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Introduction and Summary Page I-1

l. Introduction and Summary of Public Comments

The Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District’s (District) Coastal Annexation Area
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) was published on June 13, 2002, and was prepared in
conformance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as amended. Copies of the
EIR and a notice were sent to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to state agencies. Public
notice of availability of the DEIR was provided in accordance with CEQA. Responsible and
trustee agencies were also notified. The 45-day public comment period ended on August 2, and
was extended to August 28, 2002.

Prior to preparing the DEIR, the District held three public scoping meetings to receive public
comment on the environmental issues, mitigation measures, and alternatives to be addressed in
the DEIR: 1) Half Moon Bay on June 20, 2000; 2) Pescadero on June 22, 2000; and 3) at the
District’'s Los Altos offices on June 27, 2000. After preparation of the DEIR, the District held
three public meetings to take comments during the review period: 1) Pescadero on July 9,
2002; 2) Half Moon Bay on July 17, 2002; and 3) at the District’s Los Altos offices on July 31,
2002. The public meeting at the District offices had all District Board members in attendance.

Over 250 verbal comments and 320 written comments were received during the public comment
period, in the form of 62 verbal commenters, 5 Agency letters, 17 letters from Organizations,
and 75 letters from members of the public.

When responding to comments, lead agencies evaluate and respond to significant
environmental issues raised. Some comments on the San Mateo Coastal Annexation DEIR
may have generally expressed either opposition to or support for the project. Although no
response is required for such comments, this FEIR responds to all comments addressing the
adequacy of the DEIR. Where changes to the DEIR text are required, the indicated text from
the DEIR is quoted, with the original text in strikeout, and the corrected text in underline. All text
changes can be found in Chapter VIl of this Final EIR document.

Chapter Il of this document contains General Responses. Chapter Il contains a list of all verbal
commenters and comment letters that were received during the public review period Chapter IV
contains the Verbal Comments and Responses; Chapter V contains the Written Comments and
Responses, and Chapter VI contains the text changes that will be incorporated into the DEIR.
Chapter VII contains the Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Plan.
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Il. General Responses

Many of the comments on the San Mateo Coastal Annexation Draft Environmental Impact
Report (DEIR) address similar issues; for example, questions regarding agricultural-related
issues are raised in a number of written and verbal comments. To avoid duplication and for
ease of reference, this section of the Final EIR presents general responses to comments that
were raised on similar issues by several commenters (see “General Responses” below). Where
appropriate, specific responses to the comments in sections IV and V of this document will refer
the reader to these general responses.

The General Responses to Comments listed here are in the same order as the DEIR, as
applicable. The notation of “General Response” or “No General Response” as listed below
describes the DEIR Chapters discussed in this Section.

1) Introduction — No general response

Il) Project Description -- General Responses 1-5

IV-A) Land Use -- General Responses 6-7

IV-B) Agriculture -- General Response 8

IV-C) Public Services -- General Responses 9-12

IV-D) Hazards and Hazardous Materials -- General Response 13

IV-E) Noise -- No general response

IV-F) Air Quality -- No general response

IV-G) Aesthetics -- No general response

IV-H) Hydrology -- No general response

IV-l) Biology -- General Responses 14-15

IV-J) Cultural Resources -- No general response

IV-K) Geology -- No general response

V- Alternatives -- General Response 16

VI- CEQA and Cumulative Issues -- No general response

Il. Project Description

GENERAL COMMENT 1: Eminent Domain Use in the Coastal Annexation Area

Some commenters requested information about the District’s intention to establish a policy
prohibiting the use of eminent domain for land acquisition in the Coastal Annexation Area
(CAA). Some commenters requested an explanation of this policy, how this policy would insure
that a future Board would not use the power of eminent domain, and what remedies exist in the
event a future District Board were to attempt to rescind or to violate this policy.

General Response 1:

In response to comments from residents of the Coastal Annexation Area (hereinafter known in
this chapter as the CAA) who desired that the District make a commitment to prohibit the use of
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eminent domain to acquire land within the CAA, the District Board of Directors required that the
Draft Service Plan contain an Eminent Domain Policy (Permanent Policy P.1) and
Implementation Actions (Implementation Actions P.1.A, P.1.B, P.1.C and P.1.D), which will
apply to the District’s activities in the CAA. This Policy and Implementation Actions will be an
integral part of the Draft Service Plan to be submitted to San Mateo County Local Agency
Formation Commission (LAFCo), and which will govern the District’s activities in the CAA if an
annexation is approved. This Policy and Implementation Actions are listed in the DEIR at p. II-
10 and are listed below for clarity:

Permanent Policy P.1

Within the Coastal Annexation Area, the District shall only
acquire lands or interests in lands from willing sellers.

The power of eminent domain will not be exercised by

the District within the Coastal Annexation Area. This policy
is a Basic Policy for the Coastal Annexation Area.

Implementation Action P.1.A.(i)

This policy within the defined Coastal Annexation Area
shall be a permanent policy of the District adopted by
ordinance of the District Board of Directors.

Implementation Action P.1.B.(i)

This policy is a basic component of the District’s
application to the San Mateo Local Agency Formation
Commission. It will be a basic component of the Service
Plan to be approved by LAFCo. The District will request
that this policy be made a Finding by the San Mateo
LAFCo in its decision.

Implementation Action P.1.C.(i)

This policy will be adopted by the District as an ordinance,
and through the District Board of Directors’ certification

of the Coastal Annexation Area Environmental Impact Report,
will serve as an agricultural impact mitigation measure
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

Implementation Action P.1.D.(i)

This policy will be referenced in every governing document
and proposal by the District in connection with the Coastal
Annexation Area.

There are specific Government Codes that the an agency such as the District must abide by
when considering an annexation proposal. Most of these are listed on page 1 in the Draft
Service Plan, under the heading “Cortese-Knox Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization
Act of 2000.” In addition, per Government Code Section 56653, when an agency submits a
resolution of application to LAFCo for annexation, it must submit a Draft Service Plan, which
describes the nature of services to be provided, and other conditions the agency would impose
in the area to be annexed. The District will include its Eminent Domain Policy in its LAFCo Draft
Service Plan in the description of services to be provided and as a condition that the District
would impose within the affected territory. The Policy will also be included in any Resolution of
Application.
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Therefore, if the Draft Service Plan is adopted and annexation approved, this Policy will apply to
all decision-making and District programs in the CAA and will be a formal part of the annexation
proposal submitted to LAFCo. County Counsel has issued an opinion that the District may
include this Policy in any proposal and service plan it submits to LAFCo and in any Resolution
of Application for the annexation project (Letter from Thomas Casey, County Counsel, Dec.2,
1999). Several commenters observed that integrating the Eminent Domain Policy into the
LAFCo process would be an appropriate and secure manner of prohibiting the use of eminent
domain.

The District has also included its Eminent Domain Policy as a Mitigation Measure in the Draft
EIR (see Mitigation Measure AGR-1c at p. IV-B-8).

Finally, the District has prepared a draft Ordinance to be adopted as part of the proposed
project. This Ordinance would formally readopt the policies of the Draft Service Plan in
legislation by declaring that:

The Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District shall not
exercise the power of eminent domain to acquire any real
property or any interest in real property within any territory
annexed to the Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
pursuant to said Resolution of Application for Annexation.

By taking these steps, the District will insure that its Eminent Domain Policy is an integral part of
all components of its LAFCo proposal and this Environmental Impact Report, in addition to its
status as a formal ordinance of the District.

A comment was made about a separate issue: what would happen if a future Board tried to
violate the Policy? In the event that that were to occur, the first remedy would be through the
public review process that applies to all District land acquisitions. Members of the public and
the affected property owner would have the opportunity to object to a proposed condemnation
as violating the Policy and Ordinance. If the Board disregarded these objections and the
condemnation was approved by the 4/5 vote required by state law, the next opportunity to
challenge the decision would be through the courts as the appropriate body to determine any
legal issue. In the event the District were to attempt to condemn property in violation of its own
adopted Ordinance, the property owner would be able to demonstrate that the District was
attempting to violate its own Policy and Ordinance. This would be a defense to such an attempt
to condemn and would also entitle the property owner to attorneys’ fees against the District if
either the owner shows that the District violated its own Ordinance or even if the District were to
dismiss the proceedings on its own. In addition, members of the public affected by the Board’s
decision would have the opportunity to seek a writ of mandate reversing the Board’s decision for
failure to comply with District Policy or Ordinance.

A commenter asked what would happen if a future Board tried to repeal this Policy. First, a
change in this Policy would be subject to review under the California Environmental Quality Act.
The District would be required to evaluate and disclose to the public any likely environmental
effects resulting from a change in policy. The public would be given an opportunity to comment
on the environmental evaluation. The District would also be required to hold a public meeting
with an opportunity for public comment on any change. Second, an interested person could
seek judicial review of this decision by a writ of mandate. This process focuses on whether an
agency has done something, which amounts to an abuse of discretion. Abuse of discretion is
generally shown where an agency does not proceed in a manner authorized by law. This

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District Final EIR/Responses to Comments
San Mateo Coastal Area Annexation May 2003



General Responses Page II-4

includes a failure to follow its own ordinances or policies. Third, the District will request LAFCo
to adopt the Policy as a formal Finding or Condition of Approval.

In addition, the District will also be subject to other legal and statutory prohibitions against the
use of eminent domain when using grant funds to acquire land or easements in the CAA. Most
grant programs prohibit the acquisition of land or easements through the use of eminent
domain. These include the California Farmland Conservancy Program the Coastal Farmland
Preservation Program, the California Forest Legacy Program, grants funded by the Safe
Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air, and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000
(Proposition 12), grants funded by the California Clean Water, Clean Air, Safe Neighborhood
Parks, and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2002 (Proposition 40), and other state open space
grant programs. In Years 1-5 of the proposed Annexation Project, grants and gifts are
anticipated to be a primary source of funding for acquisitions. 75% of fee title acquisitions and
90% of easement acquisitions will be funded by grants or gifts. Grants are typically a much
larger source of funding than gifts. After Year 5, all acquisitions are anticipated to be funded by
grants or gifts. Eminent domain could not be used in most of these grant-funded acquisitions,
and any attempt to repeal the Willing Sellers Ordinance could not affect these prohibitions. This
will provide further assurance that the use of eminent domain in the Annexation Program will be
permanently prohibited.

By making the Eminent Domain Policy an integral part of its Service Plan, EIR, Resolution of
Application to LAFCo, as well as an Ordinance, the District is making the Policy such an integral
and basic part of the Project that legal remedies would be available in the event some future
Board were to attempt to violate or repeal the Policy.

A commenter asked whether the District would be able to use another agency’s power of
eminent domain to acquire land. San Mateo County and the cities and special districts within
San Mateo County have the power of eminent domain. These are independent government
agencies. The District may not exercise the eminent domain power of another government
agency. A commenter asked whether the District would retain its power of eminent domain in
the current District boundaries. This power would be retained. The Permanent Policy for the
CAA arose out of the recommendations of the Coastal Advisory Committee to address the
specific circumstances of this annexation proposal, and does not address District operations
within its current boundaries. The District has adopted a variety of distinct policies applicable in
the CAA, recognizing the specific and different nature of its proposed program in the CAA.

GENERAL COMMENT 2: Land Acquisition Information

Several members of the public requested additional information regarding the specific lands that
would be acquired by the District as part of the project.

General Response 2:

The project evaluated in the DEIR is adoption of a proposed annexation application to the San
Mateo County Local Agency Formation Commission to expand the District’s sphere of influence
and extend its boundaries to include a portion of coastal San Mateo County. The DEIR notes
that lands to be acquired by the District if the annexation is approved have not been identified.
(DEIR, p. lI-1.) The DEIR explains that acquisition depends on a number of factors. These
include (1) the availability of land from a willing seller (DEIR p. II-1); (2) the availability of funding
for the acquisition and subsequent management of the land (DEIR p. lI-1); (3) evaluation of the
suitability of the acquisition in light of applicable Draft Service Plan policies through preparation
of a Preliminary Use and Management Plan (DEIR p. 11-9); (4) evaluation of the environmental
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effects associated with the acquisition pursuant to CEQA (DEIR p. I-4 and II-1); and (5)
consideration of the proposed acquisition at a public meeting (DEIR p. 1I-9). In light of these
factors it is not possible to identify at this time the specific lands that will be acquired in the
event the project is approved. The variations over time in the availability of properties offered by
willing sellers and of funding for acquisitions alone make it difficult to ascertain the precise lands
that would be acquired over the DEIR’s 15 year planning horizon.

Because it is not possible to identify specific properties that would be acquired, the DEIR
considered the types of lands and resources that could possibly be acquired in the future if the
annexation were to be approved. For each impact area the DEIR describes existing conditions
in the Coastal Annexation Area as they relate to the attributes of the environment that could be
affected by the project and then analyzes the potential effects on those resources of
implementing the Draft Service Plan. (DEIR p. IV-1.) For example, the Biological Resources
chapter of the DEIR describes the range of biotic communities found in the CAA and then
describes how District ownership and management of land in those communities could affect
those resources. (DEIR pp. IV-I-1 et seq.) The impacts of specific acquisitions in the future
would be the subject of a separate site-specific environmental evaluation.

Because of the large geographic area under consideration and the relatively general nature of
the policy issues addressed in the Draft Service Plan, this EIR is what CEQA refers to as a
Program EIR. As described at pages I-3 through 1-4 of the DEIR, the CEQA Guidelines
encourage preparation of a Program EIR when the project in question anticipates a series of
interrelated individual actions to be carried out over a period of time.

While it is not possible to identify the lands that will be acquired if the annexation is approved,
the District does have information on some parcels that may be considered for acquisition.
These are parcels for which the owner has indicated to the District an interest in selling the
property. These properties include the Driscoll Ranch property (approximately 3,690 acres)
adjacent to the District’s existing La Honda Creek Open Space Preserve; the Miramonte
Ridge/Gilcrest Ranch property (approximately 556 acres) adjacent to the District’s existing Mills
Creek Open Space Preserve; the Connor property (approximately 164 acres) adjacent to the
District’s existing Russian Ridge Open Space Preserve; the Ferenz property (approximately 157
acres) adjacent to the District’s existing Purisima Creek Redwoods Open Space Preserve; the
Tunitas Creek property (approximately 708 acres) between the District’s existing Purisima
Creek Redwoods and El Corte de Madera Creek Open Space Preserves; and the Peery
property (approximately 53 acres) adjacent to the District’s existing Purisima Creek Redwoods
Open Space Preserve.

As noted above, even assuming a willing seller, no decision to acquire these properties could be
made until the District and the seller agreed on price, and the District obtained funding for
acquisition and management, completed a preliminary Use And Management Plan, conducted
an acquisition-specific CEQA analysis, and held a public hearing before the District's governing
Board. The District has conducted a preliminary review of information available concerning the
resources on these properties and how those resources could be affected if the lands were
acquired and opened to public access. This site review considers land use, agriculture, public
services, hazards and hazardous materials, noise, aesthetics, hydrology and water quality,
biological resources, cultural resources, and geology. Based on the analysis, the lands are
substantially similar to the lands evaluated in the DEIR and are examples of the type and
location of lands likely to be considered for potential acquisition as discussed in the Draft
Service Plan and DEIR. Accordingly, if these lands are acquired following the annexation, the
environmental effects of District ownership and management would be consistent with the
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potential effects described in the DEIR. (Memorandum, May 21, 2003, Preliminary Site
Assessments, Cathy Woodbury, Planning Director, MROSD).

GENERAL COMMENT 3: Relationship with Other Open Space Providers

Some commenters requested information on the relationship between the District and other
potential open space providers in the CAA.

General Response 3:

In its current boundaries, the District has worked with other public recreation and open space
providers, conservation agencies, and non-profit land trusts to acquire and manage open space.
The Project anticipates that the District will pursue similar partnership opportunities in the CAA.
The Draft Service Plan identifies several potential public and nonprofit partners that either have
been active in acquiring property in the CAA, or that may be potential partners in future projects
(see Draft Service Plan, “Partnerships”, p. 16). Specifically, Guideline G.8 provides that:

The District shall work with other public recreation and open
space providers, conservation agencies, non-profit land trusts,
and community organizations for the preservation and
management of open space resources that are regionally
significant. District participation, to the extent allowed by law,
could include: partial financing for land acquisition; temporary
receivership of property; coordination of technical planning and
legal services relating to open space issues; joint grant proposals;
co-sponsorship and participation in demonstration projects;

and joint open space resource management training.

Potential partners in the CAA include a wide variety of public agencies such as the California
Department of Parks and Recreation, California Department of Fish and Game, Coastal
Conservancy, San Mateo County Parks Department, City of Half Moon Bay, Midcoast
Community Council, the Pescadero Municipal Advisory Council, and the Resource Conservation
District. Non-profit land trusts and organizations include the Peninsula Open Space Trust
[POST], the Trust for Public Lands, Sempervirens Fund, the Audubon Society, Save the
Redwoods League and the San Mateo County Farm Bureau.

The mandate and capabilities of these partners is described in the DEIR on pages V-2 and V-3.
Partnership projects must fall within the mandate of the partner agency.

Opportunities to partner with other public agencies and with private organizations for land
acquisition or management by the District will depend on a number of factors, including the
availability of land from a willing seller, the availability of funding for the project, the evaluation of
the suitability of the project in light of the Draft Service Plan, and the preparation of a site
specific Use and Management Plan. These issues are discussed in General Response 2.

Some commenters requested additional information concerning the District’s potential projects
with POST. Due to the factors that will determine the District’s ability to acquire or manage

land, it is not possible to identify which properties in the CAA will be acquired or managed by the
District. POST partners with a wide variety of service providers in addition to the District. For
example, one commenter requested information concerning the potential for POST’s Rancho
Corral de Tierra property to be transferred to the District.
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There is no agreement between the District and POST, nor with any other potential service
provider or partner (whether governmental or private nonprofit), as to which if any of its
properties, including Rancho Corral de Tierra, the District may acquire or manage if the
Annexation Proposal is approved. Although it is likely the District will acquire some POST
property during the DEIR’s 15-year planning period, specific acquisitions can only be
determined after consideration of factors such as those discussed in General Response 2.
When and if such lands are acquired, whether and to what extent these lands will be opened to
public recreation will be determined during the Use and Management Planning Process and
evaluation of potential environmental impacts. The amount and nature of public access will also
be affected by the nature of the land acquisition. Conservation easements, agricultural
easements, and management of privately owned lands (e.g., POST) tend to provide fewer
opportunities for public access and recreation.

Some commenters requested information on whether the District would assume the
responsibility and liability of remediating any potential hazardous conditions on lands acquired
from or managed on behalf of POST or other third parties. Each potential acquisition will be
negotiated with a willing seller. The purchase agreement for such acquisition will normally set
out the responsibilities of the seller and purchaser to remediate any pre-existing hazardous
conditions that may exist on a parcel. The District will typically assume full responsibility and
liability for lands it owns, and may negotiate full or partial remediation of any potential hazards
with a seller.

Mitigation of potential hazards on lands to be acquired or managed by the District is discussed
in Chapter IV, Pages IV-D-4 and IV-D-5 of the DEIR. Mitigation Haz-1 provides that the District
will complete the equivalent of a Phase | real estate investigation prior to acquisition. If potential
hazards are identified in the Phase | assessment, a more detailed Phase Il assessment will be
done. The District must comply with all applicable hazardous waste laws in the event it
undertakes a remediation project.

Absent acquisition or acceptance of liability in a formal land management agreement, the
District has no liability for the condition of lands owned by a private or public third party.

Some commenters requested information concerning the District’'s potential liability for damage
or injuries on acquired or adjacent property. In order to encourage public and private
landowners to open their lands for recreational use without fear of liability for injury to
recreational users, the California Legislature has established strong legal immunities from
lawsuits due to such injuries. Private landowners are protected from liability by the provisions of
Government Code Section 846, which makes landowners immune from lawsuits from those who
enter private lands for recreational purposes. Government agencies like the District have
similar immunities (see Government Code Sections 831.4 and 831.7). These immunities apply
even where the use occurs without the property owner’s permission.

The potential for new trails or open space users to impact adjacent properties is addressed in
Chapter IV of the DEIR (see Page IV-A-9-10). Mitigation Measures LU-1a and LU-1b include
measures to avoid conflict with adjacent land uses by, among other things, the use of buffers,
fencing and signage.

GENERAL COMMENT 4: District's Resource Management Five Year Strategic Plan and
other Pertinent Plans not Mentioned in DEIR
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Several commenters raised questions about the District's Resource Management Five Year
Strategic Plan resource management plans and how they may apply in the Coastal Annexation
Area.

General Response 4:

Voluntary watershed planning efforts, including the Coordinated Resource Management
Planning (CRMP) process, are typically facilitated by representatives from state or federal
agencies that have signed a Memorandum of Understanding to engage in CRMP efforts, such
as the US Natural Resources Conservation Service or the California Department of Fish and
Game. If the Annexation Project is approved, the District will be eligible to participate in the
CRMP process or in the development of basin-wide or watershed-level plans. The CRMP
process is not required by CEQA. The DEIR has evaluated potential hydrological and watershed
impacts of the project (DEIR, IV-H-1 through 8) and appropriate integration measures are
proposed to avoid any significant impacts on watersheds and water resources.

Page 1I-2 of the DEIR discusses other specific management plans:

As stated in Chapter I, Introduction, if the Coastal Annexation Area project is approved, future
District actions will be subject to subsequent planning processes. Prior to making lands that it
acquires or manages open to public access, the District will prepare a Use and Management
Plan for these lands, and will prepare CEQA documentation for each use and management
plan.

Specific lands to be acquired by the District have not been identified. The District would focus its
preservation and management in part on lands that contain sensitive resources. These
sensitive resources include lands that are critical to protecting watershed integrity, water quality,
and special-status species such as steelhead. Some acquired lands would thus likely contain
sensitive natural communities, such as riparian habitat and wetlands.”

In 1994, the District Board adopted a comprehensive set of resource management policies to
serve as the foundation for the District’s resource management program by outlining a wide
range of goals and policies necessary to ensure the long-term protection of natural and cultural
resources on District preserves. (Resource Management Policies, adopted October 1994). The
District Board recently approved a Resource Management Strategic Plan that provides a
blueprint for implementing the high-priority resource management goals for the next five years.
(Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District Resource Management Five-Year Strategic Plan,
approved January 29, 2003). This plan will be used to direct and focus District staff on resource
management activities. The Strategic Plan is a working document that is flexible and will
respond to emerging and immediate high priority resource management needs. If the Coastal
Annexation Project is approved, the resource management policies will be reviewed and, as a
part of the Use and Management Planning Process, a determination will be made whether the
policies will be applicable to the Coastal Annexation Area in their current form or with
appropriate modifications to respond to coast side characteristics and resource issues. The
Strategic Plan will be modified as appropriate to respond to high-priority resource management
goals for the CAA.

GENERAL COMMENT 5: Representation

Some commenters requested more information concerning the potential number of the District's
elected officials and their corresponding wards in the event the annexation project were
approved, as well as how the CAA would be represented on the District’s Board. Although
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these comments do not address the environmental effects of the proposed project, they are
discussed here for informational purposes.

General Response 5:

The subject of representation is discussed in detail in the Draft Service Plan (see Draft Service
Plan, “Representation” on p. 13). This section is also referenced in the DEIR on page II-7. By
statute, the District is limited to seven elected Directors representing seven geographical wards
of approximately equal population. While no additional wards may be created if the annexation
is approved, there will be an opportunity for Coast residents to work with the District to develop
a redistricting plan that best reflects their desired ward configurations. The CAA could be
included in one or more wards, thus enabling one or more Coast residents the opportunity to run
for and serve on the District’s Board of Directors.

The Draft Service Plan proposes including the input of Coast residents and the input of local
elected officials, government agencies, and government-sponsored agencies in its planning and
decision-making. Annexation will also enable the District to conduct public Board meetings in
the CAA to provide opportunities for public participation in Board decisions. The effect of
representation will not have an impact on environmental conditions in the CAA.

IVA. Land Use

Some of the comments pertained to the housing supply in the Coastal Annexation Area, land
use policies and land use regulations.

GENERAL COMMENT 6: Housing Issues as a Result of Coastal Annexation
General Response 6:

As part of the scoping and Notice of Preparation (NOP) process, housing was determined not to
be a potentially significant impact of the CAA program (see DEIR-VI1-2). The reasons for this
determination include the following: The project description states that the District’s main
acquisition interests will be large, undeveloped, or sparsely developed parcels (DEIR 1I-4). The
Environmental Assessment of Land Use Impacts further describes that, 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 (DEIR
IV-A-12). Thus, the project will not displace substantial numbers of people or housing. 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. However, when land purchases include housing, the District will
employ several methods to retain viable housing. These will include life estates for existing
residents and making the structures available for rental (DEIR 11-9, 10 and IV-A-12). It should
be noted that dilapidated or dangerous structures and other hazardous structures not of historic
or scenic value would likely be demolished; this is not expected to affect a substantial amount of
housing. Please see General Response 8 for a discussion of farmworker housing.

GENERAL COMMENT 7: Land Use Policies and Regulations
Some of the comments on the Coastal Annexation Draft EIR pertained to land use policies and

land use regulations.
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General Response 7:

Several comments inquired as to the District’s obligations to obtain land use approvals from San
Mateo County and other regulatory agencies for the proposed project. The specific project
under review in the DEIR is the Draft Service Plan for the CAA and the proposed annexation of
the CAA. No permits or approvals are required for adoption of the Draft Service Plan. LAFCO
review and approval is required for the annexation. The review process is described in the
DEIR Introduction and in the Project Description (DEIR Chapters | and II).

As stated in the DEIR, if the annexation is approved, implementation of improvements and
public use of the land as discussed in the Draft Service Plan will require land use approvals
from San Mateo County and other regulatory agencies. The District has no land use regulatory
powers and must conform to all San Mateo County land use policies and regulations and
comply with all applicable environmental regulations. As discussed in connection with Impact
LU-2 (on p. IV-A-10 of the DEIR), the District is required to and will secure permits from
regulatory agencies to develop its facilities. Policy P.2 of the Draft Service Plan assures that the
District does not propose general plan or and zoning changes in the Coastal Zone and
mitigation measure LU-2 would expand this to apply to the entire CAA. Policy P.3 requires the
District to obtain all required permits for all District activities and further requires the District to
comply with all applicable County policies and regulations. Guideline G.7 further provides that
all District management and public access plans must be designed to comply with all applicable
local, state, and federal laws.

Specific land acquisitions and management plans will also require project-specific
environmental review. For reasons discussed in General Response 2, specific lands that will be
acquired in the CAA cannot be identified. As properties are identified and considered by the
Board for acquisition, the environmental effects of the acquisition will be reviewed pursuant to
CEQA. A similar review will be conducted prior to adopting a specific use and management
plan for lands acquired or managed by the District. This process is discussed throughout the
DEIR.

As stated in the DEIR on page 11-10, the District’s main interest is in large, undeveloped parcels
of open space land. The smallest parcels likely to be acquired will be 40 acres; however, the
majority of parcels are anticipated to be 100 acres or more. It is most likely that lands acquired
or managed by the District in the Coastal Annexation Area will be in areas designated in the
San Mateo County General Plan as either General Open Space, Agriculture, Timber Production,
and Public Recreation, shown in Map 4 of the DEIR. Some of these lands may be adjacent to
established communities. The District will not seek to change the land use or zoning on any
property acquired and will work within the context of existing County and City land use and
zoning designations. Therefore, the project will not physically divide an established community.

IVB. Agriculture

GENERAL COMMENT 8: Agriculture. Definition of Agricultural Land, Agricultural
Conversion, Bioterrorism and Economic Viability

Some of the comments on the Draft EIR related to the definition of agricultural land,
compatibility of open space and agriculture, viability of agriculture in connection with the
proposed project, conversion of agricultural land, the agricultural community’s desire for specific
agricultural policies and guidelines, and the potential for bio-terrorism as a result of public
access. These and related issues are discussed below.
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General Response 8:

Preservation of economically viable agriculture on lands acquired by the District on the San
Mateo county coast is a major component of the District’s proposed annexation project. The
District’s mission for the Coastal Annexation Area as stated on page 9 of the Draft Service Plan
is:

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 for
ecologically sensitive public enjoyment and education.

The DEIR lists the Draft Service Plan policies and guidelines that specifically relate to continuing
agricultural use on lands acquired in the CAA. These policies can be found in the Agricultural
Resources impact analysis beginning on page |V-B-1of the DEIR. New mitigation measures
that are recommended to further clarify this text and that of the mission, above, are added at the
end of this response. These mitigation measures do not mitigate any new impact not discussed
in the DEIR but serve to clarify and expand upon the measures in the DEIR.

Definition of Prime Agricultural Land

Several commenters requested clarification of the definition of “Prime Agricultural Land” in the
EIR and in the Draft Service Plan. As noted in the EIR, there are several different definitions of
Prime Agricultural Lands used under various legislative programs. Those definitions are
provided for informational purposes at the end of this response. The Draft EIR included two
maps of Prime Farmland, one based on the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
(“FMMP”) administered by the California Dept. of Conservation and one showing prime
farmlands as defined by the Williamson Act. No maps are available showing prime agricultural
lands as defined by the San Mateo County Local Coastal Plan. The Draft Service Plan includes
the two definitions of prime agricultural land most relevant to the proposed annexation, one
based on the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 and one
based on the County Local Coastal Program. The DEIR explains that "Prime Farmland” under
the FMMP is land which the state has determined has the best combination of physical and
chemical features able to sustain long-term production of agricultural crops. This land has the
soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high yields. The
land must have been in production of irrigated crops at some time during the two updated cycles
prior to the mapping date.

Impact AGR-1 considers the potential for the project to directly convert Farmland to non-
agricultural use. In that discussion, “Farmland” includes prime farmland, unique farmland, and
farmland of statewide importance as those farmland types are shown on Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency. While the Resources Agency
definition of prime farmland is somewhat narrower in some respects than that of the County
LCP’s definition of prime agricultural lands, the DEIR considered LCP prime agricultural lands
(and other lands) by also including unique farmlands and farmlands of statewide importance in
assessing the potential for farmland conversion. As noted, Map 12 in the DEIR shows the
Farmland in the project area.

In order to clarify the Draft Service Plan, it is recommended that the Draft Service Plan include a
single definition of “Prime Agricultural Land” based on the County Local Coastal Plan. This
would be consistent with Draft Service Plan policies requiring compliance with San Mateo
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County plans and ordinances. The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg (“CKH”) definition remains relevant
for the District’s application to LAFCO.

The definitions of prime farmland used by the LCP, the CKH, and the Williamson Act are
presented at the end of this General Response. The differences between the CKH and the LCP
definitions are as follows:

a) The LCP definition includes all Class | and Il lands as well as Class lll lands that can
grow artichokes or brussel sprouts. The CKH definition includes only Class | and Il
lands that are irrigated or capable of being irrigated.

b) The LCP definition requires that the carrying capacity of grazing land be calculated in
accordance with standards defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (“USDA”).
The CKH definition specifies the exact USDA definition to be used.

c) The LCP definition provides that certain lands will qualify if their production returns $200
per acre adjusted for inflation using 1965 as the base year. This is equivalent to
approximately $1125 per acre in 2002. The CKH definition relies on a flat rate of $400
per acre with no indexing for inflation.

In order to clarify the scope of the recommended mitigation in the DEIR, all references to prime
agricultural lands in the proposed mitigation should be revised to refer to prime agricultural
lands as defined in the Draft Service Plan as well as Unique Farmlands or Farmlands of
Statewide Importance as shown on Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California
Resources Agency.

Prime Agricultural Lands Not in Agricultural Use

Mitigation measure AGR-1a in the Draft EIR provides that new buildings and staging areas may
not be located on prime agricultural lands that are being used for agricultural purposes. Several
commenters requested that this measure be expanded to preclude buildings and staging areas
on prime agricultural lands that are not being used for agricultural production. This would help
further minimize the project’s effects on agriculture. To implement this recommendation the
mitigation measure is revised as shown at the end of this General Response.

Non-Prime Agricultural Lands Suitable for Farming

Several commenters requested that the EIR be revised to include protections for lands
designated as “Suitable for Agriculture” under the County’s Local Coastal Program. These
include lands on which existing or potential agricultural use is feasible, including dry farming,
animal grazing, and timber harvesting. As discussed under Impact AGR-2 in the Draft EIR,
lands designated as “Agriculture” under the County’s LCP include both prime agricultural lands
and lands designated by the County as suitable for agriculture. The County requires a
conditional use permit for conversion of any land with the Agriculture designation to a
recreational use. The Draft EIR sets forth various County policies applicable to conversions of
Land Suitable for Agriculture including the following:

*5.10 Conversion of Land Suitable for Agriculture Designated as Agriculture

a. Pronhibit the conversion of lands suitable for agriculture within a parcel to
conditionally permitted uses unless all of the following can be demonstrated:
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(1) All agriculturally unsuitable lands on the parcel have been
developed or determined to be undevelopable;

(2) Continued or renewed agricultural use of the soils is not feasible as
defined by Section 30108 of the Coastal Act;

(3) Clearly defined buffer areas are developed between agricultural and
non-agricultural uses;

(4) The productivity of any adjacent agricultural lands is not diminished;

(5) Public service and facility expansions and permitted uses do not
impair agricultural viability, including by increased assessment costs
or degraded air and water quality.

b. For parcels adjacent to urban areas, permit conversion if the viability of
agricultural uses is severely limited by conflicts with urban uses, the
conversion of land would complete a logical and viable neighborhood and
contribute to the establishment of a stable limit to urban development, and
conditions (3), (4) and (5) in subsection a. are satisfied.

Similar requirements apply outside the Coastal Zone pursuant to the County’s Planned
Agricultural District zoning regulations. These may be found in section 6355.F of the San Mateo
County Zoning Regulations.

Policy P.3 of the Draft Service Plan requires the District to comply with all applicable County
land use policies and regulations and Policy P.2 provides that the District will not initiate any
activities within the Coastal Zone that would require a General Plan amendment or zoning
change. Mitigation AGR-2 proposes revising Policy P.2 to provide that the District will not seek
General Plan amendments or zone changes anywhere in the Annexation Area. Taken together,
these policies and the mitigation measure will ensure that any District activities on lands suitable
for agriculture comply with the standards listed above and other County policies and regulations
in the LCP, General Plan, and zoning ordinance. These requirements together with the other
Draft Service Plan policies and recommended mitigation measures are sufficient to ensure that
the project will not directly or indirectly convert a substantial amount of Farmland or other
agricultural lands to non-agricultural use.

Trail and Facility Siting Criteria

To ensure that trails and other facilities would have a minimal effect on agriculture in the CAA,
Mitigation Measure AGL-3a proposed adding the underlined text below to the Draft Service
Plan:

Mitigation AGL-3a: Guideline 3.2 in the Draft Service Plan should be modified to state:
“Improvements or public uses located upon open space lands other than
agriculture...shall be located away from existing prime agricultural lands toward areas
containing non-prime agricultural lands, unless such location would not promote the
planned, orderly, efficient use of an area. To the extent feasible, all trails and other
public facilities should be located so as not to fragment agricultural operations. While
trails that bisect grazing lands would not be likely to fragment grazing operations, trails
that bisect cultivated crops could adversely affect the vitality of agricultural operations
and should be avoided where feasible. If trails must traverse cultivated lands then
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adequate buffers, signs, and other measures necessary to ensure that trail use does not
interfere with the agricultural operations shall be implemented.”

Some commenters suggested that the trail siting requirement proposed by this measure allowed
too much discretion to site trails in a manner that could adversely affect agriculture. The intent
of the mitigation measure was to ensure that trails be allowed to traverse cultivated lands only
when there was no other feasible alternative. Based on the District’s past experience in trail
design there are generally numerous trail design alternatives and there would be very few
circumstances in which no feasible alternative would be available. In the unlikely event that no
alternative was available, the mitigation measure would allow a trail to traverse the land only if
buffers and other tools are implemented in a manner sufficient to ensure that trail use does not
interfere with agricultural operations. The measure is clarified to reflect this intent at the end of
this General Response. The measure is also revised to recommend deleting wording in the first
sentence that could have had the effect of allowing interference with agricultural operations in
limited circumstances. These requirements will be effective to ensure that the District
operations in the CAA do not have a significant impact on agricultural resources in the CAA.

Compatibility with Adjacent Agricultural Uses

A number of comments raised questions concerning the effect of recreational uses on
agricultural land uses adjoining District lands. This issue is addressed in the discussion of
Impact AGR-3 in the DEIR. The DEIR notes that future public recreation at new preserves
within the Coastal Annexation Area may conflict with existing agricultural and timber uses on
and adjacent to District lands if trails and other recreation areas are not designed and managed
in a manner that avoids such conflicts and explains that such conflicts could indirectly cause
indirect conversion of agricultural uses (see DEIR p. IV-B-12).

The DEIR recommends six mitigation measures to avoid this impact. Several of these
measures would require the district to adequately protect adjacent agricultural uses through the
use of buffers. The performance standards for the buffers are set forth in the mitigation
measures:

a) Measure AGL-3a requires that trails traversing cultivated agricultural lands be designed
with buffers and other measures sufficient to “ensure that trail use does not interfere”
with agricultural operations.

b) Measure AGL-3c provides that “agricultural activities and the agricultural potential of
traversed 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.”

c) With respect to lands adjacent to trail uses, mitigation measure AGL-3d provides that
lands between trails and adjoining uses shall be sufficiently wide “so as to not preclude
the viability of those uses.”

These measures would be made a part of the Draft Service Plan. Under these policies, the
District would not be permitted to develop a trail if it would either interfere with agricultural
operations on lands crossed by a trail or preclude the viability of agricultural uses adjoining a
trail. This requires that all trails be designed in a manner that avoids interference with
agricultural operations.

The Draft Service Plan contains several policies and guidelines to ensure that the District
receives adequate input from land owners and other members of the public in siting trails and
related buffers:
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a) Guideline G.6.3 states that site-specific resource management and public access plans
will include opportunities for public involvement.

b) Implementation Action G.6.A(i) requires public hearings which “shall address, at a
minimum, the following topics: public participation; resource management; public
access; recreational use; public safety; cultural resources; agriculture and timber
production; inter-agency relationships; and public information.”

c) Implementation Action G.6.C(i) states that “a District staff liaison will be assigned to the
Coastal Annexation Area to work with local residents, property owners, government, and
interest groups in developing recommendations to the District Board of Directors.”

The District can also obtain valuable assistance from the San Mateo County
Environmental Services Agency (ESA). The ESA has staff familiar with agricultural
production and the relationship between agricultural and non-agricultural land uses in
the coastal area. The Office of the County Agricultural Commissioner is also a part of
the ESA. In order to take advantage of this expertise the District should consult with the
ESA in preparing use and management plans for District lands in the annexation area.

The District will be required to use the procedures identified above in developing trails plans
including the portions of those plans that address providing sufficient buffers for agriculture. In
addition, mitigation measure AGL-3c would specifically require the District to consult with
operators of adjoining agricultural operations. Some commenters noted that there may be
circumstances where an active operator is not available. Accordingly, this measure is revised
as indicated at the end of this General Response to require consultation with the owner or
operator.

In addition to being required to comply with its own policies, the District is required to comply
with San Mateo County ordinances and policies. As discussed above, all lands opened to
public recreational use in the coastal zone or other planned agricultural district would be
required to obtain county approval pursuant to the LCP and/or the County zoning ordinance.
This approval can be granted only where the District demonstrates that (1) there are clearly
defined buffer areas between agricultural and non-agricultural uses and (2) the productivity of
any adjacent agricultural land will not be diminished (see LCP Policy 5.8 and San Mateo County
Zoning Code section 6355D). This finding must be made by the County Planning Commission
after public notice and hearing and is subject to final consideration by the County Board of
Supervisors.

Several commenters requested that the District develop more specific policies regarding buffers
between recreational and agricultural land uses and adopt a specific minimum buffer. Several
studies have investigated the issues that should be addressed in an effective buffering policy:
Great Valley Center (2003), British Columbia Ministry of Agriculture (2002), Handl (1994), and
Coppock (1990). These studies conclude that siting trails and the extent of setbacks or buffer
areas needed to protect adjoining farm uses from recreational uses and other can only be
effectively determined on a site-by-site basis. For that reason, the DEIR recommended
mitigation measures to ensure that such protection will be provided. The Draft Service Plan
includes guidelines for applying the policies and defines a process by which site-specific
planning will occur.

Factors affecting the size and management of the buffer can include:
a) The nature of the proposed public access (e.g., a staging area may require a different

type of buffer than a remote trail).
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b) The nature of the adjoining land use and potential land uses (e.g., grazing land requires
a different buffering strategy than would row crops which in turn could require a different
sort of buffer than greenhouses).

c) The topography and other physical characteristics of the buffer area (e.g., land that is
substantially higher in elevation than an adjoining agricultural use would require a
different buffer than land that is lower; similarly, land that is separated by a ravine or
solid fence will require a different buffer than land where the uses have no physical
separation).

d) Biological site conditions (e.g. to reduce potential spread of non-native invasive species
or pathogens onto adjacent agricultural lands).

e) Likelihood and extent of potential pesticide drift.

Recreational use and agricultural uses successfully operate on adjacent lands and, in some
cases, on the same parcel. Local examples of these uses include numerous lands in the East
Bay Regional Park District and the Pt. Reyes National Seashore.

In order to enhance the buffer policies proposed in the EIR, the mitigation measures should be
revised to clarify the following:

a) All buffers must be developed to address the circumstances unique to each site based
on consideration of the factors discussed above.

b) All buffers must be of sufficient width to allow agricultural use of adjoining agricultural
lands including application of pesticides and other agricultural chemicals on all lands
needing treatment.

c) All lands used for buffers should be on land or interests in land owned by the District;
adjoining landowners shall not be required to provide land for buffers.

d) The District shall be responsible for the management and maintenance of all lands used
as buffers.

e) If a specific buffer fails to resolve conflicts between a recreational use and adjacent
agricultural uses the recreational use shall be moved to a different location.

f) All buffers shall be developed in consultation with the owners and operators of adjoining
agricultural lands.

The revised mitigation measures are presented at the end of this section. Note too that
because the District is required to comply with County ordinances and policies the District would
be required to comply with any buffer policies adopted by the County.

Management of Agricultural Lands Acquired by the District

Some commenters requested additional information regarding the manner in which the District
would manage acquired lands for agricultural use. The nature of management will depend on
the resources available on specific parcels acquired. The Draft Service Plan establishes a
number of guidelines requiring management to support agricultural uses. The DEIR notes that
Implementation Actions G.3.A(i) and B(i) will guide development of management plans. Those
actions provide as follows:

In acquiring lands and preparing site assessments, the District
shall recognize that agriculture in the marketplace is dynamic
and that agricultural use practices must be evaluated on a
case-by-case basis, relative to current marketplace conditions.
On a case- by-case basis, the District shall determine how best
to continue agricultural uses consistent with protection of rare,
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threatened and endangered plant and animal species and their
habitat.

The Draft Service Plan requires broad consultation in preparing site assessments and access
plans for District lands. This consultation will include local agricultural interests such as the San
Mateo County Agricultural Advisory Committee, the Resource Conservation District, and the
local Farm Bureau in addition to other public review.

Neither of the implementation actions noted above includes a specific requirement for an
agricultural assessment and management plan for parcels acquired in the Coastal Annexation
Area. In order to ensure that agricultural land management issues are considered as an integral
component of site planning, a new mitigation measure is proposed at the end of this General
Response to revise Guideline G.6.3 (concerning preparation of resource management plans) to
include specific references to agricultural resources and to require an agricultural management
plan. This will ensure that full consideration is given to the optimal approach to managing
agricultural resources whether as lands are acquired in fee or via an agricultural easement or
lease.

Sale and Leaseback of District Lands

The Draft Service Plan contemplates that the District may acquire agricultural lands and then
lease those lands for agricultural production or sell the lands for agricultural use after retiring the
development rights. Several commenters requested inclusion of a policy specifying a timeline
for such leasebacks and sales following acquisition to ensure that agricultural lands in
agricultural use at the time of acquisition by the District would not be removed from agricultural
production for an extended period. The following policy addresses this concern:

When acquiring lands in agricultural use, the acquisition shall be
subject to continued use by the owner or operator until such time as it
is sold or leased pursuant to the use and management plan adopted
for the property. All agricultural land which is not needed for
recreation or for the protection and vital functioning of a sensitive
habitat will be permanently protected for agriculture and, whenever
legally feasible, the District will 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 can
clearly support productive agricultural operations will generally be
offered for sale while other agricultural lands will generally be offered
for lease.

This policy would ensure that existing operators of agricultural lands acquired by the District are
not displaced by the acquisition and can continue to operate while the District completes a use
and management plan for the property. The plan would be subject to all the requirements of the
Draft Service Plan and any other plans or policies in effect at the time of the acquisition. Based
on the planning process the District would determine whether to retain an agricultural easement
and sell the property or to instead retain fee ownership and lease the property. Because there
are numerous variables that affect the time required to prepare a use and management plan it is
not feasible to specify that all sales or leasebacks will take place within a specified time as
requested by some commenters. This policy will ensure the continued agricultural use of such
lands, however, by allowing existing uses to be maintained until the property is offered for sale
or lease pursuant to the use and management plan.
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Conditions in Agricultural Easements and Leases

Several commenters noted that conditions imposed by the District in agricultural easements or
leases could be so restrictive as to limit the economic integrity of a parcel in agricultural use.
The Draft Service Plan proposes leases and agricultural easements as tools to help maintain
agricultural use. According to the American Farmland Trust, agricultural easements offer
numerous benefits to farmers and ranchers:

a) -Farmland is permanently protected while keeping the land in private ownership
b) -Revenue is provided to continue agricultural operation

c) -Can provide tax benefits including income, estate and property tax reductions
d) -Helps farmers and ranchers transfer their operations to the next generation

e) -Continued eligibility for state and federal farm programs

The DEIR noted that because the District's management objectives include recreational access
and habitat protection there could be potential for incompatibilities with agriculture. Mitigation
measure AGR-1b addressed this issue by providing: “Trails and habitat preservation areas shall
either be located to avoid prime agricultural lands or traverse such lands in a manner that does
not result in interference with agricultural activities or substantially reduce the agricultural
potential of those lands.” This measure protects the economic integrity of agricultural lands by
requiring the District to design recreation and habitat protection programs in such a way that the
potential of land is not substantially reduced. This measure would apply to all methods of
implementing recreation and habitat protection programs, including conditions imposed in
agricultural easements and leases. Similarly, measure AGL-3c would require the District to
consult with operators of agricultural uses on District lands to ensure that trail plans (including
lease and easement restrictions to accommodate trails) do not interfere with agricultural
operations.

As noted above, the District will also be subject to County policies and ordinances. Policy 5.8(b)
of the Local Coastal Program provides that where public agencies seek approval of recreational
facilities on prime agricultural lands, the agency will be required:

a) To execute a recordable agreement with the County that all prime agricultural land and
other land suitable for agriculture which is not needed for recreational development or for
the protection and vital functioning of a sensitive habitat will be permanently protected
for agriculture, and

b) Whenever legally feasible, to agree to lease the maximum amount of agricultural land to
active farm operators on terms compatible with the primary recreational and habitat use.

These requirements will apply to the District.

The process of developing easements and lease conditions can be streamlined by a policy
specifically addressing leases and agricultural easements. This policy should provide as
follows:

The District shall actively pursue opportunities to enter agricultural easements and
leases with interested farmers and ranchers. All agricultural easements and agricultural
leases in the Coastal Annexation Area shall:

a) Be tailored to meet individual farmers and ranchers needs while respecting the
unique characteristics of the property;
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b) Specify uses that are unconditionally permitted pursuant to the easement or
lease to provide certainty to the farmer or rancher entering the lease or easement
with the District;

¢) Include terms that allow farmers and ranchers to adapt and expand their
operations and farming practices to adjust to changing economic conditions;

d) Include terms that ensure farmers or ranchers may provide farm labor housing as
defined and approved by San Mateo County;

e) Ensure compatibility of resource protection and management, low-intensity public
recreation and viable agricultural operations; and

f) In the case of leases, be for a sufficient period of time to gain a return on the
investment in the agricultural operation.

Agricultural conservation easements have proven to be effective tools to protect agriculture
together with important open space areas in many parts of the Bay Area and elsewhere in the
state and nation.

Agricultural Grant Programs

Several commenters suggested that the District partner with agricultural operators to obtain
grants to support agricultural preservation. The Legislature has established several grant
programs for the preservation of agriculture through the purchase of agricultural easements and
the provision of grant funds for other agricultural projects. The District is a public agency eligible
to participate in these programs. This can include contribution of any required matching funds.
The California Farmland Conservancy Program administered by the Department of
Conservation provides funds for acquisition of agricultural easements, fee title, land
improvement projects, and other assistance. Fee title projects must be either placed under a
Department approved agricultural easement or sold within three years to a private agricultural
operator. The Rangeland, Grazing Land, and Grassland Protection Act established a program to
provide grant funds for the acquisition of agricultural easements to protect and restore grazing
lands. The District, as an open space and park district, is expressly eligible to seek such grant
funds under both of these programs.

To ensure that the District takes advantage of programs of this kind, a mitigation measure is
recommended at the end of this General Response proposing a Draft Service Plan policy
amendment that the District to work actively with agricultural operators on District lands to
obtain grant funding for agricultural preservation. Some of these grant programs require the sale
or lease back of lands acquired by these funds. The Draft Service Plan policies will facilitate
this.

Farmworker Housing

Some commenters expressed concern that land acquisition by the District could result in the
removal of farmworker housing. The County has guidelines that allow farm worker housing
based on identifiable needs and necessary support infrastructure. Land under District
ownership leased for agriculture or under an agricultural easement would be subject to the
same guidelines. Nothing in the Draft Service Plan would require removal of farmworker
housing; the District’'s current operations generally retain existing housing on District lands
wherever possible. District staff, with its knowledge and experience in land use permit
processing, might offer assistance to farmers leasing District-owned land in preparing
applications and related materials to develop additional farm worker housing.
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It is possible that housing that is dangerous or dilapidated could be removed. In such event the
District would work with the operator to facilitate replacement of the housing. In addition, where
expanded housing is important to support agricultural operations on District lands the District
would work with operators to allow such expansion consistent with County regulations and other
legal requirements.

District’s Ability to Manage Agricultural Lands

Several commenters requested additional information regarding the District’s expertise in
managing agricultural lands. The District has general agricultural land stewardship experience
from its current operations on the bayside include the following: the District leases a 70-acre
Christmas tree farm at Monte Bello and Skyline Open Space Preserves; the recently acquired
770-acre Big Dipper Ranch is leased by the District for grazing; the District leases 3-acre
Picchetti Ranch Winery, including vineyards; and, until recently, a 2-acre chestnut orchard at
Skyline Open Space Preserve was leased to the family who originally owned the property. In
addition, the District is currently working with Ridge Vineyards to acquire conservation
easements over vineyards at Monte Bello Open Space Preserve.

The District also recognizes that agriculture in the CAA differs from that in its current service
area. Accordingly, the Draft Service Plan states that the District will retain additional personnel
to assist in land management in the CAA if the project is approved. The first staff to be hired will
be a planner responsible for working with local residents to develop basic policies for the project
area. In addition, in light of the extensive agricultural lands in the CAA, the District would seek
qualified staff with the necessary expertise in agricultural operations and management. It is also
possible that, in lieu of employees, the District may retain expert consultants to assist in
managing particular types of resources including agriculture. Different management skills are
generally needed for different types of agriculture. Draft Service Plan Guideline G.2 provides as
follows:

Prior to making any lands available to public access for
low-intensity recreation in the Coastal Annexation Area, the
District shall have personnel and equipment available to
manage public access such that: there would be no significant
negative impact on existing services; and adequate stewardship
to protect natural resources will be provided.

Because agricultural lands are among the resources that the District is seeking to protect
pursuant to the Draft Service Plan, this policy would require the District to ensure that it has the
personnel available to properly manage those lands. A mitigation measure to clarify this
policy’s applicability to agricultural resources is presented at the end of this General Response.

Timberland Issues

Several commenters raised a concern that District acquisitions could remove timberland from
production, thus adversely affecting the local timber industry. This concern would be warranted
if the District buys a significant amount of current productive timberlands and also eliminates
them from production. However, the Draft Service Plan for the Coastal Annexation Area does
not preclude harvesting timber on District-owned land. Although the District is not in the
commercial forestry business, consistent with General Plan Policy 9.36(c), the Draft Service
Plan recognizes that in limited circumstances the removal of trees is in the best interest of
managing the ecological health and public safety conditions of the site. The Draft Service Plan
provides specific guidelines for commercially harvesting timber.
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The District has acquired properties within its existing boundaries that have been logged under
a Timber Harvest Plan (THP). The District has also acquired properties that were the subject of
an on-going timber harvest operation, as was the case with the acquisition of the Bear Creek
Redwoods Open Space Preserve in Santa Clara County, and Purisima Creek Redwoods and El
Corte de Madera Creek Open Space Preserves in San Mateo County. In such circumstances,
the District works collaboratively with the landowner and the timber operator to successfully
complete the harvest consistent with the District’s resource management goals. District staff
also works very closely with the timber operator to ensure public safety. These sites remain
closed to the public until the operation and public access planning are completed. In view of this
successful experience, the Draft Service Plan provides that the District may purchase property
with approved timber harvest plans. The intent of Guideline 6.4.2 is to enable the District to
have the flexibility to consider these acquisitions and to determine whether in the particular case
to implement all or a portion of the THP.

There are management techniques that can allow timber harvesting to proceed in a manner that
is compatible with recreational uses and with preservation of natural qualities. The Quincy
Library Group (http://www.qlg.org/) has developed guidelines for dual-use that are now being
applied to 2.4 million acres in Lassen, Plumas and Tahoe National Forest areas. These
guidelines were adopted by Congress in 1997 (see HR 858 and S 1028).

The Hungry Creek Project is an example of the Quincy Library Group approach and is
described in some detail at: http://www.qlg.org/pub/act_acp/fhp/Projects/hungry/hungry.htm.
The project was developed by Michael De Lasaux, Natural Resources Advisor for Plumas and
Sierra Counties U.C. Cooperative Extension, this project demonstrated a combination of
harvesting and restoration designed to: reduce cumulative watershed impacts; decrease
impacts on wildlife; reduce fire risk; and protect scenic qualities. This project demonstrates the
feasibility of developing site-specific plans to allow regulated harvesting on timberlands
considered for District acquisition.

It should also be noted that programs to acquire conservation easements over forest lands on
the federal and state level have been found to be valuable in conserving timberlands threatened
with conversion. Population growth and development create significant pressure for
development conversion of forest lands, and successor owners often find it necessary to
harvest prematurely to pay taxes or other costs. Conservation easement programs can
conserve timberlands for future generations. One model is the federal and the California Forest
Legacy Program. The California program establishes a collaborative program administered by
the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection working with the Wildlife Conservation Board to
seek funds for acquisition of such timber easements. The District would be eligible to
participate in this program.

Terrorism Risks to Agriculture

Some commenters requested an analysis of the potential that the proposed project would
adversely affect agriculture by facilitating terrorist acts against agricultural operations. The
possibility that San Mateo Coast agricultural lands would be a target of bio-terrorism is very
small. The “Database of Incidents Involving Sub-National Actors and Chemical, Biological,
Radiological, or Nuclear Materials,” maintained by the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the
Monterey Institute of International Studies (Vogel (2001)), lists all terrorist incidents in the last
century. Most of these 21 incidents were unsophisticated and ineffective, lacking significant
impact. Only five occurred in the United States, and almost all attacks were very small scale.
Five attacks were criminal rather than political in nature, and several of the others were purely
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personal (motivated mainly by revenge). The majority of these incidents might more
appropriately be described as product tampering rather than agricultural terrorism.

The risks are higher now than in the past century. However, anyone planning for high-impact
bio-terrorism would be much more likely to seek a concentrated target, for example food
processing or distribution centers, rather than the diffuse and localized impact of farmlands. In
addition to the remote nature of the general risk, the proposed project would have little effect on
the risk. The database contains no evidence to indicate that increased recreational
opportunities in agricultural areas such as the San Mateo County coast will increase the risk of
terrorist action.

In August 2002, the County of San Mateo Board of Supervisors accepted a report from the
County’s Health Officer regarding Public Health Preparedness for Biological or Chemical
Terrorist Events and authorized an agreement with the State Department of Health Services
Emergency Preparedness Office to address emergency response to local bioterrorism activities.
The Board of Supervisors also authorized funding for bioterrorism preparation and defense
planning, and approved additional staffing for the County Health Services Agency as required
for the State agreement for bioterrorism activities. The agreement between the County and the
State, and the bioterrorism preparation and defense planning do not involve the District.
However, to the extent that a Mutual Aid Agreement between the County and the District
provides for the District’s assistance in responding to bioterrorist events, the District will fulfill its
obligation.

Recommended Additions and Revisions to Proposed Mitigation Measures
(Revisions to original text are shown in strikeeut and added text in underline.)

The Mitigation Measures in the DEIR are added to and revised as follows:
New Measure AGR-1d
Mitigation AGR-1d: Amend the Draft Service Plan to include the following:
The term “prime agricultural land” as used in this Plan means:

a) All land which qualifies for rating as Class | or Class Il in the U.S. Department of
Agriculture Soil Conservation Service Land Use Capability Classification, as well as
all Class lll lands capable of growing artichokes or Brussels sprouts.

b) All land which qualifies for rating 80-100 in the Storie Index Rating.

c) Land which supports livestock for the production of food and fiber and which has an
annual carrying capacity equivalent 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

commercial bearing period, on an annual basis, from the
production of unprocessed agricultural plant production not less than $200 per acre.
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e) Land which has returned from the production of an unprocessed agricultural plant
product an annual value that is not less than $200 per acre within three of the five
previous years.

The $200 per acre amount in subsections d) and e) shall be adjusted regularly for inflation,
using 1965 as the base year, according to a recognized consumer price index.

Revised Measure AGR-1a

Mitigation AGR-1a: No new buildings or staging areas shall be located on prime
agricultural lands or on Unique Farmlands or Farmlands of Statewide Importance as shown
on Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency that-are

being-used-foragricultural-purposes. To implement this Mitigation Measure, {n-orderto
avoid-conversion-of Farmland-to-non-agriculturaluse; the Draft Service Plan should be

revised to provide that the ranger office/maintenance facility and the staging areas may not
be located on prime agricultural lands or on Unique Farmlands or Farmlands of Statewide
Importance as shown on Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California

Resources Agency Farmland-inagricultural-use.
Revised Measure AGR-1b

Mitigation AGR-1b: Trails and habitat preservation areas shall either be located to avoid
prime agricultural lands_and Unique Farmlands or Farmlands of Statewide Importance as
shown on Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency
or traverse such lands in a manner that does not result in interference with agricultural
activities or substantially reduce the agricultural potential of those lands. Owners and
operators of aetive agricultural activities lands shall be consulted to identify appropriate
routes on those lands they-cultivate. The agricultural activities and the agricultural potential
of traversed 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.

Revised Measure AGL-3a

Mitigation AGL-3a: Guideline 3.2 in the Draft Service Plan should be modified to state:
“Improvements or public uses located upon open space lands other than agriculture...shall
be located away from existing prime agricultural lands and Unique Farmlands or Farmlands
of Statewide Importance as shown on Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the

Callfornla Resources Aqencv teward—areas—eentan%ng—nen—pmﬂe—agneu#uramnde—umess

feasrlele—au AII tralls and other public faC|I|t|es should be Iocated SO as not to fragment
agricultural operations unless no feasible alternative is available. While trails that bisect
grazing lands would not be likely to fragment grazing operations, trails that bisect cultivated
crops could adversely affect the vitality of agricultural operations and should be avoided
where-feasible. If trails must traverse cultivated lands then they shall be permitted only if
adequate buffers, signs, and other measures necessary to ensure that trail use does not
interfere with the agricultural operations shallbe are implemented.”

Revised Measure AGL-3c

Mitigation AGL-3c: Trails shall either be located to avoid prime agricultural lands and

Unique Farmlands or Farmlands of Statewide Importance as shown on Farmland Mapping

and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency or traverse such lands in a
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manner that does not result in interference with agricultural activities or substantially reduce
the agricultural potential of those lands. Operators of active agricultural activities on lands
owned by or under easement to the District shall be consulted to identify appropriate routes
on lands they cultivate. Owners and operators of aetive agricultural activities-en lands
adjacent to District lands used for non-agricultural purposes shall be consulted to identify
routes that will avoid adverse effects on agricultural operations. The agricultural activities
and the agricultural potential of traversed 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.

Revised Measure AGL-3d

Mitigation AGL-3d: The District lands or easements that-comprise-the-trail-setting upon
which trails are sited shall provide width sufficient for management and/or buffer space from

adjacent uses so as not to preclude the viability of those uses. Buffers established to
separate recreation and other open space uses from agricultural operations shall be
designed and managed in accordance with the following standards:

a) Buffers shall be designed in relation to the nature of the of the adjoining land use and
potential land uses proposed public access;

b) Buffers shall be designed in relation to the topography and other physical
characteristics of the buffer area:;

c) Buffers shall be designed with consideration of biological, soil, and other site
conditions in order to limit the potential spread of non-native invasive species or
pathogens onto agricultural lands;

d) Buffers shall be of sufficient width to allow agricultural use of adjoining agricultural
lands including application of pesticides and other agricultural chemicals on all lands
needing treatment, taking into account the likelihood and extent of potential pesticide
drift;

e) All lands used for buffers should be on land or interests in land owned by the District;
adjoining landowners shall not be required to provide land for buffers.

f) The District shall be responsible for the management and maintenance of all lands
used as buffers.

g) If a specific buffer fails to resolve conflicts between a recreational use and adjacent
agricultural uses the recreational use shall be moved to a different location.

h) All buffers shall be developed in consultation with the owners and operators of
adjoining agricultural lands.

In addition, implementation of Mitigation LU-2 will ensure that the proposed project and
subsequent actions will not preclude the reliability of adjacent uses.

New Mitigation AGR-3g
Mitigation Measure AGR-3g: Amend the Draft Service Plan to include the following policy:

When acquiring lands in agricultural use, the acquisition shall be subject to continued use by
the owner or operator until such time as it is sold or leased pursuant to the use and
management plan adopted for the property. All agricultural land which is not needed for
recreation or for the protection and vital functioning of a sensitive habitat will be permanently
protected for agriculture and, whenever legally feasible, the District will 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
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District Final EIR/Responses to Comments
San Mateo Coastal Area Annexation May 2003



General Responses Page 1I-25

habitat values and which can clearly support productive agricultural operations will generally
be offered for sale while other agricultural lands will generally be offered for lease.

New Mitigation AGR-3h
Mitigation Measure AGR-3h: Revise Draft Service Plan Guideline G.6.3 as follows:

GUIDELINE G.6.3

Inherent in the preservation of open space resources in the Coastal Annexation Area is the
protection of: rare, threatened and endangered plant and animal species; ecological
systems; agricultural resources, water quality; visual resources; unique biological resources,
including heritage and significant trees; and the unique cultural resources in the Coastal
Annexation Area, including historic, archaeological and paleontological resources.
Therefore, prior to making any lands available to low-intensity public recreational access,
the District shall prepare and adopt a use and management plan, which, includes site-
specific resource management and public access components plan for any lands acquired
by the District or managed through contract for other public or private non-profit property
owners. All lands acquired by the District within the Coastal Annexation Area will be
inventoried to identify and prioritize resource management issues. Where there are critical
issues, such as the presence of non-native invasive species which threaten the habitat of
endangered species or the economic viability of an adjacent agricultural operation, resource
management plans will be prepared for these areas even if they remain closed to the public.

The use and management plan shall include an agricultural production plan for District-
owned agricultural lands or District lands adjacent to agricultural lands. For district-owned
lands, the plan shall describe the crop and/or livestock potential for the property together
with the management actions required to protect existing agricultural production (e.q.,
growing seasons, water requirements, pesticide, manure, and waste management) and the
agricultural potential of the land. The plan shall consider the following factors:

a) Availability of labor, including farm labor housing;

b) Availability of farm support services and goods;

c) Necessary capital improvements (e.g. water storage, fencing, land leveling)

d) Farm operations, including erosion control, the season(s) and times of pesticide or
herbicide usage, manure and waste management;

e) Water use and availability;

f) Access to transportation and markets; and

g) Promoting agricultural production on District-owned land.

In the case of District lands adjacent to agricultural production, the agricultural production
plan shall develop site-specific measures to prevent activities on District lands from
interfering with adjacent agricultural production.

The development of use and management plans will include consultation with the current
owner or operator of any agricultural operations on the land, adjoining landowners, the San
Mateo County Environmental Services Agency in addition to other include opportunities for
public involvement.

New Mitigation AGR-3i
Mitigation Measure AGR-3i: Amend Draft Service Plan Guideline G.2 as follows:
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Prior to making any lands available to public access for low-intensity recreation in the
Coastal Annexation Area, the District shall have personnel and equipment available to
manage public access such that: there would be no significant negative impact on
existing services; and adequate stewardship to protect natural and agricultural resources
will be provided.

New Mitigation AGR-3j
Mitigation Measure AGR-3j: Amend the Draft Service Plan to include the following policy:

The District shall actively work with lessees of District lands and with the owners of land in
which the District has an agricultural easement interest to:

a) 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.

b) Seek grant funding for the continuation or establishment of viable agriculture through
the California Farmland Conservancy Program and other agriculture grant programs.

c) Provide technical assistance to secure water rights for the continuation or
establishment of viable agriculture consistent with protection of sensitive habitats.

New Mitigation AGR-3k
Mitigation Measure AGR-3k: Amend the Draft Service Plan to include the following policy:

The District shall actively pursue opportunities to enter agricultural easements and
leases with interested farmers and ranchers. All agricultural easements and agricultural
leases in the Coastal Annexation Area shall:

a) be tailored to meet individual farmers and ranchers needs while respecting the
unique characteristics of the property;

b) specify uses that are unconditionally permitted pursuant to the easement or lease
to provide certainty to the farmer or rancher entering the lease or easement with
the District;

¢) include terms that allow farmers and ranchers to adapt and expand their
operations and farming practices to adjust to changing economic conditions;

d) include terms that ensure farmers or ranchers may provide farm labor housing as
defined and approved by San Mateo County;

e) ensure compatibility of resource protection and management, low-intensity public
recreation and viable agricultural operations; and

f) in the case of leases, be for a sufficient period of time to gain a return on the
investment in the agricultural operation.

Definitions of “Prime Agricultural Lands”

Williamson Act Definition:
California Government Code section 51201(c) provides that
“Prime agricultural land” means any of the following:
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1)
2)
3)

4)

5)

All land that qualifies for rating as class | or class Il in the Natural Resource
Conservation Service land use capability classifications.

Land that qualifies for rating 80 through 100 in the Storie Index Rating.

Land that supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and which has
an annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as defined
by the United States Department of Agriculture.

Land planted with fruit- or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes or crops which have a
nonbearing period of less than five years and which will normally return during the
commercial bearing period on an annual basis from the production of unprocessed
agricultural plant production not less than two hundred dollars ($200) per acre.

Land that has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant
products an annual gross value of not less than two hundred dollars ($200) per acre
for three of the previous five years.

Cortese-Knox Hertzberg Act Definition:

California Government Code section 56064 provides that

“Prime agricultural land” means an area of land, whether a single parcel or contiguous
parcels, that has not been developed for a use other than an agricultural use and that meets
any of the following qualifications:

1)

2)
3)

4)

5)

Land that qualifies, if irrigated, for rating as class | or class Il in the USDA Natural
Resources Conservation Service land use capability classification, whether or not
land is actually irrigated, provided that irrigation is feasible.

Land that qualifies for rating 80 through 100 Storie Index Rating.

Land that supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and that has an
annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as defined by
the United States Department of Agriculture in the National Handbook on Range and
Related Grazing Lands, July, 1967, developed pursuant to Public Law 46, December
1935.

Land planted with fruit or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops that have a
nonbearing period of less than five years and that will return during the commercial
bearing period on an annual basis from the production of unprocessed agricultural
plant production not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre.

Land that has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant
products an annual gross value of not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre
for three of the previous five calendar years.

San Mateo County Local Coastal Plan Definition:

5.1 Definition of Prime Agricultural Lands

Define prime agricultural lands as:

1)

2)
3)

All land which qualifies for rating as Class | or Class Il in the U.S. Department of
Agriculture Soil Conservation Service Land Use Capability Classification, as well as
all Class lll lands capable of growing artichokes or Brussels sprouts.

All land which qualifies for rating 80-100 in the Storie Index Rating.

Land which supports livestock for the production of food and fiber and which has an
annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as defined by
the U.S. Department of Agriculture.
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4) 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
commercial bearing period, on an annual basis, from the production of unprocessed
agricultural plant production not less than $200 per acre.

5) Land which has returned from the production of an unprocessed agricultural plant
product an annual value that is not less than $200 per acre within three of the five
previous years. The $200 per acre amount in subsections d. and e. shall be adjusted
regularly for inflation, using 1965 as the base year, according to a recognized
consumer price index.

IVC. Public Services

GENERAL COMMENT 9: Fire Risk and provision of Public Services in the Coastal
Annexation Area

A number of comments were received regarding the potential fire risk in the Coastal Annexation

Area, and public services available for wildland fire suppression and emergency medical

services (see also General Response 13 Hazards and Hazardous Materials).

General Response 9:

The Public Services and Infrastructure section, beginning on page 1V-C-1 of the DEIR,
discusses the cooperative relationship between the District, the California Department of
Forestry (CDF), San Mateo County, other agencies and volunteer fire companies and how the
agencies and organizations work closely to respond to fire incidents and medical emergencies.
Additional information and discussion about the risk of fire in the Coastal Annexation Area and
the District’s capabilities to supplement and assist other public service providers is included
below. New mitigation measures that will clarify the DEIR discussion and this text will be added
at the end of this response. These mitigation measures do not mitigate a new impact, but serve
to make clear the District’s practices to reduce fire risk and respond to emergencies and fire
incidents

Loss of Fire Protection Tax Revenue

The potential fiscal impact of the project on the tax revenue to the County and the methodology
used is evaluated in the Fiscal Impact Analysis, prepared by Economic Research Associates,
May 2003.

Escalated Wildfire Threat

The Fire Hazard and Ignition Risk Appraisal, prepared for the District by Moritz Arboricultural
Consulting and Landscape FIRES, May 2003, (“Moritz”) concluded that increased hiking and
other non-fire related recreational activities do not substantially increase wildland fire ignitions.
Moritz cited the Sonoma County study, Sonoma County Regional Parks Fire Incident History,
which validates the experiences found by other regional parks and open space providers
throughout Northern California. That study stated that recreational usage such as, overnight
camping with camp or warming fires, and motorcycle or off-road vehicle use are the leading
causes of fire associated with open space recreational use.

District lands are closed to motorcycle and off-road vehicle use, and overnight camping is
currently limited to one designated site for backpackers. Camping is not a recreational use
planned as part of the Coastal Annexation project. Therefore, fire risk due to motorcycles, off-
road vehicles and campfires will not be an issue. Open fires and smoking are prohibited on
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District lands, which are regularly patrolled by District rangers. Fire prevention information is
posted at each trailhead and seasonal fire hazard warnings are posted where appropriate.
These policies and practices will also be implemented in the CAA.

Richard Montague of Firewise 2000, Inc., assisted the District in evaluating the environmental
issues regarding wildland fire and emergency response. Montague, former Fire Chief to
Regional Director for Fire and Aviation Management for all National Forest lands within the
Pacific Southwest (California) Region, is an experienced wildland firefighter, engine captain and
helitack manager. Expert Opinions and Wildland Fire Analysis, prepared by Firewise 2000, Inc.,
May 2003, “Firewise 2000”, concurred with Moritz that increased recreational use within the San
Mateo Coastal Annexation Area will not create a significant increase in fire ignitions.

Additional Resources

San Mateo County and the La Honda Fire Brigade stated they would be negatively impacted as
a result of the Coastal Annexation. Firewise 2000 analyzed the potential impact on services
and the mitigation recommended by the County and Fire Brigade, and noted that the comments
did not take into consideration the amount of personnel, fire, and other emergency apparatus
the District currently has available to supplement the existing County and Fire Brigade
resources. Guideline G.2 of the Draft Service Plan requires that additional facilities and
equipment be available within the annexation area as lands are acquired and opened for public
use and the Fiscal Impact Analysis takes into account these additional resources.

Fire suppression and prevention on District lands is a responsibility of all District rangers and
therefore, the District includes detailed procedures in the Ranger Field Operations Manual,
dated May 3, 2000, that outline the role of District staff in fighting fires. As an active member of
the San Mateo County Fire Safe Committee the District cooperates with and encourages
cooperation between governmental agencies, community organizations, and individuals in
developing effective fire prevention practices. District staff participates in joint training in
wildland fire suppression with the County and CDF, which is often conducted on the District
open grasslands. All District rangers complete the 32-hour wildlands certified training program
and annually attend a refresher class on fire behavior and equipment operations.

In addition to fire prevention and suppression activities on District lands, District rangers may
also assist another agency on the scene of a neighboring wildfire when personnel resources
available at the scene are not sufficient and a quick response will significantly lessen damage or
prevent the fire from spreading to District land.

The District fire and emergency staff and equipment are currently sited at two field facilities: the
Foothills Ranger Office, located at Rancho San Antonio Open Space Preserve, serves the
foothills area on the east side of the Santa Cruz Mountains, and the Skyline Ranger Office,
located on Skyline Boulevard at Alpine Road, serves the mountain areas on both sides of the
ridge. Further, District rangers reside in housing throughout District lands so that they can
respond quickly to emergency situations 24 hours a day. Although the District does not record
statistics on the District staff’s response time, the field offices and employee residences are
strategically located to serve their geographic areas in an efficient and timely manner.

Sixteen District ranger vehicles are equipped with brush patrol units during the fire season.
Both the Skyline and Foothills Field Offices have four new model brush patrol units with foam
capability and equipment to qualify as brush patrols within the state and federal Incident
Command System (ICS). Each field office is scheduled to acquire two additional brush patrol
units with foam capability by summer of 2003.
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The District is also planning to purchase a 1,500 to 2,000-gallon water tender for road and trail
maintenance. This water tender would be a valuable water source for any fire emergency on
District lands or as a Mutual Aid Fire Resource. The road system maintained by District staff
throughout its lands provides fire and emergency vehicle access and he District provides
detailed maps of all roads and trails, staging areas, access points and helicopter landing sites to
public emergency service providers.

The District has in the past and does intend to share in the responsibility to mutually assist in
providing emergency services personnel and equipment for the protection of their users and
neighboring communities. The District staff's knowledge of the topography, vegetation and other
characteristics of the land enable them to assist the designated fire agency in planning and
organizing wildland fire suppression activities.

It is anticipated that the Skyline Ranger Office would serve the Coastal Annexation Area initially.
As District land holdings on the coastside increase, staff will be added to meet the
corresponding land management needs (see Draft Service Plan, page 19.) In the near term,
additional field staff would be located in temporary facilities provided in existing buildings on
lands acquired by the District in the Coastal Annexation Area. Firewise 2000 concluded that:

Due to the low wildland fire risk, as well as existing and anticipated
District staff and equipment, there will be no significant impact on the
resources of the fire service agencies in the Coastal Annexation Area.
The District will be providing additional equipment and staff sufficient
to mitigate the low wildland fire risk.

Although not needed to address a significant impact, revised Mitigation Measure HAZ-2a,
providing for the availability of a District—owned water tender for use by other fire service
providers, is included below. In addition, Mitigation Measure HAZ-2c on page IV-D-6 of the
DEIR requiring the District to formalize mutual aid and cooperative efforts will enhance the
ability of all affected agencies to respond to fire and Emergency Medical Service (EMS)
incidents.

Communications Facilities

The District’s field personnel are trained observers equipped with a radio system to
communicate with other agencies. The District’'s two-way radio system includes 24-hour
emergency dispatch services, provided under contract by the City of Mountain View. Each
District vehicle is equipped with a two-way radio and all patrol staff carry hand-held radios.
Vehicle and hand-held radios have two-way capabilities on 40 different channels, linking District
staff to the San Mateo County Public Communications Center, CDF, local fire jurisdictions, and
other emergency service providers. The Radio and Remote Repeater System is designed
specifically to meet the District’s needs in a mountainous area, providing two-way radio service
to approximately 95% of District lands. This system will be extended to the CAA. Firewise 2000
determined that:

The District’'s Radio and Remote Repeater System together with
ranger patrols and staff on call 24-hours per day will provide effective
communication for prompt notification to emergency service providers
in the event of a wildland fire or EMS call.
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Fuels Management Plan

The District recognizes that pre-fire activities are necessary before wildfire occurs to reduce the
potential spread of fire and threat to people and property. Therefore, the District’s fuel
management program includes effective fuel management practices. District staff maintains
disk lines around the perimeter of preserves with highly flammable grassland vegetation and
provide a defensible space and fire safe zone around structures. The District uses prescribed
burns to reduce fuel load and manage invasive plants in grasslands when environmental
conditions allow. In addition, goat and cattle grazing have been used as a resource
management tool and for fuel load reduction on an experimental basis.

Grazing. According to Firewise 2000, historic grazing has played a major role in reducing fuel
volumes within the CAA. The District intends to continue animal grazing on lands acquired in the
CAA and various forms of grazing can be strategically placed to provide fire protection. For
example, cattle, horse and sheep grazing can be most effective in reducing fuel loading in
grassland areas. In addition to traditional grazing, strategic grazing areas can be pre-
determined and permits or leases issued for the purpose of fuel reduction and cost effective
meat production. The permitee(s) can use selective fencing, salt placement and water storage
to contain the animals only to the strategic grazing areas.

Prescribed Fire. Firewise 2000 noted that the District has demonstrated their ability to use
prescribed fire as a management tool in fuel reduction. Most of the District’s prescribed fires
have centered on reducing thatch in grasslands. A combination of prescribed fire and strategic
grazing can be used to form a low fuel volume buffer between District lands and adjacent
property.

Discing and Brushing. The District works with fire agencies to identify critical areas where disc
lines will be most effective. District staff regularly maintains disc lines around the perimeter of
the lands with highly flammable grassland vegetation, and clears fire safe zones around all
structures to provide a defensible space.

In Firewise 2000’s expert opinion:

The District’s current fuel management practices are adequate. The
effectiveness in fuel reduction could be enhanced by coordination with
other fire service providers such as, County Fire and CDF. lItis
recommended that mitigation measures in the EIR reflect the
importance of this coordination.

As part of any land acquisition, the District prepares a Use and Management Plan, which
contains a site assessment that includes natural resources. This plan will address where fuel
treatments are needed to prevent overall natural resource damage from wildland fire and to
form a buffer between highly flammable vegetation and the urban intermix communities.
Prescribed fire, traditional and selective grazing, and discing and brushing are viable forms of
fuel management that the District will consider, along with practices recommended by CDF, in
development of the fuels management component of Use and Management Plans for District
lands in the Coastal Annexation Area.

Although not needed to address a significant impact, adoption of a mitigation measure to
formalize coordination with County Fire and CDF in preparing a fuels management component
for each Use and Management Plan in is listed in HAZ-2d below.

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District Final EIR/Responses to Comments
San Mateo Coastal Area Annexation May 2003



General Responses Page 11-32

Additional Water Supplies

Water supply has previously been addressed in “Additional Resources” above. The District’s
staff and equipment will ensure availability of water supplies for wildland fire suppression. In
view of the Moritz conclusions that there is no potential significant increased fire risk from the
coastal annexation project, the project will not create a need for additional water supply.

Nonetheless, the District notes that although not required for the project, other forms of remote
area water supplies can be developed on lands acquired by the District in the CAA by
constructing dry hydrants. Firewise 2000, Inc. describes dry hydrants as follows:

Dry hydrants are defined as water sources where engines can draft
water from a standpipe connected to a pond, tank, or other forms of
water storage. These can be stock watering holes, diverted water
storage from creeks and water storage from active wells. The intent is
to establish underground plumbing between the water storage and to
a drivable area where the engine can back up to and draft water to fill
its tank. The plumbing is usually a 2 Y2-inch or 4-inch line connected
to a 2 Y2-inch standpipe that is placed above ground like a typical fire
hydrant.

These water sources can also be used as quail guzzlers and other
wildlife drinking facilities. These sources should not be used in a case
where groundwater supply would be affected.

Dry hydrants should only be constructed when they do not adversely impact riparian habitats
and water rights. Although not needed to address a significant impact, adoption of a mitigation
measure to provide these additional water resources on lands acquired by the District would
enhance the available water supply in the Coastal Annexation Area. This mitigation measure is
listed in HAZ-2a below.

Emergency Medical Service (EMS)

Increased recreation will increase the number of EMS responses. To determine the potential
increase in EMS calls that may result from the project, Firewise 2000 reviewed the District’s
Annual Activity Reports of EMS incidents on District lands for the last five years. Over the 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 a response by
another EMS provider, as well as incidents where no EMS response by another service provider
was needed. District rangers responded and provided treatment for minor injuries. Firewise
2000 concluded that:

Based on this data, a conservative projection is that an EMS response
rate of one incident per year per 800 acres may occur as a result of
the annexation. 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 rates should be well below those on existing
District lands.
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District rangers are trained to aid victims of accident or illness occurring on District land, and
lead or participate in search and rescue operations according to the procedures outlined in the
District’'s Ranger Field Operations Manual. These rangers actively patrol District property so
they are often first on the scene of District EMS incidents in addition to incidents on nearby
public roads and highways. District staff are trained and equipped to meet the Basic Life
Support incidents until the County Fire Advanced Life Support Unit arrives. All District rangers
are required to 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 integrated into the
leadership structure of wildland fire and search and rescue operations.

As District land holdings on the coastside increase, staff will be added to meet the
corresponding land management needs (see Draft Service Plan, page 19). Firewise 2000
concluded that:

If annexation does take place, given the District’s trained staff and
equipment, the District will have a positive impact on the County and
La Honda Fire Brigade EMS and Rescue workload, and on EMS
resources in general.

The project will not significantly increase wildland fire risk and will not
significantly affect EMS service provider resources. In addition, no
new or increased public services facilities will be needed as a result of
the Coastal Annexation project.

Recommended Revisions to Proposed Mitigation Measures

The Mitigation Measures in the DEIR are revised as follows:
New Measure HAZ-2d:

Mitigation HAZ-2d In addition to continuing its current fuel management practices, as new
lands are acquired, the District shall consult with the San Mateo County Fire Department
and the California Department of Forestry in developing site-specific fuel modification and
management programs for specific lands acquired, as part of its Use and Management
planning process.

Revised Measure HAZ-2a:
Mitigation HAZ-2a During preparation of plans for specific facilities, the District shall:

a) Review, in conjunction with the local fire protection services, available water
resources. In consultation with the County of San Mateo Environmental Services
Department and the California Department of Forestry, the District shall determine
whether the construction of dry hydrants on specific lands acquired is feasible in
order to provide additional remote area water supplies for fire suppression activities.
The District shall purchase 1,500 - 2,000-gallon maintenance -style water truck. The
District-owned water truck shall be available for mutual aid calls during fire
suppression activities.
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b) Select indigenous plant materials and/or seed mixes utilized at staging areas or
along trails for their low maintenance and drought and fire resistant characteristics to
minimize additional fuel available to wildland fires to the extent feasible.

GENERAL COMMENT 10: Traffic Impacts
General Response 10:

Comments on the DEIR raised questions concerning both the general methodology used in the
DEIR as well as the conclusions of the DEIR traffic study. Public comments concerning the
traffic analysis and potential traffic impacts associated with the proposed project were reviewed
by traffic consultant Hexagon Transportation Consultants. Table 1 presents more detailed
information concerning the project’s anticipated effects. The discussion below addresses
comments on the methodology as well as the projected impacts.

Methodology

The traffic analysis in the DEIR was based on the methodology prescribed by the San Mateo
County Congestion Management Program adopted in 2001 (CMP). The analysis evaluated the
project’s likely effects on roadway segments most likely to be affected by the proposed project.
All of the segments were classified as two-lane highways. A two-lane highway is defined as a
two-lane roadway having one lane for use by traffic in each direction. Passing of slower vehicles
requires the use of the opposing lane where sight distance and gaps in the opposing traffic
stream permit. As the volumes and/or geometric restrictions increase, the ability to pass
decreases, resulting in the formation of platoons in the traffic stream. Motorists in the platoons
are subject to delay because of inability to pass.

Traffic conditions on the subject highway segments were evaluated using the two-lane highway
level of service methodology set forth in the CMP. Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative
description of a roadways operating condition. Level of service is designated by a letter grade
ranging from A (free-flow conditions with little or no delays) to F (jammed conditions with
excessive delays). The LOS for two-lane highways is based on mobility, or the ability of
motorists to pass slower moving vehicles. Thus, terrain type, two-way traffic volume, and
percentage of the highway where passing is not permitted (percentage no-passing zones) are
critical parameters for determining two-lane highway LOS. As prescribed in the CMP, the level
of service for two-lane highway segments is determined by comparing the prevailing volume-to-
capacity (V/C) ratio for the segment against calculated threshold maximum V/C ratios for LOS A
through LOS E operating conditions.

The CMP is designed to account for the specific characteristics of each roadway segement
under review. The prevailing V/C ratios are calculated by dividing the actual measured traffic
volume for the segment by the ideal capacity for a two-lane highway (2,800 vehicles per hour).
The San Mateo County CMP methodology is based on the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM) methodology for two-lane highway level of service, which, as noted above, takes into
account other factors that affect LOS such as terrain type and percentage of no-passing zones.
The HCM methodology accounts for these factors by adjusting the ideal capacity of the segment
to arrive at a prevailing capacity for each segment. However, the CMP methodology accounts
for these factors by establishing separate V/C thresholds for different combinations of terrain
type and percent no-passing zones. Thus, the LOS analysis is carried out by calculating a V/C
ratio for each segment by dividing the traffic volume on the segment by the ideal capacity (2,800
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vph), then comparing the calculated V/C to the threshold V/C ratios in the CMP to determine the
LOS on the segment.

During the development of the 1991 CMP, the City/County Association of Governments of San
Mateo County (C/CAG) selected different LOS standards for different roadway segments in the
County based on the location of the segment and on existing (1990/91) and projected (year
2000) levels of service for each segment. The current LOS standard for each roadway segment
in the County are identified in the County’s Final Congestion Management Program for 2001.
The LOS standard for each of the study highway segments is summarized in Table 1.

Projected Traffic Impacts

Weekend traffic counts were obtained from Caltrans for each of the study highway segments.
Table 1 shows the Saturday peak hour traffic volumes, V/C ratios, and LOS under existing
conditions. All the highway segments currently operate within their respective LOS standard.

A background study scenario was identified to account for the residential growth in San Mateo
County that is projected for next the 15 years. The growth in “background” traffic was projected
based on the increase in San Mateo County households (ABAG Projections 2000) over a 15-
year period. An average annual growth factor of 0.7% per year was applied to the existing
volumes to obtain “background” traffic volumes. Table 1 shows that all of the highway segments
would continue to operate within their respective LOS standard with the addition of future
“background” traffic growth.

The potential increases in traffic associated with future preserves within the Coastal Annexation
Area was projected based on traffic counts collected at two of the District’s existing preserves:
Windy Hill (1,132 acres) and Purisima Creek (2,633 acres; see Table 1). These two preserves
were chosen because they are representative of the predominant land types and staging areas
that would be typical of the Coastal Annexation Area. This analytic approach is typical for
programmatic planning projects such as the proposed CAA annexation. The trip generation
estimates are based on traffic counts conducted at these two preserves on July 7 and 8, August
11 and 25, and September 9, 2001.

The 1,132 acre Windy Hill Open Space Preserve generated 34 total trips per peak hour (total
trips are equal to the sum of inbound and outbound trips), an average of roughly one trip per 33
acres. The 2,633-acre Purisima Creek Open Space Preserve generated 83 total trips per peak
hour, an average of roughly one trip per 31 acres of preserve space per peak hour.

Based on these data, the current trip generation for open space preserves was calculated to be
one trip per 32 acres of open space . The analysis assumed that the project would allow public
access to approximately 12,000 acres over a 15-year period. Therefore, the total trip generation
for the project would be approximately 383 trips per peak hour. This analysis assumes that the
project related trips would be distributed over the roadway system within the Coastal Annexation
Area in proportion to the existing traffic volumes on the roadway system.

Project trips were added to the background traffic volumes to obtain project traffic volumes. The
results of highway LOS analysis under project conditions are shown on Table 1. The results of
this analysis indicate that all of the study roadway segments would continue to operate within
their respective LOS standard with the addition of project related traffic. Therefore, the project
would not cause any significant impacts to the study roadways.
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Table Il - 1. Coastal Annexation Project - Highway Level of Service Analysis
Existing + Existing + Background +
Existing Background Project
Max.
LOS Allowable Traffic
Standard | % No | V/C Ratio | Traffic | V/C Projected |Volume| V/C Project | Traffic viC
Road Location lal Passing /bl Volume | Ratio | LOS Growth [c/ Ratio | LOS Trips | Volume | Ratio | LOS

sasuodsay |eisuss)

Whiskey Hill Rd - 1-280 40% 0.92 2108 ] 0.75 221 2341 1 0.84 66 2407 0.86

176 1862 | 0.66
209 2215 | 0.79
167 1766 | 0.63

53 1915 0.68
63 2278 0.81
50 1816 0.65

Rte 92 |Rte 1- Half Moon Bay
Half Moon Bay - Skyline Blvd
Skyline Blvd - I-280

30% 0.93 1677 | 0.60
20% 0.94 1995 [ 0.71
50% 0.91 1591 | 0.57

Rte 1 |Route 84 - Tunitas Crk Rd D 30% 0.54 1002 | 036 | C 105 1113 1040 | D 32 1145 0.41 D
Main St-Half Moon Bay Rd E 90% 0.90 1297 (046 | E 136 1440 1051 | E 41 1481 0.53 E

Rte 35 |Alpine Road - Woodside Dr E 60% 0.91 191 |0.07( B 20 212 (0.08| B 6 218 0.08 B
Kings Mountain Rd - SR 92 B 60% 0.17 180 |0.06( B 19 200 (0.07| B 6 206 0.07 B

SR 92-1-280 B 50% 0.18 443 10.16| B 47 492 1018| B 14 506 0.18 B

Rte 84 [Skyline Blvd - Woodside c 100% 0.28 469 (017 | C 49 521 019 | C 15 536 0.19 C
Woodside -Portola Road E 40% 0.92 387 | 014 | B 41 430 | 0.15] B 12 442 0.16 B

Kings Mtn Rd - Whiskey Hill Rd E 40% 0.92 794 |028| C 83 882 1031 C 25 907 0.32 C

E E E E

E E E E

E E E E

E E E E

Notes:

/al Level of Service (LOS) standard is based on San Mateo County Congestion Management Program (CMP) level of service standards for CMP Roadway
Segments as

documented in City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County Final Congestion Management Program for 1999. |

/b/ Maximum allowable Volume-to-Capacity (V/C) ratios are based on V/C threshold values for LOS A through LOS E operating conditions on two-lane highway
[segments as

reported on Table B-3 of the San Mateo County's Final Congestion Management Program for 1999. |

/c/ Background traffic volumes were calculated by applying a growth factor to existing traffic volumes to account for 15 years of growth at an annual rate of 0.7% per
year.

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District Final EIR/Responses to Comments
San Mateo Coastal Area Annexation May 2003

9¢-| 8bed



General Responses Page 11-37

GENERAL COMMENT 11: Service Provider and MROSD Staffing Resources/Visitor
Services for Coastal Annexation Area

Some commenters raised concerns about visitor services impacts in the Coastal Annexation
Area.

General Response 11:

The impacts of annexing the area are contained in the DEIR. Because no specific parcels are
proposed to be acquired at this time, the DEIR states on page 1I-9 that:

Before District Board approval of any proposed acquisition in the
Coastal Annexation Area, District staff will prepare a Preliminary Use
and Management Plan, which contains an initial site assessment
describing in general the natural resources, potential trail connections,
and other features which support the recommendation for acquisition.
All District approvals for lands to be acquired in the Coastal
Annexation Area will be presented to the Board for consideration at a
public meeting.

Such acquisitions will require CEQA review to determine if there are any environmental impacts.

The destinations for most of the current visitors to the CAA are the coastal beaches and parks,
which are owned and managed by other public agencies such as, Pescadero Creek County
Park, James V. Fitzgerald Marine Reserve and San Gregorio State Beach. The public beaches
and other publicly-owned parks in the CAA provide parking and restroom facilities for their
visitors. Local visitor-serving commercial establishments also provide facilities for their guests,
as required by County regulations. The District will provide the public services needed for its
own visitors including parking and restrooms on District lands in the CAA that are open for
public access. The DEIR discusses the provision for vault toilets at pages IV-C-10 and 11, and
visitor parking at page 1V-C-9. Further, the traffic analysis described in General Response 10
and in the DEIR at pages IV-C-7-9, concluded that the Coastal Annexation project is not
expected to generate a significant number of trips. Therefore, the Coastal Annexation project
will not have a significant impact on visitor-serving facilities in the CAA.

GENERAL COMMENT 12: Service Providers and Fiscal Impact Methodology

Some commenters raised specific concerns about potential impacts on schools in the Coastal
Annexation Area and fiscal impact methodology.

General Response 12:

The proposed project will not have a significant impact on schools as discussed on page IV-C-7
of the Draft EIR. In addition, a component of the District's mission for the Coastal Annexation
Area is to provide opportunities for scientific research, resource conservation demonstration
projects, outdoor environmental education programs, and interpretive programs. The District
currently offers Spaces and Species, an environmental science educational program, to
students in grades 3-6. There are additional opportunities for school groups, including teens, to
participate in field projects through the District’'s Preserve Partner program, or individually as a
Special Project Volunteer. Spaces and Species would continue to be available to the entire
community. The field programs would be extended to lands acquired in the Coastal Annexation
Area.
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The District offers seasonal employment for those 18 years of age an older. Seasonal Open
Space Technicians work with District maintenance and construction staff on a variety of
resource management projects and on many small construction projects such as, new trails,
fences and signs. College students who are studying environmental science, parks
management or recreation often seek these job opportunities to gain hands-on experience.

The Coastal Annexation project would not result in the need to construct any new facilities in
that it will not have a significant impact on schools, and the District will provide opportunities on
lands it acquires for scientific research, resource conservation demonstration projects, and
outdoor environmental education and interpretive programs that will enhance those currently
offered by schools in the CAA.

The potential fiscal impact of the project on schools and the methodology used is evaluated in

the Fiscal Impact Analysis, prepared by Economic Research Associates, May 2003 (see also
Fiscal Impact Analysis, Response to DEIR Comments).

IVD. Hazards and Hazardous Materials.

GENERAL COMMENT 13. Fire Hazards in the Coastal Annexation Area

Some commenters stated concerns about a potential increase in wildland fire hazard in the CAA
as a result of the project.

General Response 13:

The District consulted with Moritz Arboricultural Consulting and Landscape FIRES to provide
supplemental information on the proposed Coastal Annexation program relative to the wildland
fire hazard and the potential ignition risk resulting from recreational use. Ray Moritz is a
Certified Urban Forester and fire ecologist with over 24 years of experience consulting with
public agencies on fire hazard in California. (Also refer to General Response 9 Fire Risk and
Provision of Public Services in the Coastal Annexation Area). In the Fire Hazard and Ignition
Risk Appraisal for MROSD San Mateo Coastal Annexation, Moritz states that:

The level of Fire hazard is based on weather, topography and fuels. Ignition risk is
based on the type and level of use. The annexation area is in the “Coastal Zone” and is
dominated by a maritime climate. This climatic zone is not conducive to severe wildland
fire behavior except under extreme, “Santa Ana” type weather conditions.

Moritz describes ignition risk as a critical factor in assessing fire hazard. The level of ignition
risk and hazard are relative and affected by land use practices, changes in vegetation, fire
prevention activities, and fire suppression capabilities. Moritz states:

The risk of ignition and fire hazard attached to a given public access
area not only depends on the type and level of use of the property but
on the type and level of use of adjacent properties in the area. The
use of the adjacent properties and the general area for ranching and
farming historically had a significant level of ignition risk and fire
hazard. As urban development increases, the risk of ignition will
increase. Also, to some extent the fuel hazard may increase because
the extent and intensity of grazing could be expected to decline due to
development. To the extent the annexation reduces future
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development, future increase in ignition risk will be reduced. The
known causes of ignition: construction, equipment operation, vehicle
use, power lines, children playing, etc. will be dampened to the extent
that future increases in these activities are reduced by annexation.

Moritz observed that public access and visitor use on lands acquired by the District in the CAA
will increase ignition to some extent. However, developing and managing the access points, as
set out in Mitigation HAZ-2b at page I1V-D-6 of the DEIR and Moritz’s report, can mitigate that
increase to an insignificant level. Moritz cited the study conducted by Sonoma County of the
relationship between trail use and fire risk, Sonoma County Regional Parks Fire Incident
History, which found that increased public use of open space for hiking is not significantly
related to wildland fire ignitions. The experience of Sonoma County Parks revealed that by
limiting the use of trails to hiking, bicycling, horseback riding and other low-intensity recreation,
the risk of ignition was reduced to an insignificant level. The District’'s program for the CAA
provides for low-intensity recreation, which will limit public use of District lands to hiking,
horseback riding and bicycling. According to Moritz:

The most comprehensive study of the relationship between trail use
and ignition risk had concluded that fire occurrence in regional parks
is not significantly related to public use of open space for hiking. The
increased risk of ignition connected with the proposed annexation can
be mitigated to an insignificant level.

In the Moritz report, staging and trailhead design features and management programs are
recommended to further ensure that the risk of wildland fire and the potential ignition risk from
the project will not be significant. These design features and management programs are
included as mitigation measures below.

Summary of Recommended Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measures are added to the DEIR as follows:
New Measure HAZ-2e

Mitigation HAZ-2e The District shall limit trail use to low-intensity hiking, bird watching,
bicycling, equestrian use, environmental education and other similar low hazard uses, an
prohibit smoking, camping, picnicking, fireworks and off-road vehicle use.

New Measure HAZ-2f

Mitigation HAZ-2f The District shall develop and maintain staging areas and trail heads to
incorporate:

a) Fenced parking areas paved with gravel or asphalt in a narrow configuration to
discourage irresponsible vehicle use.

b) Entrance and road shoulders designed to discourage parking and to facilitate
emergency access.

c) Gates that are at least 12 feet wide constructed of heavy materials with a protected
locking system for District and fire service access.

d) 10-foot radiuses paved with gravel around trailheads.

e) Signage that describes prohibited uses and warns against fire hazards.
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f) Low ignition fuels, such as grasses, planted adjacent to trail heads and staging areas
that shall be mowed annually as soon as 30 per cent of the light ground fuel is cured.

g) Close trail access points on all predicted high fire response level days (Burn Index of
41, or higher) and post such closures on the District website.

h) Periodic patrols by District staff.

IVI. Biology

GENERAL COMMENT 14: Resource Protection on Smaller Parcels than 100 Acres or
within Half Moon Bay City Limits

A number of comments were received encouraging the District to consider acquisition of and
resource protection for parcels within Half Moon Bay City limits regardless of their size.

General Response 14:

The DEIR lists the rationale for acquisition of lands typically outside of Half Moon Bay and lists
the District’s goals for land acquisition within the Coastal Annexation Area. The 2" paragraph
on page II-10 of the DEIR states:

The Draft Service Plan states that “parcels of 40 or more acres will
typically be considered for purchase, however some smaller parcels
may be sought for acquisition. The District’s acquisition interests will
typically be large, undeveloped or sparsely developed parcels of land.
These may include parcels that are key habitat, trail routes,
inholdings, or parcels needed for service access.” The Draft Service
Plan also states that "District land acquisition will tend to emphasize
properties that are contiguous with District lands along and west of
Skyline Ridge. The land acquisition program of the District will be
limited by the District’s fiscal capability to manage lands.”

Therefore, while acquisition of parcels smaller than 40 acres is not foreclosed by the project,
these would be smaller than lands generally anticipated to be acquired. It is anticipated that the
smallest parcels acquired will typically be 40 acres and the majority will be 100 acres or more.
GENERAL COMMENT 15: Biology. Invasive species, pathogens

A number of comments were received concerning the potential spread of invasive pathogens
and species from District lands onto adjacent properties within the Coastal Annexation Area.

General Response 15:
Additional documentation has been prepared as a result of these comments regarding invasive
non-native animal and plant species, and pathogens such as Sudden Oak Death. The data is

as follows:

Non-Native Invasive Plant Species

Control of non-native invasive plants is a major component of the District's Resource
Management Program. In 1998 and again in 2002, all roads and trails on District lands were
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inventoried to 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-the-ground stewardship
activities. During these events, District crews were often supplemented by volunteers, the
California Conservation Corps, the California Youth Authority, or other groups to eradicate non-
native species and to restore sites with native vegetation.

Weed control will remain a priority for the District’'s Resource Management Program, as new
lands acquired by the District typically suffer from the presence of non-native invasive plant
species. Control of non-native invasive plant species is a major component of the District’s 5-
Year Resource Management Strategic Plan. To begin addressing this issue on a regional
scale, in early 2003 the District co-sponsored two workshops, one devoted to control of Yellow
Star Thistle, and the other to mapping and monitoring weed populations using Global
Positioning System (GPS) and Geographic Information System (GIS) technology.

The Draft Service Plan addresses protection of natural and cultural resources within the Coastal
Annexation Area through development of site-specific resource management plans (see Policy
Guideline G.6.3). Under this Guideline, these plans are tied to public access. This Guideline
should be revised to clarify that all lands acquired by the District within the Coastal Annexation
Area will be inventoried to identify and prioritize resource management issues. Where there are
critical issues, such as the presence of non-native invasive species which threaten the habitat of
endangered species or the economic viability of an adjacent agricultural operation, resource
management plans will be prepared for these areas even if they remain closed to the public

See also Agricultural Mitigation Measure AGL 3d, which addresses buffer areas as a land
management tool to prevent recreational impacts to adjacent properties.

Feral Pigs

Feral pigs are known to occur throughout the Santa Cruz Mountains and the Coastal
Annexation Area. While annexation alone will not increase their numbers, feral pigs could be
present on lands acquired by the District as they travel across the landscape in search of
forage. The District recognizes the importance of controlling their numbers to minimize
resource damage to District lands and neighboring properties.

In response to increasing rooting damage to grassland, oak woodland, and aquatic/wetland
resources from feral pigs, occurring in wide areas of San Mateo County, the District entered into
a formal Memorandum of Understanding with the California Department of Fish and Game to
initiate a feral pig control program. The District's feral pig control program began in September
2000. Components of this program include coordination with other agencies, neighbors, and
large landowners in the region, and utilization of a professional trapper. By March 2003, 271
pigs were trapped on District lands. In April 2003, the District contracted for additional feral pig
trapping services in the amount of $30,100.00.

District staff annually monitors open space preserves for signs of new or recurrent rooting.
Since the trapping program began, there has been a marked decrease in the amount of rooting
observed on District lands. Staff from other agencies and landowners in the area also report a
substantial reduction in the number of pigs observed since the program began. The District
plans to continue the program in the future and anticipates extending trapping efforts to new
acquisitions in the Coastal Annexation Area where natural resources are at risk from pig rooting.
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Sudden Oak Death Syndrome

The District contracted with Ray Moritz, a statewide expert and a consulting ecologist who
serves on the Board of Directors of the California Oak Mortality Task Force, to address
concerns that annexation could increase the spread of Sudden Oak Death (SODS) into the
Coastal Annexation Area. His findings on the distribution and spread of SODS are summarized
below.

SODS was first identified as a distinct syndrome by Ken Bovero of Marin County Arborists, in
1994. At that time the syndrome appeared to be limited to a small area in Kent Woodlands and
Larkspur. In 1995, the syndrome was identified in Corte Madera and Mill Valley (to the south),
well into the Marin Municipal Water District lands (to the west), farther north into Kent
Woodlands, and into the developed hills of Larkspur. By the year 2002, SODS had spread
throughout Marin County, to Sonoma, San Mateo, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, and five other
Counties. In Spring of 2000 the University of California Berkeley CAMFER program began
monitoring the spread of this syndrome.

SODS is now found in eleven counties of California, in southwest Oregon and in Europe on
nursery plants, principally Rhododendron and Vaccinium. Symptomatic trees were found
throughout the coastal zone of the Bay Area. It appears that less than one percent of the trees
have died and also display SODS symptoms. There are numerous cases of SODS in both
eastern and western portions of San Mateo County.

The mode of spread and the possible vectors of this fungus remain unknown. It has been
hypothesized by several recent observers and researchers that this fungus may be spread by
human travel and mechanical devices. These conclusions are based on analogies drawn from
the mode of spread of other species of Phytophthora. There is no direct evidence or data to
support these conclusions with respect to SODS. In fact, repeated sampling of the roots of
infected trees, have failed to isolate the fungus. The fungus has been found on shoes of hikers,
in rain water and the surrounding soil and/or the duff layer.

Concern about short distance spread by humans and mechanical equipment is not supported by
the pattern of infection of the trees or spread of the syndrome. Also, inspections have revealed
no evidence that the use of arborist equipment has spread this disease. No primary infections
of this fungus have been identified as initiating at trimming wounds.

If SODS proves to be spread in wood materials or contaminated soil, long distance

spread may be successfully limited by the institution of quarantines and sanitation of equipment.
However, local spread cannot be effectively contained by such methods because of the large
number of potential vectors.

If the Phytophthora ramorum fungus proves to be dispersed by wind there is little chance of
controlling its spread throughout the County and annexed lands. If SODS is spread by water
there is little chance of control. The steep terrain and therefore the movement of surface runoff
is extensive over the annexation area. If it is demonstrated to be vectored principally by an
insect, control of the insect may mitigate the spread of the disease. The distribution of
symptomatic trees does not support the conclusion that SODS is spread largely by water or
insects. Most likely it is spread by more than one means.

Several researchers have suggested limiting human use of wildlands as a means of limiting the
spread of this syndrome. However, there is no direct evidence of human spread and such a
conclusion ignores the large and more significant transport of soil particles by other species
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such as, birds, reptiles, deer, rodents, squirrels, raccoons, skunks, and feral pigs. Heavy
mammalian use and soil disturbance is apparent throughout the Coastal Annexation Area.
Foraging and excavation by feral pigs is evident in some areas. The pigs do much of their
foraging and excavation under or around oak canopies. If mammalian activity were proven to
spread SODS, feral pigs would be an important potential vector. A feral pig control program
would be an effective management approach. However, foraging and excavation by the many
species of wild mammals and birds is simply unavoidable.

Concern about short distance spread by humans is not supported by the pattern of infection in
the hosts or spread pattern of the syndrome. If SODS proves to be spread in wood materials or
contaminated soil, long distance spread may be successfully limited by the institution of
quarantines and sanitation practices. However, local spread cannot be effectively contained by
such methods because of the large number of potential animal vectors. Because SODS is
already established in the Coastal Annexation Area, even if it were demonstrated that SODS
were spread by animal vectors, the potential human contribution would be insignificant and
would pale in comparison with the potential of other animal vectors.

The District is committed to protecting the preserves' resources from SODS to the extent
feasible. District staff have been trained in monitoring protocols established by the California
Oak Mortality Task Force and regularly send samples to the Plant Pest Diagnostics Center in
Sacramento to confirm suspected cases of SODS on District lands. Confirmed sites and areas
of high risk are mapped with GPS and entered into the District's GIS to facilitate monitoring
efforts.

District staff works closely with representatives from the California Oak Mortality Task Force to
stay abreast of the latest science and news regarding the spread and control of SODS. To be
prudent, the District follows "clean practices" recommended by the California Oak Mortality Task
Force. When working in high-risk areas, District crews and contractors clean tools and
equipment to prevent the potential spread of SODS into new areas. In accordance with
guidelines established by the Task Force and the California Department of Forestry, dead oak
trees are left on site to prevent spread into new areas. As noted previously, the District plans to
continue its feral pig control program in the future on new lands acquired in the Coastal
Annexation Area where natural resources are at risk from pig rooting. In the event that feral
pigs are identified as a vector for the spread of SODS, the District believes this will be an
effective management tool. In addition, District Open Space Preserves with high-risk areas
have been posted with educational materials and signage encouraging visitors to stay on trails
and to clean their boots before leaving the preserves to prevent the spread of SODS.

GENERAL COMMENT 16: Alternatives
Some commenters raised concerns about project alternatives, and the no project alternative.

General Response 16:
The Alternatives analysis for the Coastal Annexation program is found in Chapter V of the DEIR.

It is not deferred. A wide range of alternatives is analyzed, including two no-project alternatives
as well as alternate geographic areas and other project alternatives.
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lll. List of all Verbal and Written Comments

Three public hearings were held to receive verbal testimony, on July 9, July 17, and July
31, 2002. The listing of the 62 commenters that gave verbal testimony is contained below. For
each hearing, speakers are listed in alphabetical order. Speakers are assigned a code of VC-
(for Verbal Comment) and a number. Statements addressing the adequacy, accuracy, or
content of the DEIR or the Draft Service Plan are assigned a comment number. The responses
to these comments is found, with a complete listing of the comments, in Chapter IV of this
document.

As stated in Chapter I, Introduction and Summary of this document, 320 written
responses were received during the public review period. They are also listed below, and are
arranged by the date that the comment was written.

Verbal commenters usually identify their location of residence and sometimes an
organizational affiliation. This information is provided her if it was provided at the hearing and is
thus a part of the context for the testimony. However, organizational affiliation does not
necessarily mean that the speaker formally represents the organization.

A. Verbal Comments from the Three Public Hearings

July 9, 2002 Hearing, Pescadero

VC1. Jeff Allen, Pescadero Municipal Advisory Committee (PMAC) member
VC2. Oscar Braun

VC3. B.J. Burns

VC4. Neal Curry

VC5. Meg Delano

VC6. John Donovan
VC7. Chuck Gust

VC8. Herb Hamor

VC9. Peter Marchi

VC10. Bob Mitton

VC11. Irma Mitton

VC12. Maeva Neale
VC13. Meredith Reynolds
VC14. Jim Rourke

VC15. Jim Schweickert
VC16. Frank Vento

July 17, 2002 Hearing, Half Moon Bay

VC17. Jessica Agramonte
VC18. Andrea Braun
VC19. Meg Delano
VC20. John Donovan
VC21. John Dixon

VC22. Gael Erickson
VC23. Julie Lancelle
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VC24.
VC25.
VC26.
VC27.
VC28.
VC29.
VC30.
VC31.
VC32.
VC33.
VC34.
VC35.
VC36.
VC37.
VC38.
VC39.
VC40.
VC41.
VC42.
VC43.
VC44.
VC45.
VC46.

July 31, 2002 Hearing, District Headquarters, Los Altos

Peter Marchi
Jack McCarthy
Todd McGee
Irma Mitton
Maeva Neale
Catherine Peery
Nina Pellegrini
Mario Pellegrini
John Plock
Chris Powell
Meredith Reynolds
Lennie Roberts
Jim Rourke

Mr. Sehnal
Barbara Sehnal
Marta Sehnal
Bern Smith

Jay Snyder
Judith Staples
Jon Staples
April Vargas
Frank Vento
Leonard Woren

VC47.
VC48.
VC49.
VC50.
VC51.
VC52.
VC53.
VC54.
VC55.
VC56.
VC57.
VC58.
VC59.
VC60.
VC61.
VC62.

B.

Jeff Allen

Rick Barnes
Oscar Braun
John Donovan
Terry Gossett
Harry Haeussler
Michael Murphy
Jack Olson
Mario Pellegrini
Nina Pellegrini
Bill Prince
Lennie Roberts
Jim Rourke
Barbara Sehnal
Carol Simon
Georgia Stigall

Written Comments from Agencies

A1. O'Neill Brian. GGNRA

A2. Raines, Marcia. County of San Mateo Environmental Services Agency
A3. Poyatos, Martha. San Mateo Local Agency Formation Commission
A4. Raabe, Gail. County of San Mateo Agricultural Commissioner

A5. Noel, Dunia. Santa Clara County LAFCO
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C. Written Comments from Organizations

O1. Lansing, Kevin J. Half Moon Bay Open Space Trust

02. Woodbury, John. Bay Area Open Space Council

0O3. Crealock, Anne. Greenbelt Alliance

0O4. San Mateo County Resource Conservation Dist.

0O5. Wilson, John. La Honda-Pescadero School District

06. Braun, Oscar. Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundation

O7. POST (Peninsula Open Space District)

08. Wirth, Tim. The Trust for Public Land

09. Whitney, Larry. La Honda Fire Brigade

010. Smernoff, David. Acterra: Action for a Sustainable Planet
O11. Neale, Maeva. Pescadero Municipal Advisory Council
0O12. Cattermole, George. Coastside Habitat Coalition

0O13. Singer, Steve. Santa Cruz Mountain Bioregional Council
0O14. Pantano, Dennis. San Mateo County Association of Realtors
0O16. Braun, Oscar. Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundation
0O17. San Mateo County Farm Bureau

D. Written Comments from the Public

P1. Burkhart, Tim

P2. Galiher, G

P3. Allen, Rod and Linda Cohen
P4. Waldhauer, Ruth

P5. Waldhauer, Ruth

P6. Simon, Carol

P7. Spilker, James

P8. Peery, Catherine

P9. Roberts, Raymond J. and Lynn H.
P10. Brancart, Christopher
P11. Barnes, Richard
P12. Vento, Frank

P13. Young, William

P14. Stigall, Georgia

P15. Wyant, Roger

P16. Allen, Geoff

P17. Hamor, Herb

P18. Maes, Jose

P19. Dryer, Dianne

P20. Haussler, Harry

P21. McCarthy, Jack

P22. Hamor, Herb

P23. Simon, Carol

P24. Smith, Larry

P25. Hamor, Herb

P26. Rosen, Jane

P27. Schorr, David

P28. Woods, Douglas
P29. Jaureguy, Phylis
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P30.
P31.
P32.
P33.
P34.
P35.
P36.
P37.
P38.
P39.
P40.
P41.
P42.

P43

P44.
P45.
P46.
P47.
P48.
P49.
P50.
P51.
P52.
PS53.
P54.
P55.
P56.
P57.
P58.
P59.
P60.
P61.
P62.
PG3.
P64.
P65.
P66.
P67.
P68.
P69.

Domitilli, Bill
Graff, Mark
Irwin, R.E.
Armstrong, Tom
Trudeau, Richard
Hamor, Herb
Hamor, Herb
Hamor, Herb
Gossett, Terry
Oku, Steve
Powell, Christine
Pellegrini, Nina
Hamor, Herb

Halterman, Charles and Gwendolyn

Young, William
Prince, Bill
Krzaszczak, John
Marchi, Peter
Hamor, Herb
Gust, C
Montalvo, Alex
Marx, Bob
McCrary, Homer
Roberts, Lennie
Arraine, Jean
Domitilli, Bill
Wassall, Richard D and Alyce B
Dade, Denice
Sturgeon, Ron
Conner, Marianne
Allen, Geoff
Hamor, Petrea
Danzig, Toni
Hamor, Herb
Hamor, Herb
Krzaszczak, John
Stariha, Marina
Figone, Louis
Mitton, Bob
Curry, Neil & Alix
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IV. Verbal Comments and Responses

The District received over 250 verbal comments on the DEIR over the course of three public
hearings held during the public review period. The verbal comments are summarized below
with their corresponding responses. Comments are organized first by hearing date and then by
the order in which the comments were presented.

Some comments expressed either support or opposition to the project. These comments are
noted as indicated below. Other comments addressed fiscal or policy issues that are not related
to the project’s potential environmental effects; and comments on these issues will be
addressed in the Fiscal Impact Analysis for the project or the staff report to the District Board of
Directors as appropriate. The responses below address those comments regarding the
adequacy of the DEIR. Where changes to the DEIR text are required, the indicated text from
the DEIR is quoted, with the original text in strikeout, and the corrected text in underline. All text
changes can be found in Chapter VI of this Final EIR document.

July 9, 2002 HEARING, PESCADERO

VERBAL COMMENT 1: Geoff Allen, Pescadero Municipal Advisory Committee (PMAC)
member

COMMENT VC1-1: Process has been slanted from the start.

Response to Comment VC1-1: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC1-2: Coastal Advisory Committee picked by the District was slanted.
Response to Comment VC1-2: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC1-3: South Coast won’t get to vote on the issue, because the District got new
funding and won’t need to ask for a tax advisory vote.

Response to Comment VC1-3: Comment noted. The commentor is correct that no tax
advisory vote will be required for the project. The District has not received new funding,
however. Existing resources would be used for land acquisition and management in the CAA.
Beginning on Page VI-3, the DEIR discusses the possibility that additional revenue sources
could be sought in the future.

COMMENT VC1-4: He doesn’t trust MROSD, especially regarding eminent domain.
Response to Comment VC1-4: See General Response 1.

COMMENT VC1-5: There have been only 12 houses built on the south coast in the last several
years, there is no need for more protection.

Response to Comment VC1-5: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC1-6: There is nothing in this proposal for the south coast, only the impacts from
more visitors.
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Response to Comment VC1-6: Comment noted. See General Response 11 regarding the
effects of increased visitation to the Coast.

COMMENT VC1-7: Fire fuel load will grow from unmanaged properties that the District
acquires.

Response to Comment VC1-7: See General Response 9 and13.

COMMENT VC1-8: Geoff has counted the number of cars in existing open space preserves
along skyline and has noted that they are never full; there are more cars at places like Alice’s
Restaurant.

Response to Comment VC1- 8: Comment noted. The DEIR used conservative assumptions
to estimate expected usage levels. This is discussed in General Response 10.

VERBAL COMMENT VC2: Oscar Braun, Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundation. 7/9/2002

COMMENT VC2-1: He handed out a copy of a petition which he stated could be found online
at petitiononline.com. It states that the Fire Safe Council’s preferred alternative is the no
annexation alternative.

Response to Comment VC2-1: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC2-2: He read from the petition regarding the Mid-peninsula Regional Open
Space District Draft Service Plan For San Mateo County Coastal Annexation Area:

“The act of annexation is a legal and administrative change to the District’'s boundary and does
not itself produce an environmental effect. The District Board and staff chose to have an
Environmental Impact Report prepared to ensure a very thorough analysis of potential
environmental issues and public concerns raised during the scooping process. The annexation
of the San Mateo County coast, adoption of the Draft Service Plan, adoption of an annexation
policy for the Coastal Annexation Area, and an adoption of a willing sellers only ordinance is
the proposed project.”

“CEQA Requires Due Diligence Review of the Findings of Fact. The Mid-Peninsula Open
Space District, as quoted above, is proposing a legal annexation of the coastal area of San
Mateo County. They have drafted a “conceptual” Draft Service Plan that only describes the
“conceptual purposes and goals” of their coastal annexation proposal while listing the obvious
environmental risks and conceptual mitigation schemes. CEQA requires that MROSD must first
develop and adopt a real Coordinated Resource Management Plan aka CRMP for their San
Mateo County Coastal Annexation proposal before being reviewed under CEQA. The standard
of review under CEQA is that the “Preferred Alternative” is selected after a due diligence review
of the “Findings of Fact...”

“Each case must be evaluated on its facts, which in turn must be reviewed in light of statutory
purpose. Informed by that purpose, we here affirm the principle that an DEIR for any project
subject to CEQA review must consider a reasonable range of alternatives to the project or the
location of the project...”

Response to Comment VC2-2: Comment noted. The project description and issues
pertaining to adoption of a Coordinated Resource Management Plan are addressed in General
Response 4.
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COMMENT VC2-3: The DEIR is filled with policies from other agencies, and it doesn’t address
the District’s specific mitigation schemes. You have to have a real plan then investigate the
impacts to see which alternative provides the most protection of the environment. That is the
cornerstone of CEQA.

Response to Comment VC2-3: Specific mitigation measures are listed in Section IV of the
DEIR. The Draft Service Plan is presented in Appendix C to the DEIR. Alternatives analysis is
provided in the DEIR in Section V.

COMMENT VC2-4: He read from petition:

“Coastside Fire Safe Council Findings of Fact:

MROSD states in their 2001/2002 annual report that they spent 1% of their revenues for
resource management and annexation (approximately $280,000). MRSOD has NO adopted
CRMP for their current 46,000 acres holdings and all resource management is conducted under
adopted “policies”. NO CRMP for their Coastal Annexation Proposal. NO Experience in
managing Rural Lands Communities. No funding scheme or streams to support their
Annexation concept. No CEQA required standard of review adopted findings of fact for their
conceptual Draft Service Plan. The Board of Directors for the Half Moon Bay Coastside Fire
Safe Council have adopted the above findings of fact and has declared the No Annexation
Alternative as the most protective and least environmentally damaging to our coastal
communities. Please help Protect California Future by signing this petition...”

Response to Comment VC2-4: Comment noted. The CRMP process is discussed in General
Response 4. The DEIR compares the environmental effects of the alternatives in Chapter 5 and
in the DEIR Summary chapter. The DEIR concludes that mitigation measures are available for
all potentially significant impacts associated with the proposed project and that the No Project
alternative would likely diminish the long term protection of coastal environmental resources
(DEIR p. S-4).

COMMENT VC2-5: There is no adopted Coordinated Resource Management Plan (CRMP) for
the San Mateo County Coastal Annexation Area, CEQA requires that the District must adopt a
CRMP before being reviewed under CEQA.

Response to Comment VC2-5: See General Response 4.

COMMENT VC2-6. Because of small population or rural coast, they won’t have a voice (no
representation).

Response to Comment VC2-6: See General Response 5.

COMMENT VC2-7: Writ of mandate will be sought if process not done properly (will seek
judicial review of adequacy of DEIR).

Response to Comment VC2-7: Comment noted.
VERBAL COMMENT VC3: B.J. Burns, Farm Bureau. 7/9/2002
COMMENT VC3-1: On behalf of the Farm Bureau, he asked that the DEIR comment period to

be postponed for 60 days because they just got the DEIR yesterday and need more time to
review and comment on it.
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Response to Comment VC3-1: As provided in the CEQA Guidelines (section 15105), the
DEIR Comment period was set at 45 days from June 13, 2002 through August 2, 2002. It was
later extended by 26 days to August 28, 2002.

COMMENT VC3-2: There are no agricultural activities going on at the McDonald Ranch where
the District restored the Red Barn.

Response to Comment VC3-2: Comment noted. The commentor is referring to an 1,100-acre
property within the District’s existing boundaries that was acquired in 1990. The property had
historically been used for agricultural activities including timber harvesting, grazing and a dairy
operation. The most recent owners grazed cattle on the property, and were allowed to continue
their operation. In 1995, the District executed a lease for cattle grazing and some time later the
former owners ceased their operation. The property has remained closed to the public pending
completion of a comprehensive Use and Management Plan, which is scheduled for completion
in 2005.

COMMENT VC3-3: Open space and agriculture is already protected by POST, the State, the
County and the Williamson Act and the local landowners. He’s not sure why the District needs
to come here. The area won’t be developed with all the existing protection.

Response to Comment VC3-3: Comment noted. Alternative A.2 in Chapter V of the DEIR
considers the option of no action by the District in the CAA with open space and agricultural
protection being offered by alternative service providers.

COMMENT VC3-4: Supports the idea of a local election on the issue.

Response to Comment VC3-4: Comment noted. An advisory vote was held in 1998 and 55%
of CAA residents voted in support of annexation.

VERBAL COMMENT VC4: Neal Curry, local farmer. 7/9/2002

COMMENT VC4-1: The District says that they don't know about agriculture, but they will learn;
there is no evidence of District land stewardship. They have not demonstrated it elsewhere.

Response to Comment VC4-1: Comment noted. The District’s existing staff currently consults
with experts who are knowledgeable and experienced in agricultural land preservation and
management on an as-needed basis. The Draft Service Plan provides a discussion on staffing
levels when the annexation is completed (see Draft Service Plan, page 19). Initially, it is
anticipated that a planning staff person would be hired to work with local residents and
agricultural interests. In light of the extensive agricultural lands in the project area, the District
would seek a staff person with the necessary expertise in agricultural operations. It is also
possible that the District would retain consultants with expertise in planning and managing
particular types of agriculture to assist staff. Examples of District agricultural land stewardship
within current boundaries include the following: the District leases a 70-acre Christmas tree farm
at Monte Bello and Skyline Open Space Preserves; the recently acquired 770-acre Big Dipper
Ranch is leased by the District for grazing; the District leases 3-acre Picchetti Ranch Winery,
including vineyards; and, until recently, a 2-acre chestnut orchard at Skyline Open Space
Preserve was leased to the family who originally owned the property. In addition, the District is
currently working with Ridge Vineyards to acquire conservation easements over vineyards at
Monte Bello Open Space Preserve. Also see General Response 8.

COMMENT VC4-2: Agriculture is a secondary priority for the District, not the first priority.
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Response to Comment VC4-2: The Draft Service Plan does not place the value of protection
of agricultural land or open space lands either above or below the other. Because the Draft
Service Plan requires that any visitor serving open space uses not adversely affect agriculture
there is no need to set one as having priority over the other. The objective of the Draft Service
Plan is that these two uses co-exist successfully and compatibly by the use of appropriate
mitigation measures and land management practices.

VERBAL COMMENT VC5: Meg Delano, PMAC member. 7/9/2002

COMMENT VC5-1: DEIR Map 15 is incorrect, it doesn’t show area around Loma Mar as
important agricultural land. It is not consistent with Maps 12 and 13 showing prime agricultural
land near Loma Mar. Those maps should be corrected or withdrawn.

Response to Comment VC5-1: Maps 15, 12 and 13 come from three different sources and
each has its own purpose. Map 15 is taken from data supplied by the California Gap Analysis
Project (4/26/2000] This Gap Analysis project is done at a scale of 1:100,000 and within each
mapped area, primary land cover is typically 60% or more, but may be as low as 30% where
multiple land cover or vegetation types are present. Therefore it is more of a broad brush map
that identifies the primary land cover in an area, which in this case is "Redwood Forest". Itis
used for more broad analysis to look at the predominate land cover of an area. It doesn't
necessarily indicate other vegetation or agricultural land that occurs in area if they are not the
predominate type of land cover. Map 12 is from the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program, California Department of Conservation (2001) and focuses on mapping agricultural
land. Map 13 is the Williamson Act Lands from San Mateo County Planning and Building
Division (1997) and focuses on mapping agricultural lands which are under Williamson Act
Contracts.

COMMENT VC5-2: DEIR can't say no impact on housing. POST takes over farm labor housing.
They have over 20 farm labor housing units on their land; there needs to be some assessment
on the impact of farm labor housing.

Response to Comment VC5-2: See General Response 6. See also Response to Comment
VC27-5.

COMMENT VC5-3: The DEIR says that buildings taken over by the District will not be
expanded for farm labor housing, this won't help support agriculture.

Response to Comment VC5-3: See General Response 6 and 8.

COMMENT VC5-4: Would like to see the District actively promote the economic vitality of this
community by supporting agriculture, there is a lack of addressing the needs of the farmers and
would like to see more input from the agricultural community in the planning process.
Response to Comment VC5-4: See General Response 8.

VERBAL COMMENT VC6: John Donovan, PMAC member. 7/9/2002

COMMENT VC6-1: There will not be equal representation of the south coast because there
won’t be a ward representing just that area.

Response to Comment VC6-1: Comment noted. See General Response 5.
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COMMENT VC6-2: PMAC asked the Board of Supervisors to place a measure on the ballot
regarding the proposed annexation of the south coast by the District, the Board of Supervisors
said no, it was too expensive.

Response to Comment VC6-2: See Response to Comment VC3-4.

COMMENT VC6-3: He asked Martha Poyatos, (LAFCO staff) what would happen if the PMAC
came to LAFCO and said they don’t want the annexation. Martha Poyatos’s response was that
PMAC was just an advisory board. It's that kind of attitude that has drawn the line in the sand.

Response to Comment VC6-3: LAFCO is legally obligated to consider the comments and
views of all agencies and members of the public that comment on a proposed annexation.
LAFCO is not authorized to defer to any specific agency or organization.

COMMENT VC6-4: If the coast is annexed, it will be legally designated as open space with all
the laws that go with it and there will not be representation of the south coast.

Response to Comment VC6-4: The project description does not include redesignation of any
permitted land uses. The power to legally designate land for open space or some other use
rests exclusively with cities and counties. As dicussed in chapter IV-A of the DEIR, the District
is required to comply with those land use designations. The effect of the annexation will be to
allow the District to play a more active role in protecting and managing open space and
agricultural resources in the CAA. As to the representation issue please see General Response
5.

COMMENT VC6-5: The DEIR notice of preparation said that there will be no impacts to
population/ housing, recreation and land use/planning. It's not true. They will be affected.

Response to Comment VC6-5: The document that is referred to in this comment is the Notice
of Preparation and Initial Study Checklist prepared in June 2000. The Notice of Preparation
(NOP) and Initial Study Checklist was prepared for this project under CEQA Guidelines. The
purpose of the NOP is to invite agency and public comment on the scope and content of the
environmental review which is germane in connection with the proposed project. The DEIR is
then prepared on the basis of the Initial Study and any comments received during the scoping
process. ltis possible that conclusions reached during the Initial Study phase could be altered
based on public input or any new information uncovered during the preparation of the DEIR.
The three areas indicated by the commentor were discussed in the Initial Study Checklist and
under preliminary review of the project were found to have no “Potentially Significant Impacts”.
For discussion of Population/Housing issues, please see General Response 6. Impacts on
recreation are discussed at page IV-A-12 of the DEIR. Impacts in the area of Land
Use/Planning are addressed throughout section IV-A of the DEIR, which finds that all potentially
significant Land Use impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels.

COMMENT VC6-6: The document says the District is not a land use regulatory agency. That’s
not true. The District has the power to tax without representation.

Response to Comment VC6-6: The project proposes only the addition of a specified
geographic area to the District’'s boundary. As discussed in Response to Comment VC6-4, the
District has no power to regulate land use. There are currently no proposals to tax property
owners. Itis possible that the District would seek additional revenue sources in the future, but
any taxes would require voter approval.
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VERBAL COMMENT VC7: Chuck Gust, Pescadero resident. 7/9/2002

COMMENT VC7-1: Twenty- five years ago, the GGNRA made lots of promises about providing
access and trails to the Portola Discovery Site in Pacifica; maybe 5% of the promises have been
kept.

Response to Comment VC7-1: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC7-2: The existing landowners have been good stewards of the land and that is
why so many people visit the area.

Response to Comment VC7-2: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC7-3: He supports comments made by other commenters, including impacts to
farm labor housing, housing in general, lack of representation, and tax loss.

Response to Comment VC7-3: As to farm labor and other housing issues see General
Responses 6 and 8. As to representation see General Response 5. As to tax loss see the
fiscal analysis prepared for the annexation.

COMMENT VC7-4: He would like to postpone the DEIR process and have more time to look at
it.

Response to Comment VC7-4 Please see Response to Comment VC3-1 .

COMMENT VC7-5: Re: Trip generation numbers on local highways. Where is the demand for
recreation and open space? The trip numbers are too low.

Response to Comment VC7-5: See General Response 10.

COMMENT VC7-6: Develop a master plan with more emphasis placed on how to sustain
agriculture.

Response to Comment VC7-6: Comment noted. Page II-3 contains the general goals of the
Draft Service Plan for the Coastal Annexation Area and states that a central objective of the
project is to "’maintain long-term opportunities for economically viable agriculture” The Draft
Service Plan also states that preservation of agriculture is one of the guiding principles for the
project (see Draft Service Plan, pp. 11-12).

COMMENT VC7-7: He would like to know more about the recreational telephone survey cited
in the DEIR; it didn’t identify who was contacted. He owns hotel in Pacifica and said thousands
of people come stay overnight and enjoy getting something to eat ( none of these type of people
were contacted). The survey is slanted. He wants a breakdown of how many phone calls were
made and who was contacted.

Response to Comment VC7-7: The Draft Needs Analysis & Tax/Assessment Feasibility Study
(August 2001) for San Mateo County Parks and Recreation was conducted by an independent
firm, Strategy Research Institute, for San Mateo County. The Needs Analysis included a
survey of San Mateo County residents in general and also a focused survey of mid-coast
residents (Montara, Moss Beach, Princeton, Miramar, El Granada). The survey consisted of a
random telephone sample of 204 registered votes throughout San Mateo County, 202 residents
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contacted through random digit dialing, and 72 residents of the mid-coast communities for a
total of 478 completed surveys.

VERBAL COMMENT VC8: Herb Hamor, Pescadero resident. 7/9/2002

COMMENT VC8-1: The south coast has been developed as a recreation area for the rest of
the County and the whole world, there is already enough recreation in this area

Response to Comment VC8-1: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC8-2: Where is the beginning of the impact yard stick in the DEIR, it doesn’t take
into account the existing recreational facilities. Has there been a study on whether this area has
already reached its limits for recreation?

Response to Comment VC8-2: Comment noted. Please see Response to Comment VC7-7,
above and General Response 11.

COMMENT VC8-3: Adding more vehicles will add more pollution such as road sediment.

Response to Comment VC8-3: General Response 10 describes the methodology used to
assess the increase in traffic. These increases are projected to be insignificant. Pollution
associated with increased vehicles is also projected to be insignificant. Roadway sediment
(caused by inadequacies in roadway drainage and erosion from roadcuts, especially on
unpaved roads) has not been identified as a pollution source of concern because no unpaved
vehicle use roads are proposed at this time. If such roads are to be proposed, they will be part
of a Use and Management Plan for specific properties, and as stated at page S-1 in the DEIR,
all subsequent Use and Management Plans will be subject to separate CEQA review.

COMMENT VC8-4: More animals will be killed by the increase in cars.

Response to Comment VC8-4: General Response 10 discusses the increase in traffic
associated with the project. While increased traffic may result in increased animal mortality,
there is no evidence to indicate that any candidate, special status, or sensitive species are at
increased risk due to increased traffic volumes.

COMMENT VC8-5: Should this area really see more people?

Response to Comment VC8-5: Comment noted.

VERBAL COMMENT VC9: Peter Marchi, local farmer. 7/9/2002

COMMENT VC9-1: He asked for a 60-day extension on the DE/R comment period to review it
responsibly.

Response to Comment VC9-1: Please see Response to Comment VC3-1.

COMMENT VC9-2: At the Coastal Advisory Committee, he asked a question about eminent
domain. If you say you won’t use eminent domain on a home, what would you do if a home on a
150 acre ranch? The District said they could put a trail through the property if they own land on
both sides or they could leave home on one acre and leave the rest.
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Response to Comment VC9-2: See General Response 1. The Draft Service Plan and
proposed ordinance would preclude use of eminent domain in the CAA under any
circumstances.

COMMENT VC9-3: The PMAC voted unanimously against eminent domain, one person voted
against the entire District annexation of the coast.

Response to Comment VC9-3: Comment noted.

VERBAL COMMENT VC10: Bob Mitton, Pescadero resident. 7/9/2002
COMMENT VC10-1:. He doesn’t see the problem that needs to be fixed.
Response to Comment VC10-1: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC10-2: There are red flags in the fiscal analysis: 80% of the land to be acquired
is already owned by POST which already removed from the tax rolls when it was purchased.
MROSD doesn'’t take the hit of removing the land from the tax rolls, POST does.

Response to Comment VC10-2: See Fiscal Impact Analysis and accompanying Response
Memorandum.

COMMENT VC10-3: There will be a financial impact to those people who don’t sell their land
because land prices will be driven up; people won'’t be able to afford to live there anymore.

Response to Comment VC10-3: See Fiscal Impact Analysis and accompanying Response
Memorandum.

COMMENT VC10-4: There is already major protection of land by existing land owners.
Response to Comment VC10-4: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC10-5: The District will have tenant farmers on the land. Will the District provide
housing for farmworkers and help sell products?

Response to Comment VC10-5: See General Response 6 and 8.

COMMENT VC10-6: Please prove that the District has done land stewardship (the District
doesn’t have experience in land stewardship).

Response to Comment VC10-6: See General Responses 4 and 7. Also see Response to
Comment VC4-1.

COMMENT VC10-7: The District will be creating parks and recreation for people who don’t live
here.

Response to Comment VC10-7: Page II-3 of the DEIR states the District’s overall goals: “The
District’s enabling legislation (California Public Resources Code sec. 5500) allows it to acquire
land rights and interests in land, and to operate and maintain a system of public ecological and
open space preserves, trails, and other facilities for the use, education, and enjoyment of all the
inhabitants of the District. “
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The annexation of the Coastal Area, will allow the District to operate within this area and to
create parks and recreation for residents of the area as well as others.

COMMENT VC10-8: There will be a loss in tax revenue; there are not enough services to be
provided to new users of the area.

Response to Comment VC10-8: See Fiscal Impact Analysis and accompanying Response
Memorandum, and General Response 9 regarding public services.

COMMENT VC10-9: Why is everything considered “minimal impact” in the DEIR summary?

Response to Comment VC10-9: Not everything is not considered a minimal impact in the
DEIR Summary. There are 21 impacts that were found to be potentially significant impacts
requiring mitigation. These are listed on pages S-5 - S-34 of the DEIR. However, the DEIR
concluded that if implemented mitigation measures would reduce all of these significant impacts
to a less than significant level.

VERBAL COMMENT: VC11 Irma Mitton, Pescadero resident. 7/9/2002

COMMENT VC11-1: She supports previous comments about supporting the agricultural
industry in this area in order for it to remain a strong agricultural community. The District should
consider more programs to preserve agricultural sustainability in this area if the area is
annexed.

Response to Comment VC11-1: See Response to Comment VC4-1.

COMMENT VC11-2: Re: the fiscal analysis in the appendix of the DEIR. The revenue loss to
the County is not negligible and a more realistic number of assessed value per acre should be
used. It's too low. The figure used is the average assessed value at $460/acre whereas the
current market value is $8000/acre. She would like to see a more realistic number somewhere
in between.

Response to Comment VC11-2: See Fiscal Impact Analysis and accompanying Response
Memorandum.

COMMENT VC11-3 The fiscal analysis is misleading when it states that all service providers
said “no significant impact” to services, but there will be an impact to service providers. For
example, more trash pick up due to more visitors. They currently struggle with existing services
like sidewalks and public restrooms.

Response to Comment VC11-3: See General Responses 9 and 11.

COMMENT VC11-4: The DEIR says that before opening up lands to the public, the District will
have a plan. If there is no plan in place the lands will remain gated off and in limbo, and there
won’t be any vegetation management which would be a fire hazard. Lands will be locked up for
many years while management plans are prepared.

Response to Comment VC11-4: See General Response 4.
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COMMENT VC11-5: She would like to see an analysis of what ratio of concentrated
development is required to support open space. How much more development in Pescadero
will be needed to make up for the loss of tax revenue by taking tracts of land of the tax roll?

Response to Comment VC11-5: See Fiscal Impact Analysis and accompanying Response
Memorandum.

VERBAL COMMENT VC12: Maeva Neale, PMAC member. 7/9/2002

COMMENT VC12-1: What is the purpose of acquisition? Is it for recreation or wildlife
preservation? And what is the major purpose?

Response to Comment Vc12-1: If the project is approved, acquisitions and land management
agreements would be pursued to satisfy the project objectives set forth in the Draft Service Plan
in the manner and subject to the policies set forth in the Draft Service Plan. Project objectives
are set forth in section Il.A of the DEIR.

COMMENT VC12-2: What are the impacts on flooding in Pescadero and marsh restoration?

Response to Comment VC12-2: Section IV-H, Hydrology of the DEIR contains analysis and
mitigation measures that address effects of flooding from future actions taken by the District if
the proposed Coastal Annexation Area project is approved. The following portions of that
section are presented here for clarity:

Page IV-H-1 of the DEIR states: “As stated in other sections in this Chapter, environmental
analysis in this section finds that the Coastal Annexation project by itself will not cause
significant environmental impacts. However, the annexation project has the potential to cause
indirect hydrological and water quality environmental impacts from future activities. These
impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels with application of mitigation measures
listed in this section.”

Page IV-H-4 of the DEIR lists three standards of significance specifically related to flooding:

HYD-2 Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site or place within a 100-
year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows;

HYD-4 Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;

HYD-5 Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding,
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam;

Pages IV-H-5 through 1V-H-7 contain the analysis related to these standards and presents
mitigation measures that, once implemented will avoid or reduce impacts to less than significant
levels. While it is not known whether the District would acquire or manage any lands with the
potential to affect flooding or marsh restoration in the Pescadero area, if lands were acquired or
managed, implementation of the referenced mitigation measures and other Draft Service Plan
policies would avoid any significant adverse effect on flooding or habitat. Further, as stated in
the DEIR, all future acquisitions will have Use and Management Plans and subsequent CEQA
review prepared.
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COMMENT VC12-3: He is concerned that once the land is sold, it will go out of agriculture or
habitat or housing which are all great necessities here.

Response to Comment VC12-3: The effects of the proposed project on agricultural lands are
discussed in section IV-B of the DEIR and General Response 8. The effects on habitat are
discussed in section lI-l of the DEIR and General Response 15. Housing issues are discussed
in General Response 6.

COMMENT VC12-4: PMAC asked the Board of Supervisors for an advisory vote for the South
Coast, but Supervisor Rich Gordon said it was too expensive. If local people paid to put it on
the ballot and the local vote rejected the annexation, would the District still annex?

Response to Comment VC12-4: Comment noted. See response VC3-4.

VERBAL COMMENT VC13: Meredith Reynolds, PMAC member. 7/9/2002

COMMENT VC13-1: The DEIR is not readily available. More should be available and they
should be cheaper, not everybody has access to the internet.

Response to Comment VC13-1: Review copies of the DEIR were available at the following
locations: the Half Moon Bay Public Library, Woodside Public Library, Los Altos Public Library,
Pescadero Bookmobile and the District’s administrative office in Los Altos. Printed copies of the
DEIR were available from Kinko’s in Mountain View and Ocean Shore Printing in Half Moon
Bay. The charge for printed copies equalled the cost of reproduction. Copies were also
available on CD-ROM at no charge.

COMMENT VC13-2: The PMAC members didn’t get copies. We’re not ready for this meeting
since PMAC didn’t receive the DEIR.

Response to Comment VC13-2: The District mailed public notices of the DEIR’s availability to
all individuals and organizations requesting notice, in addition to all responsible and trustee
agencies. The DEIR was available for review or purchase beginning on June 2, 2002. Copies of
the DEIR were delivered to the PMAC Chair for distribution to PMAC members.

COMMENT VC13-3: She feels disenfranchised since most people are in the north coast and
they have all the votes. Pescadero voted against it, but they would be providing most of the
land.

Response to Comment VC13-3: Comment noted. Because no specific acqusitions are
proposed as part of the project, it is not possible to predict whether acquisitions will be located
predominantly in one part of the CAA or another. The Draft Service Plan at pages18-19
describes the nature of services that would be extended to the CAA and states that “acquisition
will tend to emphasize properties that are contiguous with the District lands along and west of
Skyline Ridge.” (p. 19.) The alternatives analysis in chapter V of the DEIR considers
alternatives that would limit the annexed area to specified portions of the CAA.

Page Il-1 of the DEIR states:

“Specific lands to be acquired by the District have not been identified. The District would focus
its preservation and management in part on lands that contain sensitive resources. These
sensitive resources include lands that are critical to protecting watershed integrity, water quality,
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and special-status species such as steelhead. Some acquired lands would thus likely contain
sensitive natural communities, such as riparian habitat and wetlands.”
Further, page [I-10 of the DEIR states that

“The Draft Service Plan states that “parcels of 40 or more acres will typically be considered for
purchase, however some smaller parcels may be sought for acquisition. The District’s
acquisition interests will typically be large, undeveloped or sparsely developed parcels of land.
These may include parcels that are key habitat, trail routes, inholdings, or parcels needed for
service access.”

COMMENT VC13-4: Where is the second vote on the tax assessment? That vote won’t
happen until after the annexation. They were told they would vote before the annexation.

Response to Comment VC13-4: There is no proposal for a tax in the CAA. If ataxis
proposed, a vote would be required. As stated on page I-3 of the DEIR,

“Financing for services would be from existing District revenues augmented by other
government and private funding.”

Further, page I-1 of the DEIR states

“The Draft Service Plan is intended to be used as the ongoing District program for the Coastal
Annexation Area. After annexation approval by the San Mateo County LAFCo, the District will
conduct hearings in the Coastal Annexation Area to develop Basic Policies for the CAA
consistent with the Draft Service Plan. These hearings will address, at a minimum, the following
topics: public participation; resource management; public access; recreational use; public
safety; cultural resources; agriculture and timber production; inter-agency relationships; and
public information. These project characteristics of the Coastal Annexation are outlined in
Chapter I, Project Description and in the Draft Service Plan.”

COMMENT VC13-5: Until the DEIR is better circulated to the community, this is not a valid
public hearing in Pescadero.

Response to Comment VC13-5: Please see responses to comments VC13-1 and VC13-2.
VERBAL COMMENT VC14: Jim Rourke, Pescadero resident. 7/9/2002

COMMENT VC14-1: He appreciates DEIR being prepared since it is a low impact issue.
Response to Comment VC14-1: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC14-2: The District would be managing land in a low intensity way compared to a
hotel or health spa which would have more impacts.

Response to Comment VC14-2: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC14-3: He appreciates the District’s willingness to accept criticism.
Response to Comment VC14-3: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC14-4: The farm bill will help some of the farmers in the area.

Response to Comment VC14-4: Comment noted.
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COMMENT VC14-5: Wildlife has been diminished in the area (people not following the rules).

Response to Comment VC14-5: Comment noted.. Impacts to biological resources are
discussed in chapter IV-I of the DEIR.

COMMENT VC14-6: “Willing sellers only and people don’t have to sell.” This issue is used as a
red herring to confuse the issues.

Response to Comment VC14-6: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC14-7: He hopes the District is successful with the annexation (gone about it in a
slow and methodical way and out in the open).

Response to Comment VC14-7: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC14-8: Local businesses depend on outside customers to support them as most
customers are not local.

Response to Comment VC14-8: Comment noted.
COMMENT VC14-9: The high land prices are being set by the real estate community.
Response to Comment VC14-9: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC14-10: The annexation has been known about for a long time. People don’t
need the additional 60 days to review the DEIR.

Response to Comment VC14-10: Comment noted. The DEIR review process is discussed in
Response to Comment VC3-1.

VERBAL COMMENT VC15: Jim Schweickert, PMAC former member. 7/9/2002
COMMENT VC15-1: He’s concerned about local representation. There should be an 8"
district. The District says that it's against the state law to have an additional district for the coast
because there isn’'t enough population. We may need to change the state law to allow an
additional district.

Response to Comment VC15-1: See General Response 5.

COMMENT VC15-2: All the votes are on the other side of the hill.

Response to Comment VC15-2: See General Response 5.

VERBAL COMMENT VC16: Frank Vento. 7/9/2002

COMMENT VC16-1: Pescadero Creek Park gets a lot of use (sees litter impacts and other
impacts of people).

Response to Comment VC16-1: Comment noted. Pescadero Creek Park is operated by San
Mateo County Parks and Recreation and provides more intense facilities than does the District.
In addition to the trail system, Pescadero Creek Park provides family and group campgrounds,
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family and group picnic areas, an amphitheater and camp store. The Draft Service Plan
specifies that recreational use of lands acquired or managed by the District would be low-
intensity. The effects of the expected use levels are analyzied in each of the sections of the
DEIR. The Draft Service Plan also establishes other objectives, in addition to recreation, that
differ from the management objectives associated with Pescadero Creek County Park. The
project is not anticipated to significantly affect use of this park.

COMMENT VC16-2: Daly City won’t happen over here because there are too many
restrictions.

Response to Comment VC16-2: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC16-3: There will be more impact when you open up a ranch to visitors than one
rancher with cows.

Response to Comment VC16-3: The effects of visitor use are addressed throughout the
DEIR. The DEIR concludes that there are potentially significant impacts associated with the
proposed project and that those impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level. The
relative impacts of public access and grazing programs depend to a large extent on the manner
in which the grazing and the public access are managed. The Servce Plan calls for the District
to pursue both recreational and agricultural objectives together with habitat protection. The
policies in the Draft Service Plan and the mitigation measures proposed in the DEIR together
would avoid significant effects from either recreational or agricultural use of District-managed
lands.

COMMENT VC16-4: How many people have been to Pescadero Creek Park?

Response to Comment VC16-4: Pescadero Creek Park is operated by San Mateo County
Parks and Recreation. It is not relevant to the proposed project because the objectives and
policies of the Draft Service Plan would not authorize management of this type of park, and the
project is not anticipated to significantly affect use of this park. See also Response to Comment
VC41-1.

COMMENT VC16-5: What are you saving the coastside from?

Response to Comment VC16-5: Comment noted. The project objectives are described in the
Draft Service Plan (at page 9).
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July 17, 2002 HEARING, HALF MOON BAY

VERBAL COMMENT VC17: Jessica Agramonte, Half Moon Bay resident. 7/17/2002

COMMENT VC17-1: She is in favor of the District coming to the coast to protect open space
and agriculture.

Response to Comment VC17-1: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC17-2: She lived next to land owned by the District and had a very positive
experience. She could walk on the trails. There were no privacy issues and the staff was very
sensitive to the neighbor’s issues.

Response to Comment VC17-2: Comment noted.

VERBAL COMMENT VC18: Andrea Braun, Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundation (gave
handout). 7/17/2002

COMMENT VC18-1: She lives adjoining State Park and POST lands about 5-10 years ago and
there were fire trails from the Johnston Ranch to Skyline. She used to have them when
privately held, but now they are all grown over. The fire roads are gone.

Response to Comment VC18-1: Comment noted. The DEIR considers an alternative of no
annexation and deferring to management by other agencies and private organizations such as
POST in Chapter V. In that discussion the DEIR notes that these organizations may not have
the resources or expertise to manage lands for public access.

COMMENT VC18-2: When privately held, there were hunters there. They have been replaced
by methamphetime labs instead. Two men came on to their property. She prefers hunters to
methamphetime labs. There is no management of these lands going on.

Response to Comment VC18-2: Comment noted. The Draft Service Plan would require
regular patrols of all District owned or managed property even in advance of public access or
where such land is to be managed for agricultural or habitat preservation purposes. lllegal use
will also be discouraged by public access.

COMMENT VC18-3: No fire management and no fuel management available, who is
overseeing all this open space?

Response to Comment VC18-3: The Draft Service Plan and DEIR address this issue directly.
See General Response 9

COMMENT VC18-4: Comments from Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundation: the District is
neither a competent resource manager of its current 46,000 acre biomass fuel depot nor are
they prepared to provide San Mateo County coastal residents with a watershed resource
management plan.

Response to Comment VC18-4: With respect to fire and fuels management please see
General Response 9. As to the role of a watershed resource management plan see General
Response 4.
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VERBAL COMMENT VC19: Meg Delano, PMAC member. 7/17/2002

COMMENT VC19:-1 She asked Craig Britton and Tom Reid to clarify their earlier statements.
Re: management of POST land. POST has bought many ranches on the coast, which are
agricultural, but the District says it won’t take over agricultural land until agricultural policies are
developed.

Response to Comment VC19-1: See General Response 8 and Response to Comment O17-4.
COMMENT VC19-2: POST owns approximately 10-20% of farmworker and farmer housing.
Why has the DEIR not addressed impacts on housing if the anticipation that the District will be
taking over land purchased by POST?

Response to Comment VC19-2: See General Responses 3, 6 and 8, and Response to
Comment VC27-5.

COMMENT VC19-3: Quote from Economist article: “The knowledge that local people have
about local conditions, the best farming practices and the best forestry practices is much better
than absentee elites.”

Response to Comment VC19-3: Comment noted. Please see General Response 5.
COMMENT VC19-4: She wished POST and the District would think about why they are moving
away from private property rights for those who are farming and performing forestry in their local

areas.

Response to Comment VC19-4: Comment noted.

VERBAL COMMENT VC20: John Donovan, PMAC member. 7/17/2002

COMMENT VC20-1: PMAC voted unanimously against annexation.

Response to Comment VC20-1: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC20-2: He vehemently opposed to annexation of the south coast for three
:e)aBSgcr:]:l:Jse of lack of consent of those to be governed - PMAC against it and 2) south coast
residents voted against it by 56%.

Response to Comment VC20-2: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC20-3: Lack of representation.

Response to Comment VC20-3: See General Response 5.

COMMENT VC20-4: Lack of fiscal responsibility - only 1% of funds will be delegated to
property management and annexation.

Response to Comment VC20-4: Guideline G.2 at page 11 in the Draft Service Plan, states
that “Prior to making any lands available to public access for low-intensity recreation in the
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Coastal Annexation area, the District shall have personnel and equipmnet available to manage
public access such that: there would be no significant negative impact on existing services; and
adequate stewarship to protect natural resources will be provided.” The Draft Service Plan
discusses how staffing levels would increaase after annexation at page 19. The Fiscal Impact
Analysis discusses the allocation of funds for management of current District lands and potential
land acquisitions in the CAA., and concludes that the available cash flow is more than adequate
to cover the projected expense of implementing the Basic Service Plan.

COMMENT VC20-5: DEIR says that there is no plan or project but only a concept, p. 1l-1
specific lands to be purchased have not been identified (can’t do an DEIR since the District is
not laying out what it wants to do).

Response to Comment VC20-5: See General Response 2.

COMMENT VC20-6: This is perversion of democratic process. They will not represented in the
LAFCO process and Board of Supervisors are elected at large. So there is no representation
there. The District is elected by people on the other side of the hill.

Response to Comment VC20-6: See General Response 5.

COMMENT VC20-7: This is another regional body coming and wanting power of taxation
without representation.

Response to Comment VC20-7: Comment noted. There are currently no proposals to tax

property owners. It is possible that the District would seek additional revenue sources in the
future, but any taxes would require voter approval.

VERBAL COMMENT VC21: John Dixon, PMAC member, on San Mateo County Historical
Resources Board. 7/17/2002

COMMENT VC21-1: Annexation without representation.
Response to Comment VC21-1: See General Response 5.
COMMENT VC21-2: We already have enough recreation (no benefit to the South Coast).

Response to Comment VC21-2: Comment noted. See Response to Comments VC8-7 and
VC41-1.

COMMENT VC21-3: Development doesn’t pose a threat with the protection of the Local
Coastal Program and the California Coastal Commission.

Response to Comment VC21-3: Comment noted.
COMMENT VC21-4: Pescadero as a visitor serving center will be impacted.

Response to Comment VC21-4: See General Response 11.

VERBAL COMMENT VC22: Gael Erickson, El Granada resident. 7/17/2002
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COMMENT VC22-1: Appreciates the District in maintaining property sometimes better than the
County and the State and hopes annexation happens soon.

Response to Comment VC22-1: Comment noted.

VERBAL COMMENT VC23: Julie Lancelle, Pacifica resident. 7/17/2002

COMMENT VC23-1: It's ironic in doing an DEIR on open space, since it's normally done on
projects that impact the environment.

Response to Comment VC23-1: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC23-2: She enjoys open space on coast.
Response to Comment VC23-2: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC23-3: Farmlands in Santa Clara Valley are gone.
Response to Comment VC23-3: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC23-4: Bay area needs agriculture to remind what life is all about and to protect
for future generations.

Response to Comment VC23-4: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC23-5: Coast is a significant part of the Bay Area.

Response to Comment VC23-5: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC23-6: A tragedy to lose agricultural land lost to housing.
Response to Comment VC23-6: Comment noted.

COMMENT VC23-7: She supports the strategy of buying only from willing sellers.

Response to Comment VC23-7: Comment noted.

VERBAL COMMENT VC24: Peter Marchi, local farmer. 7/17/2002
COMMENT VC24-1: Requested 60-day extension of DEIR review period.
Response to Comment VC24