' ;

SECTION 3. This act is an urgeney statrte necessary for the immediate preservation of the public
peace, health or safety within the méaning of Article IV of the Constitution and shall go into
immediate effact. The facts constituting the necessity are: .

Bractment of this legistation will enablé the Distict to implement the particular policies regarding
eminent domain it has adopted for this specific profect at the earlisst possible time. In order for the,
prohibitions created by this act to become incorporated into this project, it is necessary for the ast o

teke effect immediately. - - - )



T ExHBITE {
Mrdpenineula Regronal Open Space District Ceaeterde Protection Program
Mrtrgatron Meeeuree .

AGRIGULTURE

. |Mitigation AGR 1ar No new bulldfngs or stagmg areas shalr be located on
prime agricultural lands or on Unjgue Farmlands-or Farmlands of Statewide
{Importance as shown on Farmland Mapping and Menitoring Program of the

California Resources AgEﬂC!%ha#am-b—ah}g%&d—f@FﬁgFi&H#HFﬁFB’&F{?BSEE Tal| -
implement this Mitigation Measurs, m—eréerzice-aeeqleLeerwer:eiee-ef-Earmhed—te

_ the Draff Service Plan should be revised fo provide that
the ranger: offlcefmaintenance factlity end the staging areas may hot-be .
“{located on prime ecrrlculturel lands or on Unigue Farmiands or Farmlands of

- |Statewids Importance as shown on Earmiand Mapping and Monitoring *
Program of the California Resources Aeeney_liaemreee%geeuﬂural—uee
Mitigation AGR-1b: Trails and habitat preservation areas shall either be .
located to avold prime agricultural lands_and Unfque Farmlands or Farmlands
of Statewide' Importance as shown on Farmland Mapping and Monrtormq -
|Program of the Calfforniza Resources Agerncy or traverse such lands'in -
manner that does. not result in interference with agricultural activitles or

. |substantially réduce the agricuttural potential of those lands.. Owners and -
operators of aetive agricultural aetivities lands shall bs consulted to Identify

appropriate routes on those lands they—eeiﬂééate The agricultural activities and .
' |the ‘agricultural potential of traversed |lands shall be protected and buffersed

[froin trall user impacts by means of distance, physicel barrrers (i.e., sturdy
fences), or other non-disruptive methods.

Mitigation AGR~1c: .The District shall adopt Draft Servlee Plan Puhc:y P 1 by
ordinance. This policy réads as follows: “Wiihin the Coastal Anhexation Area,
the District shalt only &cquire lands or Interests in lands from willing sellers.
The power of eminent domaln wiil not be exerclsed by the District within'the
Coastal Annexation Area. This pelicy Is a Basrc Pohcy fcr the Coastal ' -
Annexation Area.”

Mrtxgatmn AGR-1d: Amend the Draft Service Plan to mclude the fo[lowing

The term “prime agrrcultural land” as used: in this Plan means

a) Al land which qua[ir" es for rating as Ciass f or Class [l In the U.S.,

! Department of Agriculture Soil Canservation Sarvice Land Use Capabr[rty

Classification, as well as all Class ]l Iands cepeble of growtng artrc:hekee

‘or Brussels sprouts.

. |b) All land which gualifies for ratlng 80- 100 In the Storie Index Rating

c) Land which supports livestock for the production of food and fiber -and
which has ah annual carrying capacity eguivalent to at least.one animal

~ unit per acre as defined by the u.s. Department of Agriculture )

d) Land planted with fruit or nut bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops which
have a-non-bearing period of less than five years and which normally
return during the commerelzl bearing paricd, an an annual basis, from the. |

-production of unprocessed agricultural plant product;on not-less than $200 :
. per acre,
18) Land which has returnad frorn the produe’rron of an unprocessed
- agricutiural plant product an annual vatue that [s not Iees than $200 per
. acre within three of the five previous years,

The $200 per acre amount In subsactions d) and &).shall be adjusted regular[y
for inflation, using 1965 as the base yeer eccordlng ios recugnrzed consumer )

price.index.’




i

- [The term "prime agricultural land” as useyd‘ In this Plan shall also includ‘e_ ‘
Unigue Farmiand and Farmland of Statewlde Importance as shown on the
Farmland Mepping and Monitaring Program of the California Resources

Agency. :
i

Mitigation AGR-2: See Mitlgation LU-2 ',

Mitigation AGR-3a: w T Lo

Guideline 3.2 inthe Draft Service Plan should be modified to.statet.. = - .

- Fimprovements or-public uses-located upon open space lands other than "

agriculture...shall be locatad away from existing prime agricuitural lands gnd -

'|Unigue Farmlands or Farmlands of Statewide Importance as shown on
Farmland-Mapping and Monitoring Program of the Callfornis Resources

m ro . i " elaer

the-exdentfoasiberall All trails and other public facilities should be loc
as nat to fragment agricultural oerations unjess no feasible alternative is

available. While tralls that bisect grazing lands would not be'likely to fragment:
. |grazing operations, tralls that bisect cultivated crops could adversely afiect the

must travarse cultivated lands then they shall be permitted onlv if aﬂequate
buffers, signs, and other measures necessary to ensure that irall use does not
interfere with the agricultural operations shaltbe ars implemented.” 3

. {Mitigation AGR-3b: The District shall provide private property signs whers

_ |appropriate and provide trail users information regarding private property rights

- {to minimize public/private use conflicts and trespassing. The Districtshall -~
clearly sign tralls adjecent to active agriculiure and provide trail users with-
informatlon regarding property rights to mjimize trespassing and conflicts with

agricultural usars. EE O S

|Mitigation AGL-3¢: Tralls shall sither be located to avoid prime agricultural
lands and Unigus Farmlands or Farmlands of Statewide Imoortance as shown |
|on Fermiand Mapping and Monitoring, Program of the California Resourcas
{Agency or fraverse such lands in amanner that doss nof result in interference -
jwith agricultural aciivities ar substantially reduce the agricultural potential of -
‘lthoss lands. Operators of active agriculiural activities on lands owned by or

on lands they cuttivate. Owners and operators of astive agriculiursl asivities

consilted to identify routes that will avold adverse effects on agricultural
loperations. The agricultural activities and the agricultural potential of fraversed
lands shall be protected and buffered from trail user Impacts by means of '
distance, physical barriers (i.e., sturdy fences), or other non-disruptive.
methods. I R

" IMlitigation AGL-3d: The District lands or eesements ,

satting upon which tralls are sited shall provide width stfficlent for - .
management and/or buffer space from-adjacent Uses so as not to preclude the |
visbility of those uses. Buffers established to separate recreation and other
open space ysas from agricultural.operations shall be deslgned and managed

in accordance wih the foliowing standart;ls:

: potentlal land uses and proposed public access; - :
by Buffars shall be designed in relation to the topography and other physical
characteristics of the bufferarea; .-~ -~~~ . 7 .
) Buffers shall bs designed with consideration of bialoglcal, sofl, and other
slte conditions In order to Timit the potential sbread of non-native invesive
.species or pathogens onto agricultural lands: :

vitality of agriculiural operations and should be avaided where-feasible. If fralls |

under sasement to the District shall be censulted to Identify appropriate routes |

ort lands =djacent to District lands used for non-agricultural purpeses shall be .

=) Buffers shalibe designed Iy relation fo the hature of the'adioln_inu land uss.

) Buffers shell be of sufficient width fo allow ac;riculturél use of adiolning

MROSD

" Coastside Protection Program--Mitlgation Measures

Page 2



chemicals on alt lands needing tragtment taking into ac:cc:unt the I}kel!hood

" agriculturat lands fncludlnq apphcatlon of pestlcldes and other auricuttural

" and extent of potential pestlcide drift.,
a) Al lands used for buffers shouid be on land or interests in land owned by

the District: adiéining Iandowners shall not be requlred to provide land for

buffars.
f) The District shall be responsihle for the manaqement and malntenance of

all lands used as buffers.

adlacent agricultural Usas the recraatinnal use shall be movead o g 3
different location. - '

djoimng agricuttural [ands

g) fa specific buffer fails to resolve confliots batween a recreational use gnd .|

* |All buffers shall he developed In consultatton w1th the owners and Dperators of' :

) M;tlgatlon AGR-3e: Where pestlcldes are used mcludmg pestlmdes for
conirol of noxious weeds, théy must be handled, applied, and disposed of In

“lorganic agriculture. Pssticide use shall-be glided by label festrictions and any
advisorles published by the California Department of Pesticlde Regulation.
{CDPR) or the County Agrlcultural Commission, These chemicals shall on!y
be applied by & person who Is properly trained in. the;r gpplication.

such & manner that they do not adversely affect adjacent agriculiure, lncludlng'

|Mitigation AGR-31: " The District shall conduct Its lznd management practlces
such that they do not have an adverse significant impact or the physical and
aconomic integrity of imberland preserves on or contiguous to properties

o preserves is not compromisad by timber harvesting (eg estabhshlng ,
‘ approprlate buffers on Districtlands) ' : R

owned or managed by the District and so that the safety of visitors to Dlstrlct

ishall be subject to continued use by the owner or operator untll such time as it.
is sold or leassd pursuant to the uss and management plan adopted for the
property All agricultural land which is not needed for recreation or for the o

" - |protaction and vital functioning of a sensitive habltat will be permanently

protected for agriculture and, whenever legally feasible, the District wil offer
for sale or lease the maximum amount of agricultural land to active farm -

operators on terms compatible with the recreational and habitat use. Lands
that do not have significant recreation or sensitive habitat values and which

{Mitigation AGR-Sg. Wh'en acquiring lands in agricultural Lse, fﬁé'ébqui'sit'ibn 1

" [can. dlearly support productive agricuttural operations will generally. be offered .

fc:r sale while other agrlcultural lands w1|| ganeraﬂy be offered for Iease '

MROSD

Coastside Protectlon Program—-Mltlgat{on Measures
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MROSD

' S Coas d Protection Program--Mltiga’cmn Measlres

b)
c)

d)

“Mitigation Measure AGR-&h Rawse Draﬁ‘ Service. Pfan Gmdelma G. G 3

as fgllnws

GUIDELINE G.8.3
Inherent.in the preservaﬂbn of opan space resources In the Coastal

- Annexation Area Is the protection of: rare, threatened and sndangered
plant and animal specles; ecological systems; agriculturs| resources,

water quality; visual resources; Unlgue biological resources, Including |
heritage and significant trees; and the unique- cultural resourcas in the
Coastal Anrfiexation Area, including-historic, archaeological- and ,
paleontological resources. Therefore, prior to making any lands avallable :
to fow-intensity public recreational accsss, the District shal prepars and

" adopt a use and management plan, which, Inslides slts-specific resouree
management and public access components plar for any lands acquired

by the District or managed through contract for other public or private non-
proit proparty owners. All lands acquired by the District within the Coastal
Annexation Area will be inventoried to identify and prioritlze resource *

‘manapement issues. Where thers are critical | issues, such 25 the
" ‘presence of non-native mvasive species which threaten the habitat of

endangered species or the economic.viabllty of an adiacent agricultyral

gperation, resource mahagement plans w;ll be urepared for these areas
agven if thev remain ciosed to the publlc - ]

.The use and manaqement Dlan shali include an aqncuiturai producuon

lan for Disirict-owned agricuttural lands or District lands adiacent to

- agricultural lands. For district-ownad lands, the plan shall describe the -
grob endfor livastock potential for the property together with the

management aciions required to protect existing agricultural production

{aq.. growing seasons, water regulrements, pesticide, -manure, and waste

managemeni) and the agricultural Dotentlal thhe Iand The Dlan shall

_ 0n31derthefollowmg factors;

Availabllity of tabor, includirig farm lsbor housing;

Availability of farm support services and goods; -

Necessary capital :mprovements [eq water storage, fenc:nq Iand .
leveling) - - -
Farm operations, including eros:on control, the season(s) and times of -
pesticids or herbicide usage, manure and waste manaqement

Water use and availablilly; R I TR

Access to trensportation and markets; and

: romoting agncu[tural production on Dlstrsct-owned Iand

‘In'the case of District Iands adlacent to aqrfcultural producﬁon the

agricuttural production plan shall develop site-specific measures to prevent
activitiss on District [ands from interfering with adiacent aqrfcultural

Jroduction.

The daveiopment of use and manaqement plans will Include consultation
with the current owner or operator of ariv agricultural oberations_on the

'land, adiolning landowners, the San Mateo County Environmental

Services Agency in addition to other mslaele opportumtles far public
Jinvolvement. -

Mitigation Measure AGR-31: Amend Draft Service F!an Guidelme G.2as '
follows: . _

|Prior to making any lands available to public access for low-Intensity recreatlon
in the Coastal Annexation Area, the District shall have personnel and

‘ équlpmen‘g avallabie to manage publlc access such 1_:!_13t: there _would be no
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sngn{ffcant negaﬁve lmpeet on existing services; and adequate stewerdshlp o

protect natural and agricyltural resources will be provided.
Mitigation Measure ire AGR-3j: Amend the Draft Serwce F-'Ien to mc]ude the

followmg policy:

-

The Dlstrlct shait acttvely wark WIth lesseags of Distrlct lands and WIth the
OWNErsS of Iend in which the Dlstrlct has an agricultural easem ent interest to:

a. Facllitate the provision of farm warker housing on D!stnct—owned Iends by

- . providing technical assistance In obtalning permits fur such housmg from
the County of-San Mateo.

b. Seekgrant funding for the contmuation or establishrment of vueb!e

agriculiure through the California Farmland Conservancy Program and .

other agriculture grant programs.-

c. - Provide technical asslstance to secure water rights for the contmuet:on or

establishment of viable agriculiure cunelsrent with prcuteetlen of senmtwe

habltats, .

M:t:gatmn Measure AGR-3k: Amend the Draff Serwce Plan to mc!ude the

|following policy

The District shall ectlvely pursue opportunities to enter agriculturet sasements
land leases with Interested farmers and ranchers. All agricultural eesemente
and agncu!ture[ Ieeses In the Goastal Annexation Area shall;

a. Be tallored fo meet Individua!farmers and ranchers neads wh tle respectmg
the unique characteristics of the property;
b. Specify-uses that are unconditionally permitted pursuant to the easement
_ or lease {o provide certainty to the farmer or rancher entermg the lease or
sasement with the District;
. Include terms that allow farmers and ranchers to adapt and expand thelr
operatlons and farming, practices fo adjust to changing economic
-condttions; :
d. Include terms that ensure farmers or ranchers may provide farm Iebor )
housing as defined and approved by San Mateo County; :
e. Ensure compatibility of resource protection and management, Iow—mtensnty
. public recreation and viable agricultural operations; and
f.  Ip the case of leases, be.for a sufficient period of time to. gain'a retum on
- the investment In the agricultural cperetlen ‘




: AGREEMENT
BETWEEN LA HONDA-PESCADERO UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
AND MIDPENINSULA REGIGNAL OPEN SPACE DISTRICT

WIHEREAS, the Midpeninsula Regional 013'611 Space District (“MROSD”) has
submitted an application to the San Mateo County Local Agency Formation Commission

" (“LAFCo") for the approval of its proposed “Coastside Protection Program’ which if

- approved would expand the MROSD’s boundaries to the “Coastside Protection Area”
which would include territory within the jurisdictional boundaries of the La Honda
Pescadero Unified School District (“LEPUSD™); and : :

o WHEREAS, the LHPUSD has adopted a policy to oppose any atmexation by
any public agency of territory within the jurisdictional boundaries of LHPUSD, unless

" the proposal is acoompanied by sufficient financial or other arrangements to satisfactorily

compensate for any lost tax revenues and any other significant foreseeable negative

impacts on LHPUSD as a result of the proposal or as decided.on z case by case basis that

the annexation is in the best interest of LHPUSD; and : : o

WHEREAS, it is the goal of both public agencies to work together
cooperatively to establish a jointly beneficial agreement that will further the nyission of _
both agencies for the public benefit and will satisfy LHPUSD that LHPUSD will receive
adequate compensation for any potential reduction in property ta% revenue and any other
impaets that it may consider negative as a result of annexation and acquisition of lands in

the “Coastside Protection Area” by MROSD; and

WHEREAS, in order to avoid an adverse fiscal impact to agencies within the
. proposed “Coastal Protection Area,” MROSD’s Board of Directors (by Resolution No.
03-21), and the San Mateo County Board of Supetvisors, and the Half Moon Bay City
-Council, each have adopted a Resolution of No Property Tax Exchange; such that there '
shall be no transfer of property tax revenue to MROSD from any affected local agency
within the proposed *Coastside Protection Area;” and : .

WHEREAS, further, the mission of the MROSD is: “To acquire and preserve -
a regional greenbelt of open space land in perpetnity: protect and restore the natural
environment; and provide opportunities for ecologically sensitive public enjoyment and
education,” which includes-a strong commitment to further and support environmenta]
education, and MROSD desires to support such education within the LEPUSD R

NOW, THEREFORE, the pa_rties mutually agree as follovys:

1. Tax Compensatory Fee. In the event MROSD’s “Coastside Protection
Program” is approved by LAFCo and becomes effective, and MROSD acquires land
within the “Coastside Protection Avea,” which acquisition results in a loss of property tax
revenue to LHPUSD, MROSD will compensate LHPUSD (heieafier “the Tax
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Compensaiery Fee’), in cens1derat10n fer LH'PUSD s educational services as set out i in
thls Agreement S . :

2

Scope..

- MROSD acquisitions that shal be subjeet to the provisions of this Agreement 7
. shalliniclnde any lands acquired by MROSD in fee title after the Effective Date of

this Agreement that are within the geographic jurisdictional boundaries of
LHPUSD as they exist on the Effective Date of this Agreement as shown on

"Exhibit A (a copy of which is aitached hereto. and jncorporated by this reference)

and that also lie within the boundaries of the proposed MROSD “Coastside

. Piotection Area” as approved by HAFCO Such: aeqmsmens are hereafter referred

, .

d)

4.

to as “Eligible Acquisitions.”

Lands acquired by MROSD from another govemment agency shall be exemmpt
from this Agreement if title to the land was held by the transferring government
agency prior to the Effective Date of this Agreement and LHPUSD received no

share of the property tax levied upcm such lands on the date it was aequlred by

MROSD,
Reports

Within thn‘ty (30) days of close of escrow, MROSD will report to LHPUSD on
any MROSD Eligible Acquisitions. - _

By July 1.of each year, MROSD will repert to LHPUSD by asseseor percel

number (APN), the current MROSD acquisitions and leases within LEPUSD and
the “Coastside Protection Area.”

By August 1 of each year, LHPUSD shall report to MROSD the naturs, scope and

costs of the environmental education services LHPUSD has provided during i its
prior fiscal year as set out in Section 6 herein, ‘

No more than once a year, upon reasonable written notice from LHPUSD's
anditors, MROSD will pmwde a summary of payments made nnder this
Agreement : _ y '

Payment Schedule. The Tax Compeneatery Fee from MROSD shall be

" forwarded to LETPUSD ini two installments- semmnnually on January 1% and Fuly 1% of
. each calendar year ;

5.

Calculatmn The Tex'Compensafery Fee shall be caloulated based on the

following formula

8

Updated: 3/4/2004

MROSD will pay LI-IPUSD for eaeh Eligible Acqmsxtmn on the next semi-
anmual payment date after such acquisition, a Tax Compens atory Fee equal to the-
greater of either:
(i) the property tax that LHPUSD would otherwise have reeewed had it net
been acquired by MROSD, based upon the actual property taxes levied
_upon the Eligible Aeqmsmon on the date it was aequ1red by MRO‘SD or

‘_Page 20of8




Acqmsmon, assuming that the assessed value per acre of the Ehglble
Acquisition on the date it was acquired by MROSD was equal to -the
current average assessed valuation per acre of undeveloped vadant lands in
. the Coastal Protection Area. The current average assessed valuation per
- .acre will be calculated based on the Fiscal Impact Analysis dated June 6,
. .2003 prepared by Economics Research Associates, and submitted to-
LAFCo in connection with the Coastside Protection Program.

. Such payment shall be referred to as “the LHPUSD Tax Share.”

b) In'the case of Eligible Acquisitions from non-governmental tax-exempt entities,
such as non-profit land trusts, MROSD will pay a Tax Compensatory Fee equal to
the property tax that LHPUSD would otherwise have received, had it not been

.+ - acqiired by such tax-exempt entity, based upon the actual property taxes levied
- upon the Ehglble Acqu.lsmon on the date it was acquired by that tax-exempt '
entity,

c) Annual Increase, For the purpose of: calculatmg each payment for which a Tax

" Compensatory Fee is to be paid to LHPUSD after the initial payinent, as
described in a. and b. above, the amount of such Fee shall bebased upon the
property taxes that would have been levied on a full property tax year basis, Such
fee shall be increased at an annual rate of 2% effective June 30 of each year, In =
the event the 2% limit on annual increases to real property tax assessments set out
in Proposition 13 (Cal. Const. Art. XTIIA, §2) is either repealed or amended to
permit annual real property tax increases exceeding 2%, then effective upon the
next succeeding June 30 the Tax Compensatory Fee shall thereafier be
- increased annually by the lesser off . .
. - (i) the amount specified by the State Constitution, as amended; or
S + (i) the most recently available Consumer Price Indez (All Urban
) ' Consumers- San Francisco — Qakland — San Jose Area), or
(111) 5%. : :

However, in no event shall the annual increase be less tham2%. Such Annual
Increase shall apply to.each Ehglble Acquisition ﬂ'om the date of its conveyance
- to MROSD.

d) Inthe event MROSD conveys all of its mterests in an Eligible Acquisition to a
private tax-paying third party, MROSD shall be relieved of its obligation for
payment of a Tax Compensatory Fee to LEIPUSD for such Eligible Acquisition’
and such Acquisition shall thereafter be exempt from this Agreement. In the
gvent, after conveyance, MROSD retains or reacquires a partial or complete fee .
interest or easement interest in such Eligible. Acquisition, LHPUSD will continue
to receive a pro rata share of the property tax generated by such Eligible
Acquisition, In the event that the pro rata share of such property tax received by
LHPUSD is less than the LHPUSD Tax Share, the Tax Compensatory Fee shall

- equal the difference in the two amounts so that LHPUSD shall receive the full
. LHPUSD Tax Share. In the event the pro rata share of such property tax received
-by LHPUSD is greater than the LHPUSD Tax Share, LHPUSD may fetain such
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V-

‘excess sharé and MROSD shall not owe LEPUSD any further Fee, MROSD may
_ not offset or receive credit for such excess share towards the Tax Compensatcry

Fes otherwise due LEIPUSD under this Agreement.

e) Inthe event an Eligible Acquisition is conveyed by MROSD to another public

agency or tax~-exempt non-profit agency, then at the time of the next semiannual
o payment, MROSD shall pay to LHPUSD the “present value” of the Tax

‘Compensatory Fee income stream for that Eligible Acquisition for the reraining

term of this Agreement. The “present value” shall be calculated based upan the

© Inost cuirrent tax exempt bond interest rafe available to MROSD.

f) The parties acknowledge that it is anticipated that certain Eligible Acquisitions
will be leased for private agricultural, residential, or other privateuses. Such
Acquisitions may be subject to a Possessory Interest Tax of other real property tax

. and will generate property taxes (“Alternative Tax"). In such cases, LHPUSD
‘will continue to receive a pro rata share of such Alternative Tax generated by such
Eligible Acquisition. In the event that the pro rata share of such Alternative Tax

recetved by LHPUSD is less than the LHPUSD Tax Share, Tax Compensatory
Fee shall equal the difference in the two amounts so that LHPUSD shall receive

- the full LEFPUSD Tax Share. In the event the pro rata share of snch Alternative
Tax received by LEIPUSD is greater than the LHPUSD Tax Share, LHPUSD may
retain such excess share and MROSD shall not owe LHPUSD any further Fee.

.. MROSD may not offset or receive credit for'such excess share towards the Tax

- Compensatory Fee otherwise due LHPUSD under this Agreement.” |

6. Environmental Edacation Services. MROSD will pay LHPUSD the Tax-
- Compensatory Fee in consideration for LHPUSD ‘providing edugational services
promoting and conducting environmegntal education in furtherance of MROSDs and
LHPUSD’s missions. Such services shall include, but not be limited to, providing
science instruction pertinent to the natural resources of the “Coastside Protection Area”
~ and MROSD lands in the “Coastside Protection Area,” environniental education pertinent
to MROSD lands in the “Coastside Protection Area,” and such other environmental
education programs as LHPUSD and MROSD agree are appropiiate to further their
-mutual goals of promoting envirommental education. Some examples of educationgl
activities anticipated include, but are not limited to, & field trip to local fish habitats, ora
study of erosion control miethods conducted on a site within the “Coastside Protection
AI'BE.. L1 . . . . .

7. Meetings. MROSD and LI-IPUSD will meet at the request of either agency to
coordinate and review LEPUSD and MROSD activities under this Agreement and to
determine if other mutnaily desirable partnetship opportunities are available.

8. Other Collaborative Projects. In the event MROSD's “Coastside Pratection,
Program” is approved by LAFCo, MROSD and LEPUSD may seek other partnering
opportunities such as grants and joint projects to further environmental education,
supporting the development of scientific knowledge about natural and cultaral resources -
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-and management téchniques. apphcable to’ MROSD lands, and potentially engaging in
joint resource management pro_;ects on MROSD lands A

9. Term. The 11111:131 term of this Agreement shall be 20 years; provided however, for
the purpose of maintaining and addressing a long term relationship between the agencies
and the fiscal impacts thérefrom, the partres desire that, after 19 years from its Effective
. Date, MROSD and LHPUSD shall review this Agreement and hereby agree to meet and

' to nsgotiate in good faith to agree upon a Successor Agreement. Such negotiations shall
include discussion of, among other things, the term ofa Successor Agreement, and
whether amendments to the provisions herein are necessary or appropriate to accomplish
the purpose and goals of the Agreement. Such negotiations shull be based on the
prmcrp[es set out in this Agreement taking into consideration the past experience of both
agencies in carrying out the provisions of this Agreement, the services provided by
LHPUSD, the anticipated needs of LHPUSD and MROSD in order to be able to continue
to participate in this Agreement and related collzborative projects, and othet factors
chrectly and reasonably related to the purposes and goals of this Agreement.

- Xf, despite such'good faith eﬂ'orts, the parties are unable to agres upon a ‘inecessgr :

' Agreement including the Term thereof, the matter shall be resolved by binding

arbitration. The arbitrator shall have only the authority to deterrnine an appropriate Terrn

" for a Successor Agresment, taking into account the matters set out in Section 9. Unless
- the parties mutually agree to amend other provisions of this Agreement any Successor

Agreement shall have the same terms, conditions, and provisions, except that the length

of the Term of the Successor Agreement may be set by the atbitrator.  The arbitrator may

. not impose & Term that is contrary to law. The parties shall jointly select ene gualified
arbitrator who shall be a retired or former judge of the Superior Court of California. The

. arbifration shall be conducted in accordance with the rules set out in California Code of -
Civil Procedure Section 1280 et seq. If the parties are unable to agree upon a particular
retired or former judge, then they will refer the matter to a qualified commercial
arbitration service mutually acceptable to the parties, which shall conduct the arbitration
according to its rules. If arbitration is required, it shall be i in all cases final and binding,

L]

'10. - Effective Date. This Agreement shall become effee’nve on the date 1t is fully
executed by both MROSD and LHPUSD. .

11 Condltlons Precedent ‘The condmons precedent of the parties’ obhganons and -
nghts under thls Agreement are :

a) the approval by LAFCo of MRDSD s October 28, 2003 apphcanon for
» annexation of the “Coastside Protection Area in its entirety; an:
b) the issuance by LAFCo of a Certificate of Conipletion for such annexatlon
and that such sunexation becomes ﬁnal and eﬂ'eetlve

12 Insurance
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7 8) 'Dunng the term of this Agreement MROSD and LH;PUSD shall continme
- to carry the amount of geneéral llabzhty rostrance, or self~insurance,
covering its risks of operation in an amount and scope of coverage
substantially similar as exist on the Effective Date of this Agreement.
Each agency shall fumish the other agency with Certificates of Insurance
- ‘evidencing such insurance coverage upon request,
' b) - Each agency shall be responsible for providing Workers’ Compensation
- coverage as required by law for its own employees, volunteers and agents
- performing any acts under this Agreement

13. Indemmification. The parties will allocate between themselves any potential
bihtv ariging ﬁ:om this Agreement as s=t out in chemment Code Section 895.6.

o140 Appl.lcable X.aws. This Agreement shall be eonstmed and enforeed pursuant to
-the laws of the State of Cahforma. _

15, ' Notices.

a)  Anynotice requu:ecl to be given to MROSD shall be deemed to be duly
S and properly gwen if mailed to MROSD, postage prepaid, addressed to;

. Midpeninsula Regmnal Open Space Dlstnct
. 330 Distel Circle _

" Los Altog, CA 94022 -

Attn: General Manager

;<' or personally delivered to MROSD at such address or Et'such other
" addresses as MROSD may designate in writing to LHPUSD.

b) Any notlce requtred to be given to LHPUSD shall be deemed to be duly
- and properly given if mailed to LHPUSD, postage prepmd addreseed to:

- La Honda Pescadero Unified S ehoo] Dwtnct
. 620 North Street -~ - :
Pescadero, CA 94060

Atin: Superintendent

-or personally delivered to LHPUSD at such addr_ese or at such other
acldresees as LHPUSD may designate in writing to MR.OSD.

16,  Waiver. The failure of any party to ms1st upon a stnet performance of any of the

terms, conditions and covenants contained herein shalt not be deemed a waiver of Ay '

rights or remedies that LHPUSD or MROSD may have and shall not be deemed a waiver
- of any subsequent breach or defimit of the terms, conditions and covenauts eontamed

herein,
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17 Severability, If any one or more of the covenants or agresments or portions:
thereof provided in this Agreement shall be held by a court of competent jurisdiction i a
final judicial action to be void, voidable or unenforceable, such covenant or covenants,
such agreement or agreements; or such portions thereof shall be null and void and shall

* be deemed separable from the remaining covenants or agreements or portions thersof and

shall in no way affect the validity or enforceability of the remaining portions of this

Agreement, T ;

18, . Captions. The captions in the articles of this Agreement are inserted for
~ .convenience purposes only and shall not affect the terms of this Agreement.

19, :Assignment. -This Agreement may not be assigned, assi.imed, iransfe&ed, or -
conveyed by either party without the prior written consent of the other party, Any such
- transfer or assi goment vs_rithbut 'such-p'rior.-\witten consent shall be v_oid. :

20, Amendmeﬁtg. “No proviSiun- of this Ag,rsemem may be amended except Ey an
agreement in writing signed by both parties. . :

21. - Prior Agreements. This Agreement contains all of the agreements of the parties
with respect to any matter covered or mentioned in this Agreement, and no prior

* agreement or understanding pertaining to any such matter shall be effective for any
purpose. ' S : ' '

22. . Costs of Litigation, Fn the event that a dispute shonld arige relating to this
Agreement which results in litigation, it is agreed that the prevailing party shall be
~ entitled to recover ell reagonable costs of litigation including reasonable attorney’s fees. .

23.  Termination. If at any time after the Efféctive Date of this Agreement the Board
of Trustees of LHPUSD determines that this Agreement are not in the best interests of
their educational mission, LHPUSD may terminats this Agreement upon thirty (30) days
‘written notice to MROSD. ' ' o Y B
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This Agreement is executed on the date shown w1th each signature and is effective on the
date it is fully executed by both LHPUSD and MROSD. '

MIDPENINSULA REGIONAL OFEN LA HONDA PESCADERO
" SPACE DISTRICT o . - UNIF T
o By' 77777 WLM #AM—'a/ ' . . By: N i e
' Mary Davey, President .~~~ o - Chtfis Brancart, President
Board of Directors R - . Board of Bizesters
o ' , ' T gemasredS
Date: J/d’/‘? ¥ ___ Dae_ 3 -0

: Recqﬁlmeﬁded_for Approval:
By:___ / d P L

Recommerfded fqr

L. Craig Britton, General Manager -] ?{m Wilson, Superintendent
Date:__ 3/5/'?51 . Date: - 3-9-0Y%

ed as to Form:

Approved as to Form; . Approv '
By: &M&A&W o " By %Mw

Susan Schectman, General Counsel B ' Leé A. Thomp
Date:__ 3-&5=0 g - Date Dé%utf E?'uftyb 0‘!7’1111331
m T } m .

By: : . W(\ . By .
* Sl hielfoldt, Didtrict Clerk | © LHPUSpClgy .

-.Date: é/fﬁy — L : " 'ngt.e: D Y/gv
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S AGREEMENT
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

0k % % % %

' AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN
. THE COUNTY.OF SAN MATEO AND MIDPENINSULA REGIONAL OPEN SPACE
DISTRICT REGARDING FIRE SERVICES -

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

Callforma that: o : ‘ BN

WHEREAS the Midpeninsuta Reglonal Open Space Dtstnct ("DISTRICT") has
'submitted an appllcatlon to the San Mateo County Local Agency Format!on
- Commission (“LAFCo”) for the approval of its proposed Coaststde Protection Program
(“Program”) which if approved would expand DISTRICT S boundaries to the Coastside

Protection Area; and

" WHEREAS, in_the event the Program js approved, and District were to acquire |
land in the Coaétside Protection Area 'Public Resources Code Section 5561.6 provides
- that: "For the purposes of the prevention and suppressuon of fires on’ such lands, the .
board may enter into co-operative muiual aid agreements W|th the federal government _
the State, any munlclpallty, county or d|stnct " and ) '
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) _:AT’J’*\

WHEREAS,‘ the proposed Final Program ‘EIR conitains Mitigation Measures-
which require District to undertake specified joint operations with the County of San
Mateo‘th'rough‘ its Environmental Services Agency and Fire Department (“COUNTY")

' 'mcludtng consultation an s;te-specmc fuel modification and management programs for
speclfsc Iands acqunred as part of DfSTRICT’e Use and Management slte planning
process; coordination on review of available dry hydrant iater resources on specific
lands a’equiijed,eeerdination on use of a DISTRICT 1,500-2,000 galion maintenance-
s.tyl'e water truck for mutual aid call, and formalizing a.mutualaid agreement; and

WHEREAS, it is the deslre of DISTRICT and COUNTY to work cooperatlve[y to
lmp]ement these Mitigation Measures to establish a Jolntly beneficial agreement that will
~ further the mission of both agenclee for the public benefit and resolve te COUNTY's
satisfaction any prei_!ious!y expressed concems;by COUNTY and its assoclated
volunteer fire pregrams about potential Program impacts; and

' WHEREAS, DISTEICT an.d COUNTY desire to enter info a contractual
agreement for the provision of fire-related setvices to District lands in the Coastside -
Protection Area that are not currently provided wﬁh:n the State Responsibility Area by
the California Department of Fereetry and Fire Protechon (CDF).

NOW, THEREFORE, the partiee m'utually agree as follows:

1. Fire Services Fee. In the event DISTRICT's Coastside Protection Program is
approved by LLAFCo and becomes effective, DISTRICT will, in exchange for
COUNTY’s services as set out in this Agreement, .cempens'ate COUNTY by
means of a Fire Services Fee (hereafter ‘Service Fee") as set out in this
Agreement ' '

2. Scope.
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" a. - DISTRICT acquisitions that shall be subject to the provisions of this
Agreement shall iﬁcl'ude any lands acquired by DISTRICT in fee title after
the Effective Date of this Agreement that are within the geographic
jurisdictional boundarles of the propased Coastside Pret_ection Area as

. approved by LAFCo and that are not described In paragraphs (b} and (c) of
- this Section 2, be_low. Such acquisitions are hereafter referred to as

“Eligfble Acquisitions.”

- b, Lands acquired by DISTRICT from another governmeht ageney and fands
located within a municipality ora fire protectlon district shall be exempt from

this Agreement

c. Lands served by another fire services entity, or which remain subject to
- Agreement.
3. Reports.

a. By August 1.of each year, DISTRICT wil report to COUNTY all DISTRECT
ach!S!l‘lons within the Coastside Protectlon Area completed in the
preced[ng twelve months between Juiy 1 and June 30.

- b. By August 1 of each year, COUNTY shall report to DISTRICT the nature,
' scope and costs of the fire services sef out in Section 6 hersin 'This report
"~ shall include a list and dates of all COUNTY response c:al]s to DISTRICT
owned or management lands dunng its prior fiscal year.

4.  Payment Schedule. The Service Fee from DISTRICT shall be forwarded to
COUNTY in two installmients semiannually on January 1% and July 1* of each

calendar year.

pro_perty—relate'd taxes which fund COUNTY Services, ate exempt from this -
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5.

Ca[cuiation The. Service Fee shall be calculated based on the following

formula

a, In considerafion for pi‘OViding' the fire services set out in Section 8 herein,
« for each Eligible Acquisition, DISTRICT wiIlI pay COUNTY an annual
Setvice Fee equal to the greater of either: '

(i) the pro rata share of property tax COUNTY would otherwise have

received from tax levied upon the Eligibie Acquisition, based upon the

assessed valuation of the Eligible Acquisition and the actual property taxes

levied upon the Eiigibie Acqu15|t|on on the date it was acqmred by |
: DISTRICT or '

- {iD) the pro rata share of property tax COUNTY wouici otherwise have
recelved from tax levied upon the E|ig!b|B Acqwsrtion on the date it was
acquired by DISTRICT, based on the ourrent average a_ssessed valuation

© per acre of undeveiopéd vacant lands in the Coastside P'rotection Area. The

. current average assessed valuation per acre will be calculated bésed on the

~ Fiscal Impact Analysis dated June 6, 2003 prepared by Economics ‘
Research Assocrates and submitted to LAFCo In connection with the
Coastside Protection Program.

" As used in this Subsection (a), the term “pro rata share of propery tax
COUNTY would otherwise have received. from tax levied upon the Eligible
Acquisition" shail mean solely that share of property tax that would have
‘been aliocated fo the COUNTY for COUNTY fire protection services, and
shall not mean that share of property tax that would have been allocated to
COUNTY generally. ' '
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b. - For the purpose of calculating each payment for which a Service Feeis to
be paid to COUNTY, ifthe Service Fee Is calculated based upon the
formula described in Subsection (a) (i) above, the initial amount of such-

'Service Fee as caloulated under_qusection‘ (e) (ii), increased by 2% per
. - year for each full year which has elapsed between June 30, 2003, and the
date of aeqUisition Thereatter, regerdless‘ of whether the Service Fee to be
| paid hereunder is based upon the formula set out i in Sebsection (a) (i) oF (a)
(i) above, the Service Fee shall be lncreased ‘at an annual rate of 2%,
effective June 30 of each year.

¢. In the event the Etigible Acquisifi'on is conveyed by DISTRICT to a third
party- persan or entity, DISTRICT shall be reheved of any future obngatlon

B ~ for payment of a Service Fee to. COUNTY for stch Eligible Acquisition and '
such Eligible Acguisition shalt thereafter be exempt from this Agreement.

d. The parties acknowledge that it is aﬁticipated that certain DISTRICT Eligible -

' Acqqisltionswiﬂ_ be leased for private agricultural, residential, or ather
private use. Such Acquisitions may be subject to a Possessory Interest

" Tax or other real property tax (hereefter_“Alterﬁative Tax"). Insuch eases,
COUNTY will continue to-recelve the Alternative Tax revenuegenerated' by
such Eligible Acquisition ) Therefore, no Service Fee will be due from
DISTRICT to COUNTY for services provided to such Ellglbie Acquisition so

' Iong as the Alternative Tax continues to be assassed.
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8.

é. - ayment Towards the Purchase of a Fire Engme As further consideration

for COUNTY's services, after acquisition by District of1 000 acres of
Ellglbie Acquisitions within the Coastside Protection Area, DISTRICT shall
‘make a one-time payment of $50,000 to COUNTY to be applied to the

purchase of a four-wheel drive fire engme that will be used by COUNTY to

'.pro\nde fire services to Distnct owned and managed lands inthe Coastside
 Protection Area COUNTY shaH provide-evidence of such purchase to
DISTRICT within twelve (12) months of DISTRICT payment. The egngine. -
will dlsplay an authorized D!STRICT logo identifying DISTRICT as a
: particmatlng funding agericy.

Fire Services. ‘DISTRICT Will pay COUNTY the Service Fee in considerstion for
COUNTY providing DISTRICT fire services as fol]pWs:

é. Fire and Emergericy Medical Services. COUNTY will provide wildland and

structure fire prevention and suppression services, and emergency medical
services, to DIS_TRI'CT owned and mahaged_[an_d's in the Coastside
'_Protection Area. COUNTY will include the use of the firs enginé described
in Section 5(e) herein as part of those services. The fire eng'ine shall be |
housed at a location, that, in the reasonable judgment of COUNTY, will
enéb[e it to serve lands owned or managed by DfSTRICT as of the.
Effective Daf_e of this Agreement as well s Eligible Acquisitions.

b, Mutual Aid Agr_eer’nent. DISTRICT and COUNTY Wi!]*forma[ize the

assistance ' currently provided by DISTRICT to COUNTY and’

by COUNTY to DISTRICT and continue the caoperative relationship .
already established between the two agenmes by entering into a Mutual Ald
Agreement within 12 months of the Effective Date of this Agreement. The
~ Mutual Aid Agreement will also provide _fqrjeinf training opportunities.




EMarthanyatbs-MtroOZSS wkif.doc | -(' e Page 71

c. Site;SDeciﬂc Fuel Modificatfon and Management Proqra'm. In addition to

continaing its current fuel management practices, as new lands are
'acqun'ed Dlstnct wilt consult with COUNTY in developmg site-specific fuel -

mod:ﬂcatlon and management programs: for epeclflc lands acqutred as part
" of DISTRICT’s Use and Management Planntng Process.

d. Additional Water Resn’urces DISTRICT will consult with CCUNTY to
determine whether the construction of dry hydrants on specific tands
: acqu[red by DISTRICT in the Coastside Protection Area is feasible i in order -
" fo provide additional remote drea water supp!les for fire suppression
activities, DISTRICT w:[l purchase a 1 500—-2 000 ga!lon maintenance-style
- water truck, which DISTRICT will make available for mutual-aid calls with
_ - COUNTY during fire auppreseion activtties The terms and conditions for
* use of the water fruck will be included i in the Mutual Aid Agreement

‘deecnbed in Section 6(b) herem

7. Term. The initial ferm of this Agre-ement shall be 15 years. After 10 years frcm
its effective date, DISTRICT and COUNTY shall review this Agreement and shall
‘meet and negotiate in good faith to agree upon a Successor Agreemerit. St_xc:h
negatiations shall include discussion of whather amendments to the'provieion_s
“herein are necessary or appropriate to accomptish the purpose and geals of the
. Agreement Such negottat;ons shall be based on the principles set out in this
' Agreement taking mto conmderat:on the past experience’'of both agencies in
- carnying out the prc\nsmns of this Agreement, the services prowded by
COUNTY; the anticipated COUNTY and DISTRICT needs to be able to continue
-fo participate in this Agreement and collaborative projects, and other factors
- directly and reasonably related to the purposes and goals of this Agreement.

.. 8. _' Effeetive Date, This‘Agr_eement shall become 'effect_ive on the date it is fully
executed by bath DISTRICT and COUNTY.




FiMartha Poyatas - Mirob288, Wkr.doc » ] _ ' P

Page 81

10.

1.

Conditions Precedent.” The condftions precedent of the parties’ obligations and

: .rlghts under thls Agreement are:

a. VT_ne'approva[ by LAFCo of the DISTRICT‘—’s‘ October-28, ZODSV—application!fer

annexation of the Coastside Profection Area in Its entirety; and

b. * The issuance by LAFCo of a Certificate of Cernpletion for such'ann,e.x.ation
* and that such annexation becomes final and effective.

Insurance.’

a_.f BUring the term of this Agreement DISTRICT shali carry general liability
insurance, or a policy of self-insurance, covering its risks arising out of the
‘performance of any acts pursuant to this Agreement In an amount not less
than Five Million Dollars ($5,000,000). DISTRICT shail furnish COUNTY

- with a Cerfificate of lneurance evidencing such Insurance coverage. .

‘ b. . During the term of this Agreement COUNTY sha.il carry general Ifability

insurance, or a policy of self-insurance, covering its risks arising out of the
performance of any acts pursuant to this Agresment in an amount not less
t_han Five Miltion Dollars ($5,000,000). COUNTY shall fumish DISTRICT
with a Certificate of Insurance evidencing such insurance coverage.

" c. . COUNTY shall be responsible for the Workers’ Compensation coverage

‘and care of COUNTY employees, volunteers and agents, performing any
_Iacts under this Agreement. BISTRICT shall be responsible for the
Workers Compensatlon coverage and care of DISTRICT employees
volunteers and agente performing any acts under this Agreernent

"Hold 'Harmless.' |
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a

COUNTY hereby agrees to mdemnrfy, defend and hold harmless DISTRICT

. from and against alt liability for all claims, sults, damages, injuries, costs,

losses and expenses, lncludmg reaeonable attorney's fees and court costs,
in any manner related to or arising out of thzs Agreement to the extent that

. the matter giving rlse to the llablllty Is directly attributable to the negligent or
f wrongful acts or omissions of COUNTY employees or agents or otherwise

arteee out of metters thich,‘by the terms of this Agr'eement, are the
responsibility of COUNTY.

DISTRICT hereby agrees to indemnify, defend and h_old'harmlee_s COUNTY_ '

fromr and against all liability for ali claims, sults, damages, Injuries, costs,

-losses, and eﬁcpenses, including reasonable attorney's fees and court costs,

in any manner related to or arising out of this Agreemerit, to the extent that
the matter giving rise {o the Hability is directly attributable to the negligent or
wrongful acts or omissions-of DISTRICT’s employees oragents or

_otherwrse arises out of matters whrch by the terms of this Agreement are '

the responsrbzlrty of DISTRICT

COUNTY and DISTRICT agree to cooperate in the event of claims or

litigation against either COUNTY or DISTRICT by a third party In the event

I[ablllty arises due to the alleged concurrent negllgence of COUNTY and
DISTRICT or any combination thereof, each party shall contribute costs of
any euch suits, defense, damages, costs and Irablllty in proportlon toits
fault as determined under the principles of comparative negligence. _

Apphcahle Laws. This Agreement ehall be construed and enforced pursuant to
the laws of the State of Callforn:a

Notices.
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14,

15.

a. - Any ﬁe‘cice required to be given fo DISTRICT shall be deemed to be ‘d'Lily

and properly given if mailed to DISTRICT postage prepaid, addressed fo:

Midpeninsula- Reglonal Open Spece District
330 Distel Circle -
Lee Altos, CA 94022
o Altn: General Manager
* or personally delivered to DISTRICT at such address or‘eteuch'i other
addre_sses as DISTRICT may' deeignate in writing fo COUNTY. |

b Any nettce reqmred to be given to COUNTY shall be deemed to-be duly and

‘ properly given if mailed to COUNTY, postage prepaid, addressed tor .
- San Mateo County
" Aftn:. County Maneger
400 County Center, Hall of Justtce
. Redwood City, CA 94063 _
or persenaliy de!wered to COUNTY at such address or at such ether
addresses as COUNTY may dasignate in wrltlng to DISTRICT.

Waiver. The failure of any party o insist upon a striet pérformance of any of the
tarms, conditions and cqvena'nfs contained herain shall not be deemed a waiver
of any rights.er remedies that COUNTY or DISTRICT may have and shall not be
deemed a waiver of any subsequent breach or defauilt of the terms, conditions
and covenants contalned herein. * . ' '

 Severability. - If any one or more of the covenants or agreements or portions
. thereof provided in this Agreement shall be held by a caurt of competent

junsdlctlon in a final jUdIGIaI action to be void, voidable or unenforceabls, such

covenant or covenants such agreement or agreemente or such pottions thereof

shall be null.and void and shall be deemed séparable from the remaining
covenants or agreements or portions thereof and ehal_l in no way affect the

validity or enforceability of the remaining portions of this Agreement.

10
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16. Cabtions. The captions in the articles of this Agreement are inserted for
' convenience purposes only and shall not affect the terms of this Agreement.

17. Assignmenf This Agreement rhay not be assigned, transferred or conveyed by
either party without the prior written consent of the other party. Any assignment
_Wlthout such prior written consent shall be void.

18.  Amendments. No provision of this Agreement may be amended except by an
. agreement in writing signed by both parties. .

19, - Prior Agreements. This Agreement contains all of the agreements of the
parties with respect to any matter covered or mentioned In this Agreement, and
~ o prior agreement or understanding pertaining to any such matter shall be

~ effective for any purpose

R s e T T T e

| MIDPEN[NSULA REGIONAL SAN MATEGC COUNTY
. OPEN SPACE DISTRICT C :
By: . . ' By: _
" President of the énard of Diraclofs . President uf_ ihe Board, of Supervisursl
Date;_ ' L ‘ Daté: -

Miro0288_wkrf.doc
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RESOLUTION NO. 04-07

A-RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS _
OF MIDPENINSULA REGIONAL OPEN SPACE DISTRICT
'ESTABLISHING A PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS FOR
REAPPORTIONMENT OF-THE DISTRICT’S WARD .
BOUNDARIES TO INCLUDE THE COASTSIDE
'PROTECTION AREA .

RESOLVED, by the Boégd of Directors of the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space
District (“District™) that: ' o

. WHEREAS, the Coastside Protection Area proposed to be annexed by the District and to
be included within the sphere of influence of the District is defined as “inhabited” under State
law; and ' :

WHEREAS, Federal and State law provide for representation of the District’s
constituents by a Board of up to seven Directors, each representing a geographic area or ward,
and require that each ward be composed of an approximately equal population; and

WHEREAS, based upon the 2000 Census and current estimates, the Coastside Protection
- Area is of insufficient population and, therefore, creation of a separate ward is not lawful or
feasible at this time; and : :

WHEREAS, the Coastside Protection Area could be included in one or more wards,
providing elected representation for all constituents, and enabling one or more residents the
opportunity to be elected to and serve on the District’s Board of Directors; and

WHEREAS, the District s strongly committed to providing democratic and accountable
representation to all its constituents and desires to create a public participation process for
reapportionment of the District’s ward beundaries to include the Coastside Protection Area; and

WHEREAS, the District shall prepare up to four alternative redistricting scenarios, based
upon the legal criteria established by Federal and State law for reapportionment of election
districts and any applicable District redistricting policies, that illustrate the extension of one, two,
three or four wards to include the Coastside Protection Area; and :

WHEREAS, in order to include as many constituents as possible in determining the new
ward boundaries, the District shall conduct public workshops to present the alternative
-z-1édi‘;5:_t§ilgj_t;if;1ﬁg Lgizgfqalgipsgapdfré;ﬁ;c‘gmcg»ir;_put from residents, community groups, coastside;

)
w 5"_ LER ot Bl e BB BB SR
- organizations andl elacted officials; and

o AT
e L a2 0T R,
T A g, e R P R e R S e
ek LT POEY
et oo Wy
. * T Mg,
- Wi e

ave ile R . v R
EF I ik A ey, lons B ﬂ’.ﬂ»\»s.-.-.zé;u'é‘..'é,l—.w--..-,;ﬂ,;'\:_,-;_-;a E B

b AV EERETR PR R §E 8BRS {3_;;,‘:@ £
MIPENIRIELIL A BECHINAL ¢

EulE K Fa 0 ¥
B S B TR




WIEREAS, the alternative redistricting scenarios shall be posted on the District’s web
site and shall be available for review at the District’s administrative office; and :

WHEREAS, within 60 days after the Effective Date of the Annexation and Sphere of
Influence Amendment for the proposed Coastal Protection Area is approved by the San Mateo
County Local Agency Formation Commission, and the receipt of the revised population
estimates to said Area, the District’s Board of Directors shall hold the public workshops as set
out in this Resolution and further shall hold a public hearing to consider the input received at the
workshops and adjust the boundaries of the existing wards of the District so that the wards meet
applicable legal criteria and are as nearly equal in population as may be possible.

NOW, THEREFORE, this Resolution Establishing a Public Participation Process for

Reapportionment of the District’s Ward Boundaries to Include the Coastside Protection Area is
hereby adopted and approved by the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District.

**.*_*s:***&**f*****._*****,**'*
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RESOLUTION No. 04-07

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space
District on February 25, 2004, at a Regular Meeting thereof, by the following vote:

AYES: M. Davey, J. Cyn, N. Hanko, K. Nitz, P. Siemens, 0. Litile
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: ‘None

ABSENT: L. fHassetl

ATTEST: . N APPROVED:
w Ay
| President '
Board of Directors . Board of Directors.

I, the District Clerk of the Midpeninsula Regionétl Open Space District, hereby certify that
the abﬁve is a true and correct copy, of a resolution duly adopted by the Board of Directors of
the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District by the above vote ata meeting thereof duly
held and called on the above day. - -

t@z{(llerk
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San Mateo LAFCo Commissioners

¢/o Martha Poyatos, Executive Officer _

455 County Center : o
Redwood City; CA 94063 a wT

March 31,2004

Dear LAFCo Board:

I am writing to urge you to approve the proposal befors your Commission to expand the boundary
of Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (MROSD) to the San Mateo County Coast. The
proposed expansion will have a2 minimal effect on tax revenues and on other '
agencies and special districts. - '

Since the Coastside community asked MROSD to expend the District to the San Mateo County
Coast more than six years ago, the District has conducted significant research regarding how best
to help preserve the extraordinary open space and agricultural resources from the threats of
inappropriate development and sprawl, With considerable public input, the District’s Board and
staff have developed the proposal before you now, which would expand the District to include
approximately 140,000 acres west of Skyline.

The prof:osal provides for continued democratic representation and accountability, and will 7
preserve the rural and scénic resources of the San Mateo County Coast, provide increased open
space and recreation opportunities to the community, and preserve agricultural lands.

For more than 30 years, the District has been a responsible and professjonal steward of public
resources, The 26 public preserves it now manages from Los Gatos to San Carlos are treasured
by Bay Area residents and visitors alike. Expansion of MROSD to the Coastside is the best way
we have to ensure that our coastal resources are protected, well-managed and appropriately
enjoyed by the public. '

The proposed boundary exf)ansion is broadly supported both within current District boundaries .
. and in the proposed expansion area. Iam part of a majority of citizens who strongly support the
expansion of the District and the protection of coastal open space and agricultural resources.

Again, [ urge you to vote to approve the proposed boundary c_hange.. Thank you for your
"consideration. - L S
Sincerely,
A4
oo LY

. ZI:!] Clay -
10780 Alderbrook Lane
Cupertino, CA 95014

LiCO_DCT (O3 : URJDTTEM RULOWT | B2 A0 #0 IE B




David Schorr

Wendi Shafir
P.0O. Box 295
321 Woodland Vista o
La Honda, CA 94020 ' L
| | o HECE] VED
San Mateo LAFCo . | - - MR 3 1 2004
-455 County Center S Lo _ i&% o
Redwood City, CA 94063 ‘ _ I | g @@

March 30, 2004
RE: MPROSD Annexation Proposal - |

I am writing in support of the annexation proposal as presented, You have been hearing a great deal
of objection and outcry against annexauon but you should know that many people inthe area support
the annexation. . , R .

Opponents of annexation are basing many of their objections on Incorrect, partial, or misleading
information whichis circulating among the community members. Peoplethink that annexation means
their properties will be seized, impounded, or taken from them. People think that annexation means
that additional taxes will be levied on the area. People think that annexation means that the Open
Space District will be able to dictate land-use policies on private land. People believe that the Open
_ Space District wants to acquire and d15mantle residential property within La Honda and Pescadero,
turnihg it into open space : :

Have these ramors got started is unknown, and now doesn't even matter. But these are the bases on
which people are objecting to the annexation. It has become difficult or impossible to convince
people that the above is not true. However, when making your decisions about the annexation
process, it may be helpful for you to understand where the objections are coming from, so that you
can either work to correct misconceptions when possible, or ignote them if necessary.

I believe that annexation and expaunsion of open space and parkland in general is a very good thing
for this area, protecting it for future generations from ongoing and increasing developmeént pressures.

321 Woodl&nd Vista
LaHonda CA 94020 . A
“Property owner and registered better at the above address.
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-drama playing out in Half Moon Bay and Redwood City
% will help determine the future of the San Mateo County
- & coast. :

That coast, with its open terraces, farm fields, steep canyons,
1d redwood forests, has so far escaped the fate of the “Valley of
eart’s Delight,” just across the hills. Those vineyards, farms and
‘chards are now Silicon Valley.

The Coastside has remained rural and mostly unpaved by acci-
:nt of geography. It is surrounded by mountains and doesn't
have enough water to support
urban development, or even
-major farming. Over the last 30
years, the environmental move-
ment has also helped block

wvelopment and preserve land. :
And we are better for it. The Coastside is a treasured destina-
m for Baysiders wanting a day at the beach, fresh olallieberries
pumpkins, or just a taste of nature, _

3ut change is coming. More needs to be done if we are to pro-
t what people love about the coast from the pressures of seven
Tlion people and the world economic engine over the hills.
inter two obscure government agencies. The Midpeninsula
gional Open Space District — called Mid-Pen on the coast —
ys land and preserves it for open space, natural resources, and
v-intensity recreation. Since 1972, it has preserved almost

000 acres along the Bay, and in the foothills and mountains in
1 Mateo and Santa Clara counties.

Jow it wants to expand its activities to include the entire 220
lare miles of the San Mateo County coast, from the southern
andary of Pacifica to the Santa Cruz County line, Over 15

13, it plans to acquire some 12,000 acres of Coastside land to
P preserve farms and open space, _

Tid-Pen has met a key objection to its expansion by commit-
3 o buy land only from people who want to sell. A new law

t would prohibit it from exercising the right of eminent

nain -— forcing people to sell — is on its way to the governor.
he second agency is the Local Agency Formation Commission
FCo 1, a county agency with authority to set the boundaries of
er governiment agencies, It is holding hearings on Mid-Pen's
posed expansion, and is expected to make its decision in April.

Mateo Coun iymasét

These hearings — two past, and two to go — are indeed high

* drama. More than 100 speakers have split between contrasting

visions. Supporters view the expansion as another tool to help
preserve a national treasure for future generations. Opponents
—mostly from the South Coast — seem to view it as an invasion
of government bent on destroying their way of life.

Though relatively few in number, opponents are impressive
with their passion and eloquence. Some fear sincerely for their
property rights, even though the district has no authority what- -
ever aver property it does not own. It will buy land only from
willing sellers, and plans omracquiring or leasing only a modest
12,000 acres over 15 years. ‘

While some objections to the district’s presence are basec on
fear and misinformation, others reflect real problems. Pressures
for development are real; they will build up over the years as Sili-
con Valley millionaires seek big houses and mini-ranches in sce-

-nic places, Agriculture is under siege; farmers need help and new
business models to stay afloat in today’s economy.

Meanwhile, support for the district’s expansion appears to be
building up. Most cities in the district, plus Pacifica and Half
Moon Bay, support it. So do organizations as diverse as the Sili-

- con Valley Manufacturers Group, the Half Moon Bay Chamber
of Commerce, and even the San Mateo County Farm Bureau,

The new alliance between the farm bureau and the district can
be the key to success ini preserving farms and making them pros-

* perous. When the district acquires farms or easements on farm-

land, it has agreed to work with the farm bureai1 on managing
the lands for agriculture. )

Many farmers and the Half Moon Bay Chamber of Commerce
are developing ways to harness farming to markets across the
hills for specialty crops and rural experience. Increasingly, farm-
ets sell to local restaurants and in farmers’ markets, They sell
Christmas trees and “u-pick” kiwis to excursionists. They can
provide fresh products that urbanites hunger for.

There are other opportunities for the district to work with Coust-
siders to resolve problems, ranging from neighbor disputes to rman-
aging public access, and preventing the spread of exotic plants.

All groups claim to want to preserve the magic island in time

that is the San Mateo coast. With good will and cooperation, this
could be the chance. We uree LAFCo 0 apnreave the svmanc mp
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*Mid-z_;i"en_h'as a'SQ history of not -ffnding:any -fam’_{__érs suitable to farh&_ on
~ Mid Pen property. who were not there farming, when Mid Pen acquired. the
property. I -

*Of the 10 operations Mid Pen currently lists as agricultural, at least 5
of them have been abandoned, and no longer exist. Of the remaining five,

- one-is a hobby. farm with a-few head of cattle. Two -are-Christmas-tree n 5 —

farms, which a recent article, says Mid Pef plans to remove and. replant -
- with native species. It appears the only viable -agriculture Mid Pen _
supports is two wineries on a total of 35 acres, out of 50,000. Less than
0007% of their property is currently used for agriculture. :

*While | have seen Mid Pen ads to hire office staff or rangers, | have
never seen ads for farmers, or a person with knowledge of farming, to
implement any agricultural programs on Mid Pen Lands. Farmers who have
_inquired about leasing land have been turnad away.

* If Mid Pen was actively seeking to préserve agriculture we would see-
more evidence than 35 acres out of 50,000. :

* A farmer and his wife may have a few people over to dinner once a
~month and even a party once a year, that is nothing compared to the ...
problems generated by 100,000 or more visitors per year to a park.on =
that same land. Public ownership'of land does not mean it is preserved. or
protected. . o - |

*Two very different groups of people have appeared before this LAFCO
commission, The first, very vocal group, Led by Committee for Green
Foothills, the Sierra Club, POST, and Mid Pen, are from all over the bay
area, and several cities East of here. None of them actually own land and
live on rural property, South of Half Moon Bay. The second group is people
who own property and live on it in the rural area South of Half Moon Bay.
The vast majority of them have spoken. against annexation. The LAFCO
Commission has a duty to listen and respond to the land owners in the
affected area. Mid Pen doesn't manage land in cities, and has no interest
in. Half Moon Bay and the North coast. Why does their vote count, towards
annexirtg the Southcoast. B

* 66% of the voters from Half Moon Bay South voted against Annexation. ;
We were told that if our Precincts voted against annexation, we wouldn't

e



be annexed......Why are we here.

. *Whether you call it "Eminent démain", or "Manifest Destiny" the result
_is still the same. The big guy takes what he wants from the little guy.
The LAFCO Commission has the power to stop that here.

*If the vaters From Half Moon Bay North want to be annexed, let them.
The voters South of Haif Moon: Bay Prefer Not to be anﬁexeci.

*Mid Pen doesn't need to annhex the Coast to own pmpeny here or
caretake Iand for another orgamzatlon

* At the Last LAFCO hearing a Mid Pen Supporter said, "A farmers Last
Crop is Asphalt”- | believe that speaks volumes towards the way those
people feel abaut our land, and our property rights.

* | would ask you to think for a moment, the different care and feelings
you have for-a hotel room, compared to how you feel about your home. | -
think the best way to preserve -the Southcoast, is to leave it in the hands
of the people who have cared for it for the past 200.years. We are doing a
good job of taking care of our home. And, | would mv:te you to come and
enjoy it for tha next 500 years as our guests..

.fﬁw\\c__ ch
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From: <tdax_ris@branchsmﬁh.com> (Q-Wj HB:,\ ‘7"{»\; 5 o & d"‘

To: <foglinei@southcoast.net>

Sent:.  Tuesday, March 23, 2004 5:57 AM ) ':P
Subject:  Weeldy KMPRO e-mail for Mar. 23, 2004 | et ,};;. % v’;o 17‘1,;»& % (ﬁjﬁg}‘

YOUR UFDATE OR WHAT'S HAPPENING {4 THE BURSERY IEJE!HSTE

MARCH 23, 2004 ' I ' S

The sudden oak death pathogen was confirmed at multiple nurserles in
Southern Callfornfa this month. This has had ramif; catians natlonwide
Here & the latest NMPRO coverage.

Siates close horders o California nursary stock '
The suddein oak death pathogen was condirmed at Monrovia Nursary In
Azusa, Calif., and Specia!ty Plants in¢. In San Marcos, Calif. The Calif.
Dept, of Food and Ag. is also 90% sure the fungus (Phytophthara - NI
ramorum) has baen detected at 11 other commerdal nurserizs in Los 5%5%@5%%%’?@%%5
Angeles, San Diego and Qrangs counties. Georgla and Florida officials
closed their borders to Califomia nursaty shiprents until COFA releases
the names of the 11 ather nurseries, Mississippi quarantined host plants e
from California. Claude R. Knighten, USDA APHIS public affairs P'a".‘c"""d ;t‘f‘glaaldiﬂg
specialist, sald tost results were expected back by the end of last week.  Eouinc @ RECEoY

. The state of Washington also took action, requiting all nursery dealers o industry -offers aulomatad

temporatily hold stock recelved from out of state, softdions o buy and sell
. evarything neaded 1o

operate a gipwing business.,

500 detected on camellia

P. ramorum was detected on 6 camellia varieties at Monrovia's Azusa
facllity, Knightan said. Those varsties are 'Kumasaka,' ‘Betly Seite,’ ‘Mrs,
Charles Cobb,' 'Kramer Supreme,’ *Shire Chan' and "Jean May.' A tofa) of
398,000 potentiat host plants have been put on hold at Monrovia's Azusa
facllity and at Spacially Plants Ine., he said. Other host planis growir at
the Azusa facility are Ehododsndron, Arbutus, Swinge, Vibumum opulus
and V. tinits. Monrovia does nuot grow oaks at this facility,

Monrovia advises retallers o check with stats officials

Monrovia advised garden centers that have received camellia shipments
from any California growers in the past 12 months to contact their local or &
-state ag. inspectors. Frotocol will differ by state. Monrovia ships plants to - &
about 5,000 retaliers nationwide. USDA established a toll-free hotlire to .
answet questions regarding this month's diseovery of SOD at Southern
Californla nurserias; (888} 703-4457. The hotline hours arge 8 a:m. to 8
p.m., Eastern Standard Time.

All infected plands will be destroved '

Al plants infected with P. ramorum have been isolated and ara on hold at
Manrovig's Azusa, Calif,, fadility and at Specialty Plants Inc., Knighten
sald. However, all Infected matsial will eventuslly ba deatmysd. Aga
preventative measure, Monrovia has halted all camellia shipmenta from
fis 8 growling facilities Nl these plants can be tested, said Monrovia
spokesparsan Judy Lynes. Monrovly alao produces plants in Visalis,

3/23/2004



Celf,, Daytdn, Cre., Springfield, Oblo, LaGrange, N.C., and Calro, 32,

Zaithern 50D infesiation surprises officials

The discovery of the SOD pethogen at Southern California nurserles

strprized the CDFA. The disease had previously been found only in

Nuarthern California and exireme Southwest Oregon. s unknown how

the pathogen arrived at the nurserles, which are not near any known

infected area. The nureeries ara In diy climatss, and the organism had

been confirmed only in wetler areaa in the past. Phytophthora ramorum

. has caused the death of thousands of oak iress in California and Oregon,
primarily {n Callfornia's Santa Clara, 8anta Cruz, San Mateo and

fonteray counties, actording o San Joss Meroury News.

Sources: Clauds B. Knighten, Judy Lynes, CDFA; Ga. Dept of Ag.; Fla.
Dept of Ag. and Consumet Services Miss, Dept of Ag and Commerce
Wesh, State Dept. of Ag. - .

Worlh a visit
Check out the 1atest Installment Df the Ultimate Greenhouse Series from

- GMPRO on environmentzl controls, Only on the Green Beam.

Bresem Swve
- Pomusaone

BENE «HEFELY + MENIREF

Ta SUBBCRIBE: hitntfwiww greenbeom, nomlamallfamagl form.himl -
To UNSUBSCRIBE! Reply to this e-mail hera,

{You are subzsrihed to ihis e-mait as foglma@sauihcoast.hat}

Reach the deskiep of aver 2,300 nuresary profassionals every wask, To sponsor this email, contact Sheni Vest,

svasi@bmnchamith.com

{e} 2004 Branch-Smith Pubflcetions, 120 St Louls Ave,, Forl Warth, TX 76104, Before publishing ar redistributing lhls
Inforviation, visil hitpofweny orasnbosm somiconyrighl Bim!
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Sub]ect. MROSD's apphcatlon to LAFCO to annex the Western one-~ haif of San
Matea County California. .

- Official Cornmunication to the Commissioners.

- Dear Commissioner
LOurcommunity has-been working' together to-collect reliable information— -
regarding the proposed MROSD annexation in our area, We sought to arrive at a
- consensus opinion regarding the annexation.

The community report whrc:h was submitted to you reflects the results of our
efforts. :

- There is a great deal of community opposition to this annexation. I am opposed
to this annexation and am disappointed that MROSD has not conveyed to your
agency the extent of pubhc dlsapproval in the affected area

'The rommumty report reﬂects my understand!ng of the facts and of the adverse

- impacts that the proposed annexation will have on our schools fire department
community services, and environmental quality.

P[ease reject this harmful annexation..- |

Sincerely,

. ﬂo&/ /(Q&mw LZ?ZD < (’A’!'E)@AL(J ﬁcuq
- Name / ) - address Mdf Mﬁc}ﬁ/ ?ﬁy
Dated:; 3/34/@% ; _- :

CCikheiner
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The SMC Board of Supervisors are the only government representatives that the SMC
unincorporated residents have. We do not have the voting numbers of all the people that
reside within there own City limits, with there own City approved ordinances, services,
taxes,etc. Nor do ‘we have the voting numbers of all the people that have voluntarily joined
their own kind of authority for the greater good organization. We are a different lot,
independent by nature, small in number but just as needed as the rest in this very diverse -
county. We have many commissions and agency s to regulate development. Our county has
the most difficult building permit process in the country. We need a permit to change a
broken sprinkler head! When tragedy strikes, if needed, we tum to each other, not the
government, When you let us live on our own, you seem to like our home. It’s beautiful!
That’s why we work so hard to keep it this way. Our homes and property are for life,
generational family life, not for sale, control OR Annexation, You can see who we are and
what our home looks like. You seem to love our home well enough to want it for
yourselves. Minus the tall fences, cooky-cutter dcvclopments cooky-cutter office
buildings, traffic lights, speed bumps, noise, water and air pollution. The very people that
want to control/manage our property are the very ones that have so thoroughly ruined their
own. Kind of reminds me of the management controls used by the invaders of the “New
World”. I lived there once, myself, only as long as I had too. Ilived on a pleCe of
unincorporated SMC between Belmont and San Carlos. Those two Cities we’re fighting
with each other for years over who is going to annex the property I lived on. I moved over
thirty years ago to the home I built of my dreams, up on the mountain. I followed that
annexation fight to the point of finally seeing that the people that live there, voted for their
ownt destiny. Let the people that live in the unincorporated proposed annexation areas voie
for there own destiny. In 1977, the Golden Gate National Recreational Area representatives
came fo us with a proposal, including maps, pretty pictures and grand ideas about how they
could make our canyon a great recreational dream. Their dream was not ours! There dream
included building a reservor,. for boats and fishing. There dream allowed me their“fair
market value” for my home and the right to rent it from them until I died and/or it was
submerged and occupied by their stocked fish. Their dream was not mine! They tried to
sell us their dream with several meetings. Some thought, ok, Why not. They we’re not the
long-term care takers we are, for they have moved on. So to their credit, the GGNRA asked
us and my family said; “This is not our dream we want what you see now”. We have a
great deal of trust in the SMC Board of Supervisors, because they are all we have to
endorse our continued stewardship of the property we work, protect and share as our - .
home.I am speaking now for the remainder of my dream. To forward the heart felt pride
and responsibility of this place that I was happy enough fo share, to my children. I see the
jocal mismanagement and unfulfilied promises and restricted use of the Open Space Distict
land holdings. They ate trying to appease the eminent domain dissenters with a proposed
state law. They try to appease the farmers with undisclosed “litagation”. They try to tell us
our schools and services will not suffer but we are not the iiliterate, lethargic, minority, We

- are the living passionate lovers of this land. They obviously are not satisfied with the size
and time table of their land purchases, so they now like bully’s, are trying to extend their
-personal playground right over us! I’1l continue to fight the erosion of America’s private
property rights, as I hope you, our Board of Supervisors, do too.

— el




From:  "Peggy Wargo" <peggywargo@direcway.com>

To: *Lesley Obermayer" <shadylane@inreach.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2004 4:24 PM S
Subject: MROSD '

LLAFCo board:

The devil is in the details. The MROSD wants to annex all the land to the sea for what
reason? We who choose to live out here do so to preserve the area. The county allows no
unseemly development - the aerial slide shown at the March meeting in Half Moon Bay was
indicative of the deceitful nature of the District's attitude. Those two rectangular tracts on the
photo have been out there since before Prop 20. Nobody's doing those kinds of things
_anymore - nor can they. We already have government agencies protecting the region.

We're doing just fine up here in the mountains, nearly an hour from the coast - and the District
already bought the parcel next door to me - why to they need to annex more? lwantalegal .
instrument from Craig Brittan and the District binding them to never press me in any way fo sell
to them. Since | live 3 1/2 miles from the nearest public road, | didn't at first realize what had
happened. The District's lawyer informed me that aithough they would assume no .
responsibility for developing and maintain the one-lane gravel road in from Skyline Blvd., they
now have easement rights throughout the entire Poriola Heights community. The District's

~ lawyer told me that not only could they invite their guests all the way back through my property
- and their guests are the population of the entire planet. They also informed me that they
"ean run the Macy's Day Parade down "my road, back and forth through my property, if they

so please, at any time of their choosing.

It took me 31 years to finally be able to buy my property, and I'm still working on my house ©

years later. | providé my own water, sewage disposal, garbage and recycling disposal,

electricity and road development and maintenance. The time and expense involved in being

out here behind the Portola Redwoods State Park are considerable and ongoing, as well as a

life-long dream. To listen to people from Mountain View and San Carlos and Los Altos tell me
that | need another fayer of useless, dishonest government is ludicrous. "

Imagine: After 35 years you get your dream house on a huge lot set back from the street.

Ona day you get a knock on your door, and it's Craig Brittan and his Wild Open Space Up fo
Hikers District. He tells you they hought the empty lot next to your-place, and he doesn't have
to worry about the road (Rhus Road) that runs fo their new property down the east side of the
ridge - he has an easement to bring the public up your driveway, through your side yard, cut
_across your lawn through the flowers and hop the fence, Analogously, that is my situation. If
people up here want to be annexed by MROSD, that is their problem, but | don't want anybody
telling me what to do or what people | have fo have "hiking" around my neighborhood, and'|
don't need any further layers of governmental nonsense. If the people in suburbia want to give
their privacy and neighborhood to the Open-Up Space District and the Macy's Day Parade,
that is their right, but they don't have a right to force the dilatants of MROSD down my throat.
Their pledges are worthless to me, their assurances mere window dressing.

Annexation will eventually shift more of the local tax burden onto the private owners who are
left after MROSD eats away the rural communities like a cancer. ' '

" 3/30/2004
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Twice I have been the one to first repcﬂ lightning fires out west of Doherty Ridage. | provide
considerably more value to the region than the voracious, all-powerful Open Space District
does or can do for me. Just as the presumption of rights lies with the pecple, not with the

government, so too should this annexation ga forward only if voted in by the local residents

affected.

| stand opposed to the annexation.

Thomas A. Wargd :
755 Doherty Ridge Road

3/30/2004



June 4, 2003

D avid Abrevaya
2700 Purisima Creek Rd.
Half Moon Bay,Ca 9401 9

Board of Directors -
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space -
330 Distel Circle ' :
Los Allos, CA 94022

| wish to comment on the district's consideration io apply to San Mateo county’s LAFCO
for annexation of the coastal annexation area. | wish to let the board know that my
intentiens for- responding are not bom of talice, but rather-concern. Please be aware that
any question or comment | present here is my own and hope that they are received and
considered without prejudice for any reason. | consider My seif io be forfunate to have
spent some of the most rewarding times of my life in the wilderness(Acadia, Baxter, the
White Mts,Green Mts., ADK park, Arches, Yosemiite, Rockies, Zion, some remote canyons
in AZ, and some of the District's trails). Ihave had the opportunity to see what | still
consider the most beautiful place in this country degrade severely after returning from a 15
year absence. It seems that although in the hands of what appears to be and probably is
a very responsible governmental caretaker, (NY D.E.C), they were not able to keep up
with or anticipate the effect of rapid growth in the number of visitors it had in the High
Peaks Region. As a result, erosion is so bad on many trails that one would think he/she is
on a stream hopping from boulder to boulder. Most of the streams | recall swimming in - -
and drinkirg from with out concemn for purification are now contaminated. Even though The
Adirondagk park is quite a bit larger, at roughly 6 million acres, and the areas affected much




o

around waters which pass through their prdperties? If the district’s answer is no to either of
the above, why should i believe it will comply with San Mateo County ordinances or the
LCP as it states in its general response on page ii-15? o

- Does the district know of any business, roadside farm stand, individual, or public park.in.San
Mateo county allowed to operate without sufficient parking for its clients and or visitors,
forcing vehicles to park on a public 2 lane road and effectively choke it down to a single lane
road? Why is the district allowed to continue access to the Purisima Creek Redwoods -
preserve at the Higgins-Purisima Creek road entrance where this condition exists? ‘Why is
there no enforcement on the part of the district or other local authorities when these cars are
in clear violation of section 22504a of the CA Motor Vehicle Code and chapter 8 section
801.1 , item 6 of district regulations? Are there other applicable county or LCP regulations
in addition to the above that are not being followed? Does the district feel that this condition
does not impede access for emergency vehicles and slow the availability of emergency-
services fo their neighbors?Given the current situation, how can | or the public be assured
the district will carry through with Mitigation measures PSi-1a and PSI-27 - :

The district has construcied a permanent siruciure, which is used as g chemical foilet near ine
trailhead at the Higgins-Purisima entry mentioned above. This structure appearstobeina
flood plain and well within 150 feet of Purisima Creek. This structure is also on the same
parcel mentioned above and zoned TPZ-CZ/CD. Why is there norecord of a coastal
development or any other permit obtained or sought for this project? How can | or.the
PhUb[Ii:CE llag -rftssured the district will comply with general comments it has made publicly and. in
e ? Cl L L ,

The district séys it will assist in obtaining farm labor houslng permifs. -How many'PA'D
permits, applications for “ceriificate of need”, coastal development permits has the district
sought and successfully obtained? ‘ R e Co

Mitigation HYD-1a of the FEIR addresses the environmental/sanitary concernsof - -
equestrian frail locations. The district currently allows equestrian use on miles of trails aligned
with streams and [ocated quite to the contrary of what it proposes. How can | or the public
be convinced the district will change current trail use designations in the newly annexed
area? Why are these concerns not being addressed in existing district lands?

| do not feel the FEIR adequately addresses the environmental effects of human waste.
Given the extended distances between sanitary facilities on some of the district’'s lands, it
must surely acknowledge that people will need to relieve themselves while in the -
preserves. . S e e .
Section 405.4 of district regulations - “no person shall defecate or urinate in public view”
seems {o be the only policy that addresses this issue. | amunsure of how one can comply
with this regulation when the district requests that visitors stay on designated trails and leave
plants and animals undisturbed. Why has the district not educated the public, either at its
trailheads or in its pamphlets, on where and how to properly dispose of their excrement?
Given the location of many district trails close to streams, [ feel this is an area of major
concern that needs to be addressed, annexation or not. Is the district aware that there are
landowners below them that have domestic water rights to these waters? |s it aware that
one of these users is a facility which has over 7,000 youths visit it annually and diverts its
drinking water from a stream which has potentially been contaminated by district visitors for
many years? The fact that this facility has stringent testing and treatment criteria and might



cease 1o exist due to lack of funding should have no bearing on the district’s need to act
responsibly. ‘ :

s the district willing to put its money where its mouth is based upon the findings of one-

expert consultant regarding SODS? If in the future the epidemic gets worse, and itis

found that district operations and visitors have caused its spread, will it make financial

reparations to nursery owners, firewood processors, soil farms, wood product

producers,etc. who will lose revenues as a result of quarantines? Wil it reimburse

gro%e{ty ovgners for lost trees and loss of property to wildfire which might be fueled by
ead frees? . . , ' .

The district currently owns almost 50,000 acres. If you divide that number by 81- roughly
the number or its emfloyees including volunteers, one comes up with just over 600 acres
per employee. | would be curious to know what the frue coverage actually is. Should the -
public really believe that the district has adequate coverage for the level of stewardship
they claim to provide on their existing land, let alone proposed acquisitions? The Purisima
. Creek trail that the district fixed under the above mentioned fish and game permit remained
impassable to district emergency vehicles for over 2 years. Was the loss of the portion of
trail which fell into the creek caused by improper maintenance or design? The grabtown
gulch trail has been closed for over 5 years due to a bridge washout. On a recent short hike
on one of the district's trails, { noticed damaged fencing not serving its intended purpose,
inadequate maintenance of drainage facilities (partiafly blocked inlets/outlets of culverts,
inboard drainage ditches filled with debris) and inadequate energy dissipators. How can
the public believe that the district will be able to provide the maintenance and design as
prescribed in the FEIR HYD mitigations when it currently can not keep up with what it has?

I am thankful for the farmers and ranchers who have proven themselves as adequate
stewards and did not develop these lands when there was no lcp or strict zoning ordinances
preventing them from doing so.They have preserved much of the rural land on the
coasiside for over a century without benefit of government granted powers, grant money,
tax money,or $1/4 million worth of free labor annually. Their children and successors must
also be thanked and applauded for preserving agricultural operations on the coastside
despite adversities such as foreign competition,inheritance taxes, diminished water
supplies, and many governmental and environmental restrictions. The MBOSD, on the
other hand is hot time tested and it has not shown to me that the lands it owns are being
adequate(liy cared for. In light of my concerns, | would respectfully request that the district’s
board of directors not approve certification of the FEIR and not apply to LAFCo for -
annexation of the coastal annexation area. Fhope that the LAFCo will thoroughly
investigate the district’s current policies and actions and inspect their lands thoroughly ,and if
necessary alert the proper authorities to seek restitution for any violations and make an
exampie of them {o insyre that there are checks and balances in ﬁlace in our govermment as
well as to insure that it is a good steward and worthy of my and the public’s trust moreover ,
worthy of the land’s trust. - -

Respectiully,

David Abrevaya
c.c. LAFCo , ¢fo San Mateo Crounty planning department
Jack Olson, Farm Bureau

John Dixon, PMAC
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Subject: MRQSD’s apphcatlon to LAFCO to annex the Western ane-half of San
Mateo County Canfornra

Official Communication to the Cemmissieners.

Dear CommisSiener'

s

Qur commumty has been wo’rkmg together'to collect rehable information -
regardlng the proposed MROSD annexation in our area. We sought to arrive at a
- consensus opinion regarding the annexation.

The community report whrch was submrtted to you reﬂects the results of our .
efforts ' : . r

There isa great deal of commumty opposrtron to thrs annexatron I am opposed
to this annexation and am disappointed that MROSD has not conveyed to your.
agency the extent of public disapproval in the affected area : :
' |he communlty report reﬂects my understandmg of the facts and of the adverse
impacts that the proposed annexation wili have onour schoois fire departmenc,

communrty services, and envrronmental quality, . '

P!ease reject thr_s harmful annexation.

Sincerely,

Natme . address o

Dated: - 5/ ;&/7/%/7

CC:kheiner

i,
o,

B



Dear LAECO,

I just Wanted to say THANKS for standing up for the little guy. You
know, just because I live in a condo on the bay doesn't mean the coast
isn’t mine too, right. Its great you guys are working so hard to finally
do what is right, I mean, we all have known for a long time that this
private property crap had to be fixed.it’s the peoples planet, .right.
And, T wanted to say how brave I think you are for standing up to all
these wacko eco-pirate capitalists that have been raping OUR coast for so
long..and to think they have the nerve to call themselves farmers. - WE
know what real farmers are, and it aint about money, right. Feeding the
people is about love and caring and sharing and respecting and, well, you
know what I mean. Like back when, when we were doing that commune thing
up in Sonoma and back in the hills of Marin. You remember, right. It
wasn’t about who owned the land it was the beauty and joy of sharing it
with each other...you remember, don’t you. Yah, those were the days, man.

Well, anyway, you guys are doing great. Just hang in there. Its been a
long time coming but now it locks like we are finally getting the upper
hand, eh. This Open Space plan thing is great! It reminds me of some of
the great ideas we always talked about in class, back when Berkeley had
the balls to really teach the TRUTH. You can’t argue with the man, Marx
had it right when he wrote “the theory of the Communists may be summed up
in the single sentence: abolition of private property.” Hey, do any of
you guys remember me? I think I remember a couple of you in some of my
classes, but hey, if you don't remember me that’s cool.. I don’t blame
anyone for being a little foggy about back then, hell I did my share, if
you know what I mean. Well anyway, let’s hope none of those damn “family
farmers” figure out the game, eh. Since I mentioned it, can you believe
they have the nerve to call themselves “family farmers” they don’t even
know what family is, now we had a REAL family up there in Sonoma, what
was the name of the compound.Des Nuedos, oz somethlng like that, anyway
that was real family, free love man.

Well anyway, like I was saying, those Open Space folks really have
gsomething this time don’t they. They sure are some smart cookies. T
love how they have everyone worried about this silly issue of “eminent
domain” and how they all want to haveé a vote on the issue.I love it, what
dolts. Who needs to go and take the property from them when all you have
to do is buy it.take your time, wait till they start dying off, and bit
by bit, well, I probably shouldn't szay too much in case someone gets a
hold of this letter. By the way, feel free to pass it along to our _
comnrades over at the Open Space group and let’em know we'’re behind them
all the way. Which reminds me, I need to get those guys another check,
you know I do my part for the cause, every month I send them a little
money, it aint- much but I figure in 20 or 30 years it’1l pay off Jjust
nicely. Imagine, these morons are begging for their silly little vote
and then WE THE PEOPLE will just roll on in. Slam dunk right. I mean
there iz only what a couple hundred of them, right. Social Justice man!
A couple hundred folks hording all that land when it should be shared by
the people - it belongs to us anyway, right. bemocracy, aint it great,
bring on the vote. Then in about 20 or 30 years Open Space will have




picked off the prime pieces bit by bit. It won’t take very long for the
infrastructure to fall apari with such a dent in the tax base. Man!

- That will be so cool. All nice and legal. You guys will have created
the largest commune in the world, except maybe for Cuba, but right here

in the good ‘ol US of A... now that is what I call progress; That's when-

my little contributions will pay off, I know they won't forget I healped
them out. dJust think of it I am sure they would give me a little place
down near the beach, maybe somewhere down near what they call Pescadero

~now.. Hey put in a-good-word for me would-ya, couldn’'t hurt,-right, J— -

mean you guys are buddy kbuddy, right.

Yup, I figure about 20 or 30 years, well maybe it will take a little
longer. But, hey, they taught us this stuff at Berkeley, remember, all
you have to do is have a long-term strategy. Its foolproof. Those wacko
coast-side freaks claiming they have “rights” and waving their silly
little cutdated constitution. Times have changed..and about damn time

" don’t ya think. Well, like I said, its great to see those folks at Open
Space figuring out how to grab that land, all nice and legal. 1T just
think the Open Space guys are so smart, I mean, look how they have
everyone screaming and yelling about “iminent domain”..they can’t even see
that WE don’t have to take their land. Pretty soon, when the property
taxes are 10 times what they are now they will be begging US to buy their
silly little farms cause the place will be a ghost town.

Well, anyway, vyvou already know all this, vou guys are some pretty smart
cookies yourselves, and hey, WE couldn’t do it without you. I mean, I
was up at that meeting in HMB the other week and that thing you guys did
withh the tax impact estimate is just plain genious. You didn't really
lie, and nobody can say your numbers aren’t real. 2And, by the sound of
the comments it didn’t seem like anyone has really caught on that it
isnft the tax revenue lost from current owners but how it adds up over
time when there is no more land to buy and no new tax revenues. But hey,
they deserve what they get. Nobody needs that much money, let those rich
bastards'pay the taxes for everyone.. they can afford it. Anyway, hush
hush, and stick to your plan on that model, don’t let them try to make
you extend it into the future, remember, noboedy can say you are lying.

Well I guess I spent a little too much time on this, I better get back to
my silly job making money for some jerk capitalist living large off the
swet off my back. By the way, you folks just let me know if there is
anything I can do to help out, I really don’t do much when I am at work
anyway,so I could do some work for the movement. My stupid boss actually
trusts me, huh, he would never know. .1 am here for you, you just let me
know. : :

POWER TO THE PEOPLE
Your Faithful Commrade
John “Bunny Love Nuts” Johnston



California Native Plant Society
o | Saﬁta Clara Valley Chapter _

3921 E. Bayshore Blvd., Palo Alto, CA 94303
' WWW,CIpS-5CV.0rg

March 30, 2004
To: San Mateo County LAFCo

(Via delivery to 3/30/04 meeting in Half Moon Bay)
Ref: Mid;.)enjnSUIa‘Regional Open Space District (MROSD) Coastside Protection Program

* To Whom & May Concern:

The Santa Claia Valley Chapter of thé California Native Plant Society'(CNPS/S CV) covers much
of San Mateo County including MROSD’s proposed coastal expansion area, as well as Santa, .

Clara County in its entirety,

Our chapter interacts extensively with MROSD on the topic of invasive plants. We work together
in the San Mateo County Weed Management Area; a regional organization formed by state
and local agencies, private landowners, the agricultural industry, and environmental
organizations that are concerned about the proliferation of invasive plant species in our
County. We also co-sponsor local “weed” workshops and participate in volunteer “weed
removal” field days. SRR - ' )

Based on this relationship we are aware that MROSD devotes significant staff and other resources
to address the challenges and concerns of invasive plant species (as well as feral pigs). MROSD
staff also attends relevant scientific conferences, presentations and meetings, for networking with
others and for staying current with the scientific literature on invasive species issues. :

CNPS/SCV considers MROSD to be extremely educated about and dedicated to this topic,
including their rapid response when made aware of new (to our region) invasive plants that are

very problematic in other areas,

We are vefy pleased to support MROSD’s Coastside Protection Prograin and look forward to
increased opportunities for cooperation on a topic that is critical to our mission,

Sincerély,

Georglg Stigall

Chapter President

Phone: 650-941-1068
Email: gstigall@aol.com - -

Cc: Ken Himes, CNPS/SCV Invasive Plants Co-Chair

Dedicated to the preservation of California native flova
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Georgia Stigall’s cr%)nm_ems Jor 3/30/04 San Mateo County LAF Co nzeeﬁng

I’m here as a private landowner in the area that i part of the proposed expansion and
have already gone on record as-being in favor of the expansion conditional on purchasing

from willing sellers
AND
As the president of the local chapter of the Califortia Native Plant Society whichisa

scientifically-credentialed organization that promotes preservation of native flora
including managing invasive species :

' Ihave many years of experience with ifivasive plants on both private and public lands
and know for a fact that there are ways to effectively push public lands agencies to deal
- with invasive plants, whereas there is no such mechanism for dealing with private

‘landowners.

MROSD is very responsive to and responsible about addressing invasive plants issues
and sponsots regular volunteer efforts in addition to the work done by staff.

MROSD is an active participant in the San Mateo County Weed Management Area,
which deals with both private and public lands ' - o

They also participate in other scientific entities that work with invasive plants including
attending conferences & keeping current with the ever-evolving science.

As someone who was personally involved in the registration of participants for the last
two weed forums held in our County, I can say that the vast majority of participants were

MROSD and other public lands employees and volunteers.

And that in spite of our best efforts to. encourage private landowners to participate only a
few showed up. '

I for one would like to see that change, as we all need to work together on invasive
plants. Weeds are a challenge and we need a regional approach that crosses property

lines.

- In my opinion — and I can assure you that it’s not easy to please me OR the California
Native Plant Society on this topic because it’s so important to us — MROSD is doing a
very good job with invasive plants (as well as with feral pigs). : '

Andwith increased public support from all of us, they will only be able to do better,
- which benefits us private landowners who are also struggling with weeds.

Mail: 17287 Skyline Bivd ~ PMB 102, Woodside CA 94062-3780
Home: Unincorporated San Mateo County in the proposed expansion area

Phone: 650-941-1068
Email: gstigall@aol.com
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Publication Date: Wednesday, March 31, 2004 - 7T

Editorial: Open space dlstrlct’
move to the coast

‘March 31,2004 Compromise on eminent domain wins support for annexation plan,
which deserves approval by Local Agency Formation Commission

. Back to the

%(%%fﬁ%s page  When voters approved the original Midpeninsula Regional Open g %
Space District in 1972, its boundaries encompassed only northern ABHES &Hﬂﬂl—f@f

Classifieds “and western Santa Clara County, even though it was envisioned as '
a two-county district. : -

CUMITED LGRS

Palo Alto
Online

Development-prone San Mateo County supervisors rejected the new district.
In 1976, district supporters succeeded through a petition drive in bypassing
the still-doubtful supervisors and annexing a huge portion of the southern San
Mateo County, from San Francisco Bay to the Skyline Ridge.

The annexation brought the district to its existing size, about 330 square miles,
stretching from San Carlos in the north to Mt. Umunhum south of Los Gatos.
During its 30-plus years, the district has acquired nearty 50,000 acres of
permanently dedicated open-space lands. Lands once bordered by barbed-
wire fences and no-trespassing signs are now laced with hundreds of miles of
trails, shared by many thousands of hlkers bleycllsts equestrlans and roads1de_
picnickers. -

Now the district is closing in on its greatest expansion, a 220-square-mile
annexation from the Skyline Ridge to the Pacific Ocean, extending from just
south of Devil's Slide to the Santa Cruz County line. The annexation has been
discussed and debated for more than seven years. The district has agreed to
forego its use of eminent domain in the annexation area after farmers and
some residents expressed hostile opposition to that power. It will retain the
right of eminent domain in its present boundarles but only when development
of a property is imminent.

The district also will levy no taxes in the new area, instead depending on
grants and donations of land to acquire lands there — with no transfer of tax
funds from existing areas of the district.

‘While pockets of opposition still exist, the list df endorsees is formidable,

Ittp:/fwrww,paloaltoonline. com/weekly/morgue/2004/2004_03_31.edit3 loadist.shtmt Page 1of 3
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including 14 citiesiwithin the district (including Palo Alto,%vlountain View,
East Palo Alto, Atherton and Portola Valley) and several cities outside the
district (notably Half Moon Bay, Pacifica and San Jose). ‘

It is backed by groups as diverse as the San Mateo County Farm Bureau, the
Half Moon Bay Coastside Chamber of Commerce and the Silicon Valley -
Manufacturers' Group, along with a veritable Who's Who of environmental

+ organizations and state and national legislators representing parts of the
region.

*“The primary condition for the Farm Burest's sﬁpﬁdft*is passinga state law
* restricting the district's ability to use eminent d omain. Such a law has passed
the state Senate and Assembly unammously and is awa:ttmg the governor's
s:gnature to become iaw.
. Even the South Skyline Assoc1at1on once hamhly crmcai of the district, is . .
' 'supportmg the annexation, along with Santa Clara and Santa Cruz county
: superwsors
- District officials have agreed to reimburse the cash—strapped La Honda/
~ Pescadero School District for any tax funds lost through future land
.+ . acquisitions, as well as help fund local fire distriots.
- “The Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District has a distinguished track
record and deserves full support in its bid to extend its governance to the coast

when the Local Agency Formation Commission of San Mateo County brmgs
- it to avote, as expected next Wednesday, Apnl 7. _

Construction recyclmg a good mea,
even 1f la,te |
A pmpasal to reqmre recyéhxitgfbf
many parts of demolished buildings
-~ from carpets and windows to
heating systems and concrete -- is a
“good idea whose time should have
come years ago, before the
"demolition boom" of the late
1990s and early 2000s.

http:/fwww.paloaltoonline.com/weekly/morgue/2004/2004_03_31.edit31 osdist.shiml ) . - Pags 20f3




Local Agency Formation Commission
455 County Government Center

- 2nd Floor .

Redwood City, CA 94063-1663

~Dear Local'Agen'éy Formation Commission,

My name is Ari Delay Iam a 30 year remdent of La Honda. I am wntmg you
today.to urge the Local Agency Formation Commission to deny the '
MROSD Annexation as it is currently. proposed.

I believe if you ask the average citizen around the county 1f they think
we need Open Space they would say emphatically “ YES ¢ » however If you
asked that same citizen if they think we need more open space evenifit
would kill a few rural communities to make it happen I believe the answer
- ‘would be emphatically “ NGO ¢,

- The proposed annexatlon in its current form fails to adequately
address the needs of the community. Currently the mitigation for schools, -
EMS, Fire, police and the community are far from the “ llttle or no mpact”
as MROSD claims. -

- .'The two things that should be closest to our hearts are our children and the
safety of our families. The MROSD’s EIR and response to questions posed
seem to again and again either deny or belittle the communities concerns.

Lam a 13-year veteran of the Fire Service and serve in both the
capacity of a Career and Volunteer firefighter. Both EMS and Fire concerns

_have been deemed insignificant in MROSD’S EIR and response to -
comments. | refute those Tesponses by MROSD in regards to EMS and more ,,
specifically the fire threat in the proposed annexation area. MROSD'S . o
consultant claims in their EIR that the threat of wildfire is negligible. I feel
MROSD’S and it’s stance dismisses The California Department of forestry

. and Fire Protection District, the State agency responsible for all non-federal

and local lands which places the San Mateo County Coast in the moderate to
high Fite danger category.

The San Mateo County coastside lies in direct proximity of some
of the most devastating fires in California history the Oakland Hills
Fire and the Mount Vision fires resulting in the following statistics.




"« OAKLAND HILLS FIRE

Deaths.................... rreveniranesesarenetesrans b 25
T reveeieeresranes 150
Single Family Dwelhngs Destroyed .......................................... 2,843
Single Family Dwellings Damaged ..... et et s srass e ben e sraas _...193
- Apartment Units Destroyed.......couiiviivine. e 33
Total Living Units Damaged ot Destroyed.....;-..._ ..................... 3,469
- Total Acreage Bumned by the Flre .................... b 1,520
Fire PErimeter....ouurvureeeerererenes e crersers, e, 3.25 Miles-
Esttmated Dollar Fire LOSS.cornrmvnvenicnins s ....$1,537,000,000

Sunday, October 20, W111 be remembered as the date of one of th.lS nation's
most costly fires, the worst fire involving loss of 11fe and prepelty since the
Great San Francisco Earthquake and Fire of 1906 -

‘The magnitude and scope of what is sn:nply referred to as the "Tunnel Fire"
is far beyond the experience of any living American firefighter. Only those
who fought the Chicago Fire last century or battled the Great Fire in San
'Franelsee would be able to 1dent1fy with this conﬂagratton and ﬁrestorm

The origin of the fire was on a steep hﬂlsxde in what some have called a box .
* canyon above state Highway 24 near the entrance to the Caldecott Tunnel.
This is a wooded area with heavy underbrush, narrow streets and steep
terrain. The unusual weather conditions are described in FEMA's Hazard
Mitigation Report as follows: "...an unusual east wind, at speeds in excess of
65 miles per hour, that raced down from the crest of the Oakland-Berkeley
Hills. Coupled with record high temperatures well into the nineties, the hot,
dry winds gusted and swirled through five years of drought-dry brush and
groves of freeze-damaged Monterey pines and eucaiyptus trees. All the
conditions for a major disaster were present that morning of October 20,
1991." |

More than 25 ﬁreﬁghters were on the scene overhauling hot spots frorn a fire
- the previous day. It is important to note that Saturday's fire had been well
overhauled; hose lines were left in place surroundmg the burn area, the fire
arca was checked by Oakland fire companies during the night, and fire crews
had been on the scene hours before ignition on Sunday.

These are prudent and_ a_ccepted ﬁreﬁ'ghtmg methods.



Eyewitniess accounts testify that a sole ember blew into a tree just outsrde the
burn area, and the tree exploded into flame, and the resulting fire was-
quickly out of control ~- raging around and over ﬁreﬁghters ‘who were
mdeed fighting for their lives.

Rescue and evacuation efforts were made as ﬁreﬁghters were forced to fall
back to defensrble space.

A request for additional fire units and air drops were 1mmed1ate1y called for.
Soon, streets were clogged with residents trying to get out s1ghtseers and
emergency personnel trymg to get in. .

The fire qurckly established four fronts, west down]:nll toward state Highway
24 and the Rockridge District, north toward the Claremont Hotel, south
toward Broadway Terrace and east towara Contra Costa County.

The Oakland ﬁre department is divided into three battahons commanded by
an assrstant chief and two battahon chiefs. :

Assistant Chief Donald Matthews assumed command as the operations -
chief, Battalion Chief James Riley was assigned as Division A commander
and Battalion Chief Ronald Campos responded to the Oakland Fire Dispatch
Center to coordinate recall, dispatch, finance and logistics finctions.
Assistant Chief John K. Baker responded from home and assumed the role

~ of incident commander. | , |

At about 11:45 a.m., Director of Fire Services P, Lamont Ewell arrived on
scene at the command post and officially assumed command

The Oakland fire department uses the Incident Command System (ICS) to
manage all emergency mcrdents as ‘was the case with the "Tunnel Fire."

The system consists of an incident commander who d1rectly supervises four
functional groups: operatrons planning, Iogrstlcs and finance.

The operation and planning ﬁmctrons were conducted at the scene from the
department's mobile command post, while logrsucs and finance ﬁmctrons
- were conducted from the drspatch center. S -



This was the basic structure of initial management of the "Tunnel F ire," and

intact until late into the evening when the California Department of Forestry

. and Fire Protection (CDF) provided an overhead management team to assist
with the enormous task of managing such a large fire. -

At this point, a joint command was established that consisted of Oakland, |
Berkeley, Piedmont and the Department of Forestry. R

- Oakland firefighters were assisting with evacuation efforts as they were

foreed to retreat from the advancing inferno. Division Chief Riley and
Oakland Police Officer John Grubensky were killed while trying to help

citizens escape the fire. Both Chief Riley and Officer Grubensky were found
with the remains of those people they were trying to help. : :

« THE MOUNT VISION-FIRE -

. Mount Vision Fire engulfed and burned 12:354 actes of bishop pine
-~ forest, coastal scrub and grasses on state, federal and private lands. Although
94% of the fire burned within the park boundaries, the remaining 6% -
managed to completely destroy 45 homes in nearby Inverness Park. This
area of the park had not experienced a fire in 50-100 years, which only
increased its intensity. At the peak of the fire fighting efforts, over 2,100
~personnel were directly involved in containing and suppressing the fire

- Early onthe 3™ of October 1995, four young men, illegally camping
on Mt. Vision in the Pt. Reyes National Seashore, broke camp and
extinguished their campfire to the best of their knowledge and capability.
Apparently their knowledge and capability were inadequate to the task.
Embers hidden under the duff burst into flame and started the Mt Vision
Fire, which lasted for the better part of a week and burned out the central A
part of the Pt. Reyes National Seashore. S .
Some forty miles north of San Francisco, Pt. Reyes National Seashore is one
of the jewels of the national park system in California. Aside from having
one of best whale-watching sites onthe California coast, it has protected
beaches (Drake's Beach and Limantour Beach), exposed beaches (Ten-Mile
Beach on the western coast), rocky headlands up and down its southwestern
coast, and (until now) a fine and almost pristine wilderness area along its
spine, the Inverness Ridge. The National Seashore is laced with a network of
trails and four hikers' campgrounds maintained by the park service. For day
trippers, there are (or were) delightful walks along the Bayview and Muddy
Hollow trails above Limantour beach, the four-mile Bear Valley trail linking



G o

the park visitor center with the headland at Arch Rock, the frail up to the
remarkable views from Mt. Wittenberg, and such lovely loops as the Sky

. Trail. The Coast Trail from Arch Rock to Limantour - the teti-mile walk
from the visitor center along the Bear Valley trail and the Coast Trail. Many
of these walks are now gone, the land destroyed by fire. It will not be
restored to an equivalent natural state in our lifetimes. Because of the
ecological effects of fire, it will never be restored as it was. '

The consultant FIREWISE 2000 fails to adequately address the fire
threat on local lands. FIREWISE 2000 believes the MROSD’S road
maintenance water truck and Patrol vehicles equipped with one ranger and
120 gallons of water are effective firefighting units. These vehicles Give
LAFCO and the public a false sense of security of the threat and MROSD’S
ability to mitigate that Wildfire threat within district lands currently and in
the fiture. : | L
: | Although in recent years no disasterous fires have ,
Occurred in the proposed annexation area, there have been fires. With
increased usage by the public and the respective decrease in grazing and
agriculture sets up a recipe for a disastrous fire to threaten our local ‘
communities. I urge the LAFCO comimission to read the Catifornia fire plan
on the California Department of Forestry’s webgite and to talk with local
officials from CDF to further educate themselves on the fire threat within
- San Mateo county. - | - -

* LOSS OF HOUSING -

Lam including in this report pictures taken of the La Honda , Loma
Mar, Pescadero area of homes and businesses that have been lost in F ires, .
Floods, Landslide and earthquakes that have to this day have not béen
rebuilt, . | .
- MROSD insists they are saving this pristine resource from “ urban
sprawl” this urban sprawl does not exist on the south coast. I feel our
‘community is suffering as it is with lack of adequate resources to fund
schools, EMS, Fire and Police protection and the removal of more properties
from the tax base will further this crisis on the south coast.

The numbers about housing and business lost in the south coast speak
for themselves, | ' -

» HOMES LOST DUE TO FIRES, FLOODS, LANDSLIDES,
FARTHQUAKE .~
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. STRUCTURE FIRES
RESIDENTIAL

1 RESIIDENCE LOST 15000 BLOCK I—I[GHWAY 84
~ LAHONDA
| RESIDENCE LOST CUESTA REAL @ JUDS ON
| LA HONDA | |
1 RESIDENCE LOST REDWOOD DRIVE

- LAHONDA ‘
1 RESIDENCE LOST REDWOOD AVENUE —

'LOMA MAR |

COMMERCIAL

1 COMMERCIAL BUISNESS BAR RESTURAUNT, SHOP .
- BOOT’S&SADDLE’S NEVER REBUILT ( La Honda )

*COMMERCIAL BUISNESS LOST SARABIA’S TOWING
AND AUTO REPAIR o
-NEVER REBUILT ( Pescadero )

‘. LAN])SLIDES

9 RESIDENCES LOST SENIC DRIVE
NEVER REBUILT (La Honda )

« FLOODS - B |
1 RESIDENCE VENTURA AVE CONDEMED BY COUNTY.
OF SAN MATEO NEVER REBUILT (La Honda)

'« OTHER DISASTERS

1 RESIDENCE LOST PROPANE EXPLOSION
NEVER REBUILT ( La Honda )



To these small rural commumtzes the housmg a_d buqmesq Iosses have been e

devastatmg Further erosion of the tax base along with extremely limited
development in our area is decreasmg the quahty of life of res1dents of the

south coast.
| "The LAFCO comlnlssmners have the ab]llty to deny the MROSD’ |

‘ apphcatlon for annexation in its current form. I feel further study is needed - - .

o ensure all affected agencies are fully informed of the extent this
annexation with have on their respective agency or special district. ’ .
Furthermore T request the Commission allow the voters within the proposed '

- annexation area be allowed a vote as I feel the residents of the Coastside

" nowhave a more. clear picture of the scope and magmtude of th1s proposed i e

annexation.
. this document and Would be avallable 1f you have any questlons

| u1ncerely§

An Delay T
P.O.BOX 173 '
 La Honda, CA 94020 .
(650) 747-0039 -

I would like to thank the Comnnssmn for takmg the time to review . . N



S1RUCUKE FIKE CUESIA REAL @ JUDSON
NEVER REBUILT

TAKEN 3/30/04




SENIC SLIDE AREA 9 HOUSES LOST




DRIVEWAY TO HOUSE IN SENIC SLIDE AREA

TAKEN 3/30/04
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HUAL GLOSURE DUE 10 SENIC SLIDE

~ NEVERREOPENED -

TAKEN 3/30/04




TAKEN 3/30/04
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oL ' . R .- S ., MATT SUMNER
George Moffatt (right) fills out paperwork with FEEMA inspector, lan Grant, in front of his house in
La Honda, which has been rendered unsafe by the sliding hillside, = - ' :
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Making

history

Rainfall totals in
The County so far
this season are
- approsching ali-
time record
amounts,

i Historical.
high raintall
: tntals

Sotrca WNI Wearﬁemsws

| wet-weather-

' ’ : uzonﬁs WDLF——Staff -
| Bili HIll of La Honda examlnes the upstairs bedroom of his home which has been buckled and
tw;sied by a slow-moving Iandsllde. The slide is destroymg several homes on Scenic Drive. *

; IFHDM STAFF REPDHTS

‘the bottom ljne is today will be

“predicts occasionally heavy rain i
_this morming, tapering off to
"showers by the afterncon. An
inch to 2-inches of rain is pre-

“sald - forecaster. Dan Klinger.
" "We' re used to it this year, but

' .40 mph.

.Monday, which Klinger says will
. be harsher than ’thls week” 'i's

Help from FEMA

Home and business

.owners who have suffered:

storm-relaled losses may
apply to the Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency
(FEMA]. for financial help

by calling toll-free hot lines
at (800} 482-9029 or (800)-

462-7585 (for the hea.rlng

. _impaired]

imore pjcturesque than' threat-

_"“'“‘“g S Tines %, )?5,

- Call it rain or call it showers,

wet . _
The National Weather Service :

dicted.
““An inch is substantial rain,”

an ‘inch is a suhstantial'
amount "o )

Sunday will be an “in-be-
tween - day,” Klinger said with

sun and clouds.

Temperatires throughout the

weekend will remaln in the 50s.

and winds are expected to blow
about 25 mph, except for the
coast, where they'll speed up to

And then it's. back to rain on

—— e ———— -

dousing, -

“A good: raln foIIowed by a
thunderstorm,” he predicted.

More rain is the bad news for
areas where homes are slipping.
This month's wet weather has
wreaked havoe on hilliop homes
in Daly City, San Bruno and. La
Honda.

In those areas, ' homes are
struggling to remain. stable atop
crumbling hillsides. About 17
homes are in danger of sliding

- down hills and eity officials and
‘geologists have said that more
© rain will only wirsen condi-
‘Hlons, Friday . was . beautiful,

though, and.the few clouds were




iUl ey pela

: : West of La Honda La Honda Creek has Washed through a number ef propert1es These
- photos were {aken at Troutmere. ~

- Many of the br1dges actross the creek are washed out, makmg it nnp0331ble to reach the
homes on the othor side, . - -

>)
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‘Cars caught up in the flow are stacked among other flood debries

C
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. Photos of tho Febuary 199 “ide e Page 2 of 3

- There are, eracks in the ground back behind the top of the slide -

One wa traffic Wl]l bethestory oncetheroad is finally opened. |

, : . \ '
--.The.-westboiu-l'd_ view of theshde L e | .




-1 iusmﬁg |
imperils

homes in
La Honda

L M Times Hiq|¥
Garages and
driveways have
drepped three feet -

Byl(lm Vo -
STAFF WRITER

LA HONDA — Heavy rains have
triggered a stow-moving landslide
on Scende Drive in the wooded
hills- here, inching homes precari-
ously downhill and prompling at
least eight households lo evacuale.

“We've been here 27 years and
this is the .most relictant thing -
we've done, but we're using- .
cotrmon sense,” sald resident Lou
Wenzel who was planning to stay
- with his daughter in Half" Moon
Bay , overnight. Theres bags
paeked and readyto go.”

February's rains have soaked' ;
this hillside communily so thor-
. oughly that geologists said the bed-
roek is loosened, causing the earth
to move. Two weéks ago, residents
first rioticed small cracks'in their .

Ihomes and streets along the 200
iblock of Scenic Drive, but the
shilting earth has acceleratec until *
some garages and driveways had
dropped as much as Lhree feet by
Wednesday.

Mini-speed bmnps have: formed
_along Scenic Drive, a result of ¢
~buckling asphall, And a portlon of
- Recreation Drive, a road parallel to
and below Scenie, has collapsed,

| spilling compacted gravel toward a
‘stream that runs. alongside thc"
 road.
“This whu!e thing is moving Hike
- a blanket," said Michael Malone, a
4geologist who evaluated the area
Wednesday “As long as we have

as niuch rain as predicted it'will -
+ worsen significantly.” '

There are two gray houses on -
“this block of Scenic Drive, both
boarded up since the windows -
" began “popping” last week. One -
gray house'is collapsing oito itself; -
{he othér 1§ sliding down'the Hill,

The laiter liouse belongs to
George ‘Moffdtt, 79. In 1992, he.
- bought. the $400,000 ouse for he
-andl his wife to retire in; his home-
OWIErS. Insurhuice  combany, told




Jeanne LePage
(right) helped .
. hermother,
“EllieWenze),
negotiaite the
~ drivewayof
Wenze!s’,hng, '
on Senic Drive':
inLlaHondd,
- The driveway
. has dropped”
(.eightfeet




N _and nexghbors

s, ripped away

l  roads and. felled trees all over. -
“And restdents can't depend on

much help. from -the .outside-
world. Main roads leading to the -~

~area ‘have. been closed for
weeks, . and power, water and

. phone  service - has been Spo:

- radic,:

Atid thmugh it all,. péople

lapse, I should be OK.," Eckel ; _

* sald: “This 1s one of those deals S
~wheré you just have to keep §
“your—head - down. and keep

working "

- So far, Eckel is staying ahen [
of things, but 1t has. taken its -
-toll om him, he gaid. - .

don't eat very well," Eckel said.

: "Everythhlg I have is locked up-- |
in “this " house.” The least Jitile |
creal in the house and I'm up.

E Just cope — usually with hrimor :
and with help from their. friends p

on: we live i'ri this.
_ use we are a bunch
. of independents; -

. Self-sufﬁcient" sald - Orrfl Flu-

0 has lived in a-
r’here singe 1959, -

his is nature, this is natural

-"'law Every ‘day we fake our”

* chances, and we lve with those
'chances i
“Across'the small draw where

the Henzél house stood, is a sad .

_ reminder of ‘that gsmble “The

_rubble fromthe home ‘is stfll . "

strewn ‘across. the "property. for
100 yar

- eddles of a atreain.
Fortunately, no one else has

, r.lost their life.to the storms. But -

"network of Stakes sfxoWs
Stan Eckel whether the house

he completed a year ago is slip- .
ping down' the hill. Several of -

‘his heighbors - above him - on
Scenie Drive in La Honda have
been forcéd from' their homes
by a nassive slide. Houses have
g been slipplng more than one
foot per day over the last several
R days.

-Eckel wages. a daily battle t6
keep water away from his
‘house, “With a mattock and a

hoe he tries to divert water into

a slight depression. and | away
froth his house, '
"If the Whole hlll doE:sn't cal-

we're pretty

.Books,. photos, ‘art .
supplies am:l ‘clothes are stuck
behind trees like foam in:the .

'and tha

“of -the- hill," Hill said.

the houses talkjng
She and her hus

Hill, heard their house -on-.

‘Scenic Drive talking -
they moved.out Feb.
‘On_Friday, the.

ough

“movilig the last. of their: things *
from. their house. Overnight the
. house had twisted-and fallen so
much thelr ‘g’arage ‘door : was *
‘crdshed - shut. A tour of the -

house was accomp

ure. dDéSn't .

thing,"” Gale said_ "That and no

“one got hurt.”- - . ,
“Although they’ fike La Honda,”
" the couple are not going to try

. and rebulild their hothe, .

L think we're golng to call it .

quits, and live on the othir side

going to do what we can to
shore up our finances for retire-

" ment,”; . :
La Honda resident Laila Selk
s staying put, but shes had

about enough. .
. “What's really scary s

- knowing “what . the weathe_r _

going to do," Selk said

“T don't sleep very‘ well, 1§

disapp intlng thlng is. I}
“did -a Iot-of: the work’ myself,"*
Hill said as he scanned clear ﬁr '
trim and wooden doors.

* ““But. we've got “each other; 1
& ‘most-tmportant.

"“We're
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"Loma Mar resident Paul. Henzel was Killed

Feb. 3 when a rapid mudsiide ripped- his
home from Its foundations and crushed it.

. Teduced

- "GEORG]
and phym ally exhausted from trymg‘!o save his hotise from the w fers that thresten;

Torl

rs fighting

X On the mght Paul Henzel
was killed by a mudslide that -
‘“Loma Mar home
to ' kindling; his neighbors re-
sponded as they usually do in

" this igolated tommunity —

qulckly and in force.

.Henzel's ‘"wife," Cmdy

rapped on the door of her

nelghbors, Orril and Clara Flu-

harty, early on the morning of

Feb. 3.

“She was hallering, My
house is gone, and'I think my
husband is dead, " Clara Flu-

harty, 82, said, “I wrapped her.

in my robe and she went out-
gide hollering., -

“The thing I remember im-
mediately after that-was all the
flashlights,” - Fluharty ™ said.

| ravages; of elements

“They seemed. to come from -

everywhere.”

The . nelghbors found Paul
~Henzel in' the rubble of -his
house, which had.slid aboui
50 feet. "They pulled him from
the waist-deep mud ‘and
rubble that had wedged- him
against” two massive trees,
They performed what first aid
they could and Waited Ior. the
paramedics, .-

Henzel, 46 died at the ‘hos-
pital.

But the hagedy illushates
the cooperation that people -in
Loma Mar and La Honda have
depended en over the past few
weeks, while these beautifisl
comrnunities -have been be-
sieged by ;'El Nino-driven

Please sos Fight, NEWS:11.

‘Hdad

slatus

B> To check
road con-
ditions,
call the
Travinfo
lineat .
817-17ri 7.
Fromthe
650 atea
code, dial
A150r 408
first. -
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The District shall provide private property signs where appropriate and provide trail users
information regarding private property boundaries and to prohibit trespass to minimize
public/private use conflicts and trespassing. The District shall clearly sign trails adjacent to
active agriculture and provide trail users with,information regarding property boundames to
minimize trespassing and conflicts with agricultural users.

The following measures will be included in every fiture Use and Managemem Plan for
parcels within the Coasiside Annexation Areq:

a. In areas where trail voutes are immediately adjacent to private property, fencing
shall be employed as necessary to deter users from leaving the trail, Specific fence,
gate, and crossing designs will be determined in consultations with adjacent affected
property owner(s) at the Use and Management Plan stage.

b. Al new trails/facilities will be sited away from the edges of new pr'eser ves fo the
greatest extent possible. All new trails/facilities will be designed to preserve existing
vegetation within new preserves and at the property lines so that views of land uses
in adjacent residential properties would be minimized

c¢. Trails shall be sited a-minimum distance of 300 feet Jiom occupied dwellmgs uniess .
site-specific circumstances make this infeasible. Where a 300-foot setback is nit
feasible, trails shall be set back a minimum distance of 50 feet. Potential noise and
privacy impacts must be evaluated for any subsequent District action and shall be
reduced by berms, fencmg, landscaping and other feaszble and compatible means, if
necessary. :

Upon completzon of the annexation process and with public involvement through local
groups, the Distict shall conduct public hearings to develop its Basic Policies Jfor the
Coastside Annexation Area. These hearing shall address, ar a minimum, the following topics:
public participation; resource management; public access; recreational use; public safety;
cultural resources; agriculture and timber production; interagency relationships; and public
information. -

As noted in 6 above, all p}”aposed Coastside Protection Area policies shall be considered by
the full Board of Directors at public meetings held in the Coastside Protection Aregq.

A District staff liaison will be assigned to the Coastal Avmexation Area to work with local
residents, property owners, government, and interest groups in developmg recommendations
fo the District Board of Directors

The Legislative, Finance and Public Affairs Commitiee, a Standmg Committee of the Board,
shall at an annual public meeting review the Good Neighbor Policy and its implementation
and effectiveness. The Good Neighbor Policy shall be amended as necessary to ensure the

best possible relatwnsth between the District and its nezghbors

The Dzsmct shail develop a Good Neighbor Brochure and shall update it regularly and
distribute it to property owners with land aabommg district preserves. The Brochure shall
contain the followmg information:

Emergency contact information for District and other agencies by nature of emergency (fire,
Sflooding, medical, illegal activity, abandoned vehicles, etc.)

District contact for resource mcmagement fweed abatement, feml animal control, restoration
and revegetation, eic.)




( 4 Attachment G

Condztmns of LAFCo approval of MROSD Sphere Amendment
and Annexation Application

Condition 1: Memorandum of Understanding betwéen MROSD and Farm Bureau
Condition 2: Agreenﬁent hetween MROSD and San Mateo County for Fire I_’ratection

Condition 3: Agreement between MROSD and Pescadero La Honda Unified School
District N '

Condition 4: Dism'ct adopted public participation process for reapportionment

| Condition 5: The District shall adopt a plan for amendment of the ex1st1ng good ne1ghbor
pohcy to include the following provisions:

1. The District shall institute appropr;iate forms of representation so that District planming and
decision-making relatmg to the Coastside Annexatzon Area includes the input of Coastside
residents.

2. The District shall establish advisory commitiees, fask forces or work groups as needed to
develop or review specific policies or plans.

3. Toensure that local viewpoints are considered in all significant District planning and.
decision-making relating to the Coastside Protection Area, the District shall consult with
local elected officials, government agencies, and government-sponsored organizations within
the Coastside Protection Area including, but not limited to the Midcoast Community Council, -
" Pescadero Mumicipal Advisory Council, Hab’ Moon Bay City Council and their elecred
bodies.

4. To further ensure recommendations representing local involvement are considered in District
planning and decision-making relating to the Coastside Annexation Area, the District shall
- directly notify community-interest groups, non-profit land trusts, elected officials, and other
interested organizations about District Board meetings or other public meetings that involve
subjects relating to the District’s activities within the Coastside Protection Area. =

5. In addition to adopted and legally required noticing, the District shall notify owners of
contiguous properties about public meetings where property acquisitions in the Coastside
Annexation Arvea or any significant use or improvements proposed on Dlstrzcr-owwed lands in

" the Coastside Protection Area are considered.

6. Because each land use management plan, policy update, acquisition project and significant
capital improvement project is subject to full review by the District Board (Page 23 of service
plan), meetings of the District Board and/or subcommittees on such maiters concerning
Coastside annexation area terrvitory shall be held in the coastal annexation area. (The
District may wish to schedule such meetings so that meetings ave held in a regular manner
such as every third meeting is held in the Coastal Annexation Area.,) '



( | .

3. District contact for fire and hazard prevention (fuel management, mformatwn regarding
firesafe practices, fallen or hazardous trees, eic.}

4. District contact for conflicts berween neighbors and Presérve visitors (irespass, parking,

noise, etc.)

District contact for geneml questions regarding use and management of Preserves

How to make a suggestion or file a complaint regarding use and management of District

Preserves or the District's operation in general (phone, write, e-mail, in person)

e Management and Board of Directors contact information

Website mailbox .

Office hours and location

Board meeting dates and times

&

Condition 6: Ombudsman

The District Board shall adopt a policy to create an appointed position of ombudsperson to
evaluate objectively both sides of property owner or affected party dispute with the District. -

Condition 7: A gricultizral Management Expertise

The District shall hire or contract with an 1nd1v1dua1 or organization with agncultural
management expertise. :

Condition 8: District Board & Subcommittee meetings to be held in Coastal
' Annexation Area

Because each land use management plan, policy update, acquisition project and planning

of capital improvement project is subject to full review by the District Board (Page 23 of.

service plan), meetings of the District Board and/or subcommittees on such matters

concerning Coastside annexation area territory shall be held in the coastal annexation
“area. The District’s rules of procedure shall be amended to include this provision.
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March 30, 2004

Chairperson Sepi Richardson and
LAFCo Commissioners

455 County Center

Redwood City, CA 94063

Re: LA¥FCo File Namber 03-16: Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
(MROSD)

Dear Commissionets,

I attended your first hearing in Half Mcon Bay, but did not get a chance to speak. The
topic of land stewardship by MROSD and other public agencies was raised. As a former
Board member of the San Mateo County Resource Conservation District, (RCD) and a
Jong time property owner in the Pescadero area, I bave been disturbed by the LACK of
stewardship over the years on the part of many private property owners.

As you are undoubtedly aware, the Coastside has suffered severe degradation of land
- over the past 60 years, despite the presence of the RCD whose stated purpose on their
letterhead is “Partnering to Implement Conservation Practices and Promote
Environmental Stewardship on Public and Private Lands Since 1939”.

Erosion of the soil resources has actually increased dramatically during the time the RCD
has been active in San Mateo County.

John Wade, of the Pescadero Conservation Alliance, in a recent letter (to Brendan
Cummings, Center for Biological Diversity, November 30, 2003), wrote: “There are now
over 40 miles of erosion gullies on the San Mateo coast, growing by 2-3% or half a mile
to one mile per year. ... We have 3 times more gullies now than we had in 1940,
(emphasis added) Over a 25 to 50 year period, it is a disaster. Filling the streams with
silt, increasing flooding, causing massive erosion of banks and loss of riparian habitat,
erosion shows no sign of stopping.”

The manmade causes of gullies include: unmaintained old logging and farming roads,
overgrazing, and poor farming practices such as failure to practice contour plowing on
our highly erodable hills.

Besides the above-mentioned legacies of bad land management, current practices are
often no better. For example, a nursery operator near Half Moon Bay bulldozed an entire
hillside and buried trees, cats, trucks, and more under massive amounts of dirt. (HMB
Review, January 12, 2000). The results of all these destructive practices include streams

choked with sediment, increased flooding, loss of tiparian habitat, and damage to
fisheries.




Nobody has yet mentioned iliegal activities on Coastside private land. Methamphetamine
labs, pot farms, high stakes cock fighting dens, poaching of deer and other wildlife are all
common practices. Iam giving you several articles describing some of these illegal
activities, It would appear that some opponents of public parks and open space want to
continue to be able to carry on these activities “out of sight, out of mind”. It seems that
public trails and park rangers may pose a threat to this way of life where “anything goes.”

Abandoning old vehicles is also a coramon practice. I have been on several properties in
my role as a RCD Director where somebody has found a new use for the term “truck
farms” as trucks, cars, and even old refrigerators were scattered about the landscape.

And while there are some property owners who do care for their land, I hope that
MROSD can step in and restore some of the severe damage that has been done to the
coastside’s land and creeks over the years.

Sincerely,
T - Y
(‘\mma...,.,,"_w“ N éﬂk&m’

Jim Rourke
P.O. Box 222
Pescadero, CA 94060






