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Midcoast Community Council
An elected Advisory Council to the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
representing Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princetfon, and Miramar
PO Box 248, Moss Beach, CA 94038-0248 | midcoastcommunitycouncil.org

Scott Bollinger Connie Santilli Gus Mattammal Claire Toutant Antonio Conte
Chair Vice Chair Treasurer Secretary David Santoro

Date:  August 12, 2026

To: Steve Monowitz, Director, SMC Planning and Building
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors

Cc: Supervisor Ray Mueller, District 3, San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
Marisol Escalera, Chief of Staff, Office of Supervisor Ray Mueller
David Cosgrave, Senior Legislative Aid, Office of Supervisor Ray Mueller
San Mateo County Planning Commission
Bharat Singh, Planning Services Manager, SMC Planning and Building

Subject: Amendment of San Mateo County Local Coastal Program Policy 1.23(d)

Dear San Mateo County Board of Supervisors, Director Monowitz, and Planning
Commissioners,

The Midcoast Community Council (MCC) is an elected Municipal Advisory Council to the San
Mateo County Board of Supervisors, serving the citizens of the unincorporated Midcoast
communities of Montara, Moss Beach, Miramar, El Granada, and Princeton. The MCC
continues to seek ways to partner productively with County government in areas such as
housing and infrastructure while fulfilling our role as representatives of the Midcoast community.
As such, we are communicating herein our qualified support for the proposed change to the San
Mateo County Local Coastal Program (LCP) Policy 1.23(d): “Option E”, the backward looking
average that banks all unrealized permits since 2013. The MCC will use this letter to explain to
the general public and County government why our support for this LCP amendment must be
characterized as “qualified.” )

Background

The current policy of a 40-unit hard cap on new housing permits, as measured via a rolling
3-year average, represents the culmination of both many years of study of the unique
characteristics of the coastside and extended negotiations between County government, the
Coastal Commission, and the communities of the coastside. It was not an arbitrary target or a
baseline quota to be retroactively captured; rather, it was established as a rigid *maximum
capacity ceiling® to restrict residential development in direct proportion to verified public services
shortages. Under the California Coastal Act, all new development must be sited in areas with
adequate public services, and where it will not have significant adverse cumulative impacts on
coastal resources. The sizing determinants used by the Coastal Commission to mandate this



40-unit cap in 2009 included the permanent Level of Service (LOS) F gridlock on State Route 1,
severe wastewater conveyance constraints across the Sewer Authority Midcoastside (SAM)
Intertie Pipeline System (IPS), and severe water supply limits within local extraction districts.

Reaching an agreement on a 40-unit cap represented a spirit of compromise and commitment
on all sides: the people of the coastside were commitiing to support growth in our population,
and government agencies were committing both to limiting that growth to a sustainable level,
preventing any large spikes in growth that our community would have difficulty absorbing, and to
investing in our coastside infrastructure to accommodate the additional growth that was coming.
The people of the coastside made this commitment in good faith, and since 2011 in the
midcoast specifically, we have indeed seen our population grow. The people of the coastside
broadly and the midcoast specifically have held up their end of the bargain. And by the County’s
own admission, we have never hit the 40-unit cap, which means it has been more than sufficient
to handle the organic growth of our coastside.

Current Status

However, the coastside does not exist in a political vacuum, and as a result of political forces
outside our control, we are increasingly being forced to accept growth beyond the organic rate
of growth that would happen naturally. The MCC would like to point out that the California
Department of Finance, a nonpartisan agency of the state government, reports that
unincorporated San Mateo County had a 0.0% population growth rate’ in 2025, and further
projects that San Mateo County overall will experience a growth rate of 0.2% per annum for the
next twenty years?, far lower than the 1% growth rate already implied in the existing 40-unit cap.
Nevertheless, the state Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) continues
to pressure San Mateo County, via a Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) process
that this council would characterize as “black box and wholly unaccountable,” té6 add housing at
a rate which is wholly untethered from the population growth estimates of the Department of
FInance, HCD’s own partner agency in state government.

Unfortunately, the political pressure emanating from Sacramento places San Mateo County
government in the unenviable position of having to comply with unrealistic RHNA targets, and
that in turn places immense pressure on the Midcoast to increase the rate at which housing is
being added. That brings us to the situation we now face as a community, which is the County’s
proposal to amend the LCP.

' Press release (San Mateo County data is at the bottom of page 10 and top of page 11):
https://dof.ca.gov/media/docs/forecasting/Demographics/estimates/E-1_2026 Press Release.p
df

2 See the California Department of Finance's projections, table P-2A, row 44 of the spreadsheet:

hitps://dof.ca.gov/forecasting/demographics/projections/



The path forward

This council has already expressed its reservations about “Option E” in our letter dated June
29th, which is included as an appendix to this letter for the convenience of the public. However,
it is our role as elected representatives to choose the best path forward for the people of our
community, and sometimes that means choosing the least bad option in a set of options. In our
public discussions with County government, it has become acutely clear to this council that the
path that minimizes the impact on the Midcoast is to support “Option E”. Because of triggering
language in the Housing Element that the County was forced to accept, all other options would
likely lead to the County having to petition the Coastal Commission to raise the 40-unit cap,
which would drive even more growth into our area without any attendant responsibility to add
the infrastructure that would be necessary to support that growth. That scenario is demonstrably
worse for the Midcoast than Option E, which maintains the 40-unit cap. The community seems
to largely agree with the MCC on this front, since Option E received the most votes when all 6
options discussed at the community meeting held at Supervisor Mueller’s coastside office were
voted on.

Thus, the MCC writes today to express our qualified support for “Option E,” the backward
looking average that banks all unrealized permits since 2013. The political calculus that brings
us to this place, where Sacramento pressures San Mateo County, and then San Mateo County
pressures the coastside, is a dynamic we have already seen in Cypress Point, a dynamic which
produced this LCP amendment, and a dynamic which will produce more such changes in the
future, over and over again, until the wild, undeveloped feel of our coast, which we as Midcoast
residents love and which the people of California chose to fight to protect when they passed the
Coastal Act, is gone forever. But that is not an inevitability; it is a choice. It is a choice we will or
will not make based on who we choose to represent us in Sacramento. It is our hope as a
council that the voters of California broadly, and San Mateo County specifically, will be mindful
of that as they choose whom to represent them in Sacramento in the future.

In the meantime, the MCC will continue to make the best decisions it can to support our
coastside community and the many people who come to visit us. We look forward to continuing

to partner with San Mateo County government in pursuit of this shared goal.

Sincerely,

Scott Bollinger

Midcoast Community Council
s/Scott Bollinger, Chair



Appendix 1: Letter of June 29th expressing reservations about changes to the LCP

Midcoast Community Council
An elected Advisory Council to the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
representing Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar
PO Box 248, Moss Beach, CA 94038-0248 | midcoastcommunitycouncil.org

Kimberly Williams  Scott Bollinger Gus Mattammal Claire Toutant  Antonio Conte
Chair Vice Chair Treasurer Secretary Connie Santilli
David Santoro

Date:  June 29, 2026

To: Steve Monowitz, Director, SMC Planning and Building
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors

Cc: Supervisor Ray Mueller, District 3, San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
Marisol Escalera, Chief of Staff, Office of Supervisor Ray Mueller
David Cosgrave, Senior Legislative Aid, Office of Supervisor Ray Mueller
San Mateo County Planning Commission
Bharat Singh, Planning Services Manager, SMC Planning and Building

Subject: Potential Amendment of San Mateo County Local Coastal Program Policy 1.23(d)

Dear San Mateo County Board of Supervisors, Director Monowitz, and Planning
Commissioners,

The Midcoast Community Council (MCC) is an elected Municipal Advisory Council to the San
Mateo County Board of Supervisors, serving the citizens of the unincorporated Midcoast
communities of Montara, Moss Beach, Miramar, El Granada, and Princeton. The MCC
continues to seek ways to partner productively with County government in areas such as
housing and infrastructure while fulfilling our role as representatives of the Midcoast community.
As such, we are communicating herein our current stance on potential changes to the San
Mateo County Local Coastal Program Policy 1.23(d).

Background

The current policy of a 40-unit hard cap on new housing permits, as measured via a rolling
3-year average, represents the culmination of both many years of study of the unique
characteristics of the coastside and extended negotiations between County government, the
Coastal Commission, and the communities of the coastside. It was not an arbitrary target or a
baseline quota to be retroactively captured; rather, it was established as a rigid *maximum
capacity ceiling* to restrict residential development in direct proportion to verified public services
shortages. Under the California Coastal Act, all new development must be sited in areas with
adequate public services, and where it will not have significant adverse cumulative impacts on
coastal resources. The sizing determinants used by the Coastal Commission to mandate this



40-unit cap in 2009 included the permanent Level of Service (LOS) F gridlock on State Route 1,
severe wastewater conveyance constraints across the Sewer Authority Midcoastside (SAM)
Intertie Pipeline System (IPS), and severe water supply limits within local extraction districts.

Reaching an agreement on a 40-unit cap represented a spirit of compromise and commitment
on all sides: the people of the coastside were committing to support growth in our population,
and government agencies were committing both to limiting that growth to a sustainable level,
preventing any large spikes in growth that our community would have difficulty absorbing, and to
investing in our coastside infrastructure to accommodate the additional growth that was coming.
The people of the coastside made this commitment in good faith, and since 2011 in the
midcoast specifically, we have indeed seen our population grow. The people of the coastside
broadly and the midcoast specifically have held up their end of the bargain.

Current Status

However, the coastside has not experienced a level of infrastructure investment commensurate
with the spirit of the original agreement. Though our population has grown, our road capacity
has stayed constant. County staff has pointed out the safety and maintenance work being done
on Highway 1, the creation of a “travel demand management plan,” and the presence of a bike
trail along a fraction of the midcoast as evidence that the transportation challenges originally
highlighted by the coastal commission have been addressed. The MCC was pleased to work
with County government and with CalTrans to bring about the safety and maintenance work now
being done on Highway 1, as that work is sorely needed, but that work will not increase the
capacity of the road network on the coastside. Claiming that it does is akin to repaving one’s
driveway and then saying that now you can park more cars on it.

Similarly, while the MCC was happy to work with County government to produce the travel
demand management plan, the existence of such a plan somewhere within the halls of County
government does nothing to increase the capacity of the coastside’s transportation network, nor
has its existence changed the behavior or needs of coastside residences to drop their kids off at
school or get over the hill to work. Simply driving on the coastside during school open or close
or during morning or evening rush will make that clear. Finally, while the bike trail is a welcome
enhancement for recreation, it also does not meaningfully add to the transportation capacity of
the coastside.

Thus, while the MCC and the people of the coastside appreciate the work that has been done
and is being done to enhance and maintain the existing transportation infrastructure, the
capacity of that infrastructure has not increased in any meaningful way, even as the population
on the coastside has increased. The same transportation limitations that existed when the
40-unit cap was instituted remain, and if anything are worse than they were at that time.

Sewer capacity was also highlighted as a limitation of the coastside at the time the 40-unit cap
was instituted. Again, the County asserts that recent work justifies viewing the sewer capacity of
the coastside as increased: “The treatment facility has more than enough capacity to serve the
Midcoast in the future.” The County arrives at this pronouncement by looking at the dry weather
capacity of the system, which processes about 1.5 million gallons a day (MGD), while having a
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total capacity of 4 MGD. However, the measure of the system should not be its ability to handle
flows under good conditions, but rather its ability to handle challenging conditions.

By this standard, the Sewer Authority of the Midcoast (SAM) system is at or near its breaking
point during the climate-change-fueled storms that now hit the coastside essentially every
winter. The County points to SAM's work on the Intertie Pipeline System (IPS), more wet
weather storage in El Granada, and the capacity of the plant to handle 9 MGD flows for a day
and up to 15 MGD for an hourly peak as reasons to believe the sewer system can
accommodate many more people. However, each of these points does not withstand basic
scrutiny. Yes, the pipes of the IPS are in the process of being replaced, mainly to prevent
recurrent leaks of wastewater into our fragile coastal environment, but the capacity of the new
pipes is the same as the old. Yes, we now have a total of 834,000 gallons of wet weather
storage, but during the October 2021 storm (11.14 inches of rain), the Burnham Strip storage
facility came within 6 inches of an unmitigated overflow. In December 2021, incoming flows
maxed out instruments, which top out at 15 MGD, nearly shorting out the central electrical
building.

Most critically, on December 31, 2022, flash flooding coupled with infiltration and inflow (where
stormwater enters the sewage system, thus forcing the SAM plant to process sewage mixed
with stormwater) forced operators to choke off incoming flows from Montara and El Granada,
triggering an immediate raw sewage spill into the ocean and an additional 3-to-4 million gallon
pipeline rupture in Moss Beach. This was a disaster from an environmental and a public health
perspective, and it occurred with the system’s current capacity and with the area’s current
population.

Thus, while investments have been made to try to make the system be able {o handle the area’s
current population and current challenges, no investment has been made that suggests the
system would be able to handle any additional population.

Finally, when the original 40-unit cap was instituted, concerns about water supplies were cited
as one reason for the choice of a 40-unit cap. In the time since, water supplies have grown
more precarious even as our population has increased. The coastside receives its water via two
agencies: the Coastside County Water District (CCWD, serving Half Moon Bay up to El Granada
and Miramar), and the Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD, serving Montara and Moss
Beach). MWSD has publicly stated that they were not consuilted in the LCP amendment
process, but their sources are a mountain aquifer, which is fragile and quickly becomes
overtaxed in drought years, and a series of wells, two of which have already had to be shut
down because of PFAS contamination.

Meanwhile, according to the Bay Area Water Supply & Conservation Agency (BAWSCA),
CCWD sources 61% of their water from the San Francisco Regional Water System (sourced
from the Upper Crystal Springs and Pilarcitos Reservoirs and owned by the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission, or SFPUC), with the balance coming from local groundwater
sources like the Pilarcitos Creek Infiliration Well Field and the Denniston Project. However,
SFPUC is in litigation over water supplies, and the Denniston Project gives little water in drought
years. Further, CCWD is out of new connection permits; what permits remain are owned by a
private party and are reportedly being sold for up to $150,000 each.



In sum, there is an incredible amount of uncertainty in both the amount of water supply and the
cost of water for any new residents of the coastside, and that does not justify blithely
considering the water supply issue solved and then potentially doubling the rate of population
growth. Viewed in combination with the sewer system and the transportation system, the
proposed LCP amendment clearly represents simply an ill-considered response to political
forces in the housing space, and not a policy change that has the best interests of the coastside
at heart.

The path forward

We as a coastside community are now facing potential changes to the LCP in ways that would
accelerate the growth of our population. Accelerating the rate of growth of our population as a
policy change is impractical on its face, given the state of coastside infrastructure, and it
represents a breach of faith of the original agreement. Recall that in the original agreement that
instituted the 40-unit cap, the people of the coastside committed to supporting growth in our
population, and government agencies committed both to limiting that growth to a sustainable
level, preventing any large spikes in growth that our community would have difficulty absorbing,
and to investing in our coastside infrastructure to accommodate the additional growth that was
coming. As we have seen, what investments have been made on the infrastructure side have
been to maintain the existing infrastructure, not to increase the infrastructure to accommodate
additional population, which represents a failure to live up to the original agreement. What
investments have been made have been slow in coming and difficult to fight for. Now our
government is actively considering actions that would renege on its other commitment, by
potentially changing the cap in a way which would permit spikes in growth from projects like
Cypress Point. For instance, one idea that has been publicly floated is the idea of changing the
40-unit cap from a 3-year average to an average permanently anchored in 2013, which would
enable an immediate spike in well over 100 units of housing. The original agreement was
designed to expressly prevent that kind of spiky population growth, and the only thing that has
changed since then are the politics of housing in distant places like Sacramento. Bodies such
as the MCC and the Coastal Commission were designed to be as insulated as possible from
such politics, and it is our expectation that if this idea or ideas similar to it are formally presented
to the MCC and/or the Coastal Commission, that such ideas would be categorically rejected.

As an elected body representing the unincorporated midcoast community, we do understand
that housing politics exist, and that some coastside residents may be adversely affected in their
efforts as citizens to gain a housing permit because of Cypress Point's impact. We are open to a
discussion of alternative ideas, but any alternative solutions, whatever they may be, must be
made in discussion with our coastside community, including with the MCC, and they must be
negotiated slowly, thoughtfully, and in full public view. Only then will we have a path forward that
will be broadly acceptable to the coastside.

The MCC looks forward to continuing our long partnership with County government, and we
trust that this feedback will be accepted in the spirit in which it is given: as a helpful guide to
ensuring that our coastside community is as involved as possible in the decisions which affect it,



and that whatever the final decisions are, they are decisions the community can broadly
support.

Sincerely,

Midcoast Community Council
s/Kimberly Williams, Chair



