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H. ANN LIROFF (SB #113180
PETER W. DANIEL (SB #179107)
HANNIG LAW FIRM LLP

2991 El Camino Real

Redwood City, CA 94061
Telephone: eéSO) 482-3040
Facsimile: (650) 482-2820

Attorneys for Petitioners
Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundation aka

TED J. HANNIG LSB #111691

Save Our Bay, Oscar Braun, Andrea Braun,

and H. John Plock, Jr.

2‘222?%0 COUNTY

JUL 22 2004

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
UNLIMITED JURISDICTION

HALF MOON BAY COASTSIDE
FOUNDATION aka SAVE OUR BAY,
OSCAR BRAUN, ANDREA BRAUN and
and H. JOHN PLOCK, JR.,

Petitioners,
VS.
SAN MATEO COUNTY LOCAL AGENCY
FORMATION COMMISSION, and DOES 1
through 200, inclusive,

Respondent,

MID-PENINSULA REGIONAL OPEN
SPACE DISTRICT,

Real Party in Interest.

I, OSCAR BRAUN, hereby declare and state:

Case No. ClV 439808

DECLARATION OF OSCAR BRAUN IN
SUPPORT OF EVIDENTIARY HEARING

Government Code §56000 et seq.]
Code Civ. Proc. 1085]

Date: July 22, 2004

Time: 9:00 a.m.

Place: Dept. 23

1. I'am the co-founder and Executive Director of Half Moon Bay Coastside

Foundation aka Save Our Bay. Among my many duties, | am charged with leading
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due diligence review of proposed projects in the Coastal Zone of San Mateo

County. My EIR due diligence review mission is to inform the public and its responsible
officials of the environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made. The
EIR process protects not only the environment but also informed self-government.

2. I have been actively involved in the San Mateo LAFCo MROSD Annexation

and Request for Reconsideration process. [San Mateo LAFCo Resolution No. 960,
adopted April 7, 2004, File 03-10, Sphere of Influence Amendment of MROSD and
Annexation of the San Mateo County Coastal Area (140,000 acres)).

3. Martha Poyatos, LAFCo Executive Director, has provided information,

direction, and guidance with regard to issues and legal requirements for the MROSD
annexation and reconsideration process.

4. ! observed numerous irregularities and inconsistencies in LAFCo’s application of
policies, procedures and legal requirements with respect to the MROSD annexation and
protest process,

5. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit “A” is a true and correct copy of my letter
dated February 24, 2004, to Martha Poyatos, LAFCo Executive Director, documenting
errors and omissions in MROSD’s annexation application.

B. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit “B” is a true and correct copy of Save

Our Bay's Request for Reconsideration dated May 4, 2004, filed with LAFCo and
submitted pursuant to Government Code § 56985.

7. Attached hereto and marked as Exhibit “C” is a true and correct copy of Save Our
Bay's Addendum to Request for Reconsideration dated May 31, 2004, filed with LAFCo.
8. | declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing is true and correct.
Dated: July 21, 2004,

OSCAR BRAUN

{BRAU:1383:FAT +HOQ05787.D0OC, 1}
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"Change is inevitable...
Survival is not.”

Oscar Braun

1589 Higgins Canyon Road
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

February 24, 2004

Ms. Martha Poyatos
Executive Director
San Mateo County Local

Agency FormationCommission
455 County Center, 2d Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1663

Re: LAFCo File scope of Influence Amendment of the
Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District (MROSD) and
annexation of the San Mateo County Coastal Area (140,000
acres).

Dear Ms. Poyatos;

| write to notify LAFCo San Mateo that the application submitted by
MROSD is incomplete, and |, therefore, request that the application be re-opened
so that the public may review and comment on the complete application.
Specifically and notably, MROSD has failed to include critical historical and
financial information which must be part of the record to be determined by LAFCo
San Mateo. “Informed consent” is critical to the LAFCo application process, and
the record must contain sufficient evidence to support LAFCao's findings on the
statutory factors.

At page 2 of your LAFCo “Status Report” dated January 14, 2004, you
describe the scope of your analysis of MROSD application: “Analysis will include
environmental and fiscal impacts, factors that must be considered pursuant to
Government Code Section 56668 and 56668.3, consistency with county general
plan and jocal coastal program and consistency with State LAFCo law and local
LAFCo policy.”

Analysis of the following matters should be included in the record. LAFCo
San Mateo cannot do its job if the applicant withholds necessary informaftion.
The Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundation a.k.a. Save Our Bay respectfully
submits that LAFCo San Mateo is statutorily required to state that appiication is
incomplete, and to re-open the application.

SAVEOURBAY.ORG 1589 HIGGINS CANYON RD. HALF MOON BAY, CA 94019 PH 650-599-1954 FAX 650-726-2790
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1. MROSD IS ATTEMPTING TO HIDE ITS PAST ATTEMPTS TO AVOID
CEQA REVIEW OF HAZARDOUS WASTE ON ITS LANDS.

LAFCo’s review of the application must include an analysis of MROSD's
past lands practices, in order to satisfy the Government Code requirements set
forth in Government Code sections 56668 and 56668.3, including but not limited
to sections 56668(e) and (e), and Section 56668.3(a)(1).

MROSD’s application fails to make any mention of its past land
management practices in Santa Clara County. Consideration of such practices is
critical to an understanding of the likely financial and service-related impacts of
the current proposal. One glaring example of this deficiency in the application is
set forth in an opinion by the Court of Appeal for the Sixth District of California,
which we attach here for reference.

in McQueen v. Board of Directors of the Midpeninsula Regional Open
Space District (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 1136 ( a copy of which is attached), the
Sixth District Court of Appeal reviewed an attempt by the same MROSD in the
late 1980’s to avoid judicial review under the Califomia Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) for poliuted property in Santa Clara County. In 1986, this same MROSD
sought to purchase a parcel of surplus federal property in Santa Clara County
consisting of a former Air Force station on Mount Umunhum and a ground air
transmitter receiver site one mile east of the summit of Mount Thayer. The
property contained transformers which were filled with polychiorinated biphenyis
(PCBs), and the site was so contaminated with toxic materials that a complete
cleanup was far from complete over ten years later.

The McQueen opinion shows that MROSD failed to notify neighboring
lJandowners about the PCB problem, and instead proceeded to attempt to apply a
categorical exemption from CEQA review. The plaintiff, Mr. McQueen, who
happened to be an adjacent landowner, brought a petition for writ of mandate
asserting that MROSD had failed to comply with CEQA. MROSD's counsel
argued that it was too speculative to determine what would be done with the
toxics on the sites because MROSD had not identified a plan of action. (This
argument was strikingly similar to MROSD’s argument today that the
environmental impacts of future acquisitions, no matter how likely or imminent,
are too speculative for CEQA review at this time.)

The Court of Appeal heid that MROSD employed an incomplete and
misleading description of the project, and impermissibly divided the project into
segments to avoid judicial review. The Court of Appeal also held that MROSD’s
position that any plans for the property were speculative was unfounded because
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MROSD appeared to have a plan, even though it was unstated in the written plan
documents. McQueen, supra at 1146.

Aside from its attempt to aveid judicial review of its environmental and
land use policies, the McQueen episode should concern LAFCo San Mateo
because MROSD tried to hide environmental contamination from its neighbors.
LAFCo needs here to consider the effect of the annexation on the present and
future landowners within the annexation area. Government Code section
56668.3(a)(1). Without a full disclosure of MROSD's past land use practices,
LAFCo cannot adequately consider the fiscal and environmental effects of the
annexation, or determine if the application is consistent with applicable laws,

policies and plans.

It is also teliing to note that MROSD has changed the name of the project.
Prior to the LAFCo application, MROSD called this project the San Mateo
Coastal Annexation Project. However, the application itself now refers to the
project as the Coastside Protection Program.? This subtie change appears to be
another attempt to deceive the public about the nature of the project. To change
the name of the project midstream to a non-descriptive title is sure to deceive or
divert the attention of some of the public from the issues at hand. A democracy
depends on educated constituents. False information and lack of access
inherently subvert democracy.

2. THE APPLICATION MUST BE RE-OPENED SO THAT FISCAL
IRREGULARITIES CAN BE ANALYZED AND REMEDIED.

There are several irfegulérities conceming the fiscal information provided
in support of the annexation proposal.

First, Terry Flinn, Deputy Assessor of San Mateo County has
acknowledged that there are “discrepancies in the assessed value that was

11t is no secret that the Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundation a.k.a. Save Our Bay has
brought an action under the CEQA, challenging the sufficiency of the EIR certified by MROSD for
this project. In the CEQA action, we assert that MROSD is again, attempting to do the same sort
of piecemealing and deception about its frue plans in an order to avoid judicial review, that it tried
and falled to do in Santa Clara County. Petitioners will show that MROSD's game of ‘hide the
ball’ renders its analysis of impacts and mitigation measures inadeqguate to pass CEQA review.
Although LAFCo is bound to presume the validity of the EIR for purposes of the LAFCo
application under 14 C.C.R. §§ 15231 and 15233, the LAFCo analysis will include an analysis of
environmental impacts (See your January 14, 2004 Status Letter, referenced above).

2 The phrase “Coastside Protection Program” does not appear even ofce in the 7700 page
administrative record prepared by MROSD 1o support its EIR certification.
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reported to LAFCo.” The assessor's office promises to send amended
information, but the public is presently in the dark about the nature and extent of

the discrepancy.

: The Public and LAFCO has the right to know what the fiscal irregularities
are and how they will impact the project. The application needs to be re-opened
so that these matters may be resolved.

3. WHAT ABOUT THE OIL FIELDS IN THE ANNEXATION AREA?

There is no mention whatsoever of the presence of oil fields on the
annexation area. In fact, the entire footprint of the project annexation area sits
atop oil reserves. Please see the attached discussion of a USGS report
discussing these fislds.

There are many questions which must be answered about the oil fields.
What is the effect on the oil fields on the property values in the area? Are there
cleanup costs to consider? What is the net loss or gain of resource costs
involved in annexing an area with such a resource?

in conclusion, The Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundation a.k.a. Save Our
Bay requests that the application of the MROSD be re-opened. The record must
be compiete for a LAFCo determination to be valid.

ﬁncereiyf{/()\/
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Oscar Braun

Attachments
cc: For Circulation To All Affected Agencies
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"Change is inevitable...
Survival is not.”

May4,2004 -RECEVED

Martha Poyatos C BB MEY ~p A
Executive Officer s TH ,-":\A;};;f@ﬁ !
San Mateo LAFCO BAN MaTor -

555 County Center i ";“"”2} 243 COUNTY
Redwood City CA 94083 - PLANNING DMISION

@

Statutory Request for LAFCO to Reconsider Approving the Annexation of the San Mateo
Coastal Area to the Mid-peninsula Regional Open Space District

" Dear Commissioners:

It is requested that the San Mateo LAFCO, reconsider its resolution adopted on April 7 approving the
Annexation of the San Mateo County Coastal Area to the Mid-peninsula Regional Open Space District
(District). This request is submiited pursuant to Government Code Section 56985.

Re uest for rescission or reduction of approved annexation -

The specific modification to the resolution of approval that is being requested is either rescission of the
approval in its entirety_, or substantially reducing the annexation area to those properties that are presentiy
owned in fee by the District. _

There are several bases for_ this request that' constitute new or different facts that could not have been
previously presented and which warrant reconsideration. These are summarized below.

No further action until the commission considers this request

it is my understanding that you are directed by this statute not to take any further action until the
Commission acts on this request. : ,

| also understand that you are required to place this request on the agenda of the next meeting of the
Commission for which notice can be given. | read Section 56985(e) as-stating that you shall give notice
of the reconsideration in the same manner as notice was given for the original proposal and that, in
addition, you may give notice in any other manner you choose

Fatal flaw under CE

The “project” considered by LAFCO is the annexation to the District. There are no other actions or
entitliements for use. In fact, the District forswears any knowledge of even what parcels it would intend to
acquire after the annexation is completed. The changes in the Government Code that establish LAFCO
as the “conducting authority” have changed the role of the District for this annexation so that it can not
legally serve ag either the lead agency or as a responsible agency.

The fact that the Commission would rely on the environmental document prepared by the District . when it
was not authorized to act as the lead agency, was not known until after the Commission acted and
constitutes new or different facts. _

The Commission has no choice but to declare the applicant District’'s Coastside Protection Program EIR

null and void for purposes of this annexation. In addition, we are formally requesting that San Mateo
County LAFCO notify the Santa Clara Superior Court that their Commission illegally transferred the role of

SAVEOURBAY.ORG 1589 HIGGINS CANYON RD. HALF MOON BAY, CA 94019 PH 650-599-1854 FAX 650-726-2799
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“lead agency or r_es,ponsibte agency” o the applicant District and that they have adopted a finding
declaring the District’s Program EIR null and void.

The District has NO legal standing that empowers it to act as lead agency or responsible agency for this
annexation under the Public Resources Code or the Government Code that establishes LAFCO as the
*conducting authority by the Cortese/ Knox/Hertzberg Log:ai Government Reorganization Act of 2000.

Lack of data regarding inflated acquisition coég

Although information was disclosed to staff and legal counsel prior to the Commission hearing, this data
did not find its way into the staff report and therefore did not become part of the public record. This data
concerns the true costs to the public for the District to acquire various pieces of land.

The LAFCO commissioners and public should have been provided a copy of the Ron Sturgeon San
Mateo County Civil Grand Jury referral regarding the Coastal Conservancy November 2002 funding grant
fo the District for the transfer of Rancho Miramontes lands from POST at 400% infiated market value of
$4.2 million. The public record indicates that POST acquired Rancho Miramontes in 1997 with an
assessed market value according to the Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder for the County of San Mateo
(best & highest use) of $1 million.

At the very Jeast, reference to Grand Jury reports and disclosure of purported land appreciation values
between the time they were acquired by POST in 1997 and the District in 2002, would be crucial to the
Commission’s consideration of the reasonableness of this proposed annexation. How do POST's
undeveloped open space lands appreciate 400% in less than five years? Why should taxpayers pay
POST and MROSD multiple times over inflated prices for the same lands that are being transferred
between Coastal Open Space Alliance (COSA) partners of record? Are POST and the District running a
real estate Ponzi scheme here in San Mateo County with Proposition 12, 13, and 40 and Congressional
funding boondoggles? How much more will ocour after the annexation is compieted? Are these RICO
activities? : :

The Save Our Bay Foundation requests that the San Mateo County's Controller's Office perform a
comprehensive fiscal analysis and audit of the District's and POST's real estate transactions in San
Mateo County “prior” to and as part of a reconsideration of the reorganization.

The Board of Supervisors, County Counsel, and District Attorney’s office must recuse themselves from
this Whistle Blower referral for an audit of the District and POST in order to prevent a clear conflict of

interest or appearance of conflict of interest with the non-independent LAFCO controlled by the San
Mateo County Board of Supervisors.

Too co: a relationshib between the LAFCO staff and the County organization

There is apparently no separation between the LAFCO staff, that is supposed to be independent, and the
County staff. Even your Commission’s web page shows LAFCO as part of the County’s Environmental
Services Agency. The Commission staff distributes reports in manila envelopes a return address of the
“County Planning and Building Division.” :

How can the Commission expect to receive free and unbiased information when the LAFCO staff are
County employees and considered to be part of a County agency? This is contrary both to the concept of
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an independent LAFCO an;i the amendments in the law brought about by the Cortese/Knax/Hertzberg
Loca! Government Reorganization Act of 2000. _

This lack of independence and representation for the Coastal area is further evidenced by the fact that
San Mateo County is the only county out of fifty eight counties that entered the 21% Century electing their
Supervisors at large rather than by districts they are assigned to represent.

We thought the LAFCO staff would provide full disclosure and not hide this relationship at the hearing on
the proposed annexation from the public. We are requesting full disclosure of the relationship of all
Commissioners and staff with the County of San Mateo as part of ;ha official record of the proceeding.

identification of parcels owned by the District in the annexation area and District histo

There was no identification of the parcels already owned by the District within the annexation area,
despite the request that these facts be disclosed. This information itseif may have been influential in the
hearing to support the “reduced annexation area” option or the “no annexation” option by showing the
District is able to acguire lands without prior annexation. ' :

The boundary maps provided by the District for their LAFCO application are inaccurate according to a
December 16, 2003 aud{t by the Assessor's office. The applicant District must present LAFCO and the
public boundary maps with accurate cartography certified by Warren Slocum, Chief Elections Officer, &
Assessor-County Clerk-Recorder for the County of San Mateo. B

The LAFCO staff did not disclose to the Commissioners or public the District’s history of policies or
practices regarding the concealment of information regarding toxics (PCB's) from their neighbors in Santa
Clara County or violating the California Environmental Quality Act i.e. McQueen v. MROSD Board of
Directors. :

The LAFCO staff did not report to the Commissioners or public the District's Administrative Record (AR)
disclosure that the District iong established patiern of using Federal and State “tax avoidance schemes”
when acquiring privately held lands from “willing sellers”. The Save Our Bay Foundation has requested
that the IRS investigate and audit the District and all Coastal Open Space Alliance (COSA) members -
financial and administrative records to see if the COSA enterprise have not violated their Federally
granted tax exempt status. The Foundation will provide searchable pdf copies of the Districts AR and the
Ron Sturgeon Civil Grand Jury referral of November 2002 to all investigating agencies and Congressional
committees looking into what appears to be pattern of RICO activities.

The LAFCO staff and legal counsel conceszled from the Commission and public the fact that the California
Court of Appeal found in McQueen v. MROSD Board of Directors, that the EIR was incomplete and
misteading and clearly concealed the risks to the environment and public’s health and safety . Neither the
District nor POST have disclosed the value of their oil, mineral and timber resources or the potential cost
to remediate their toxic polluted illegal landfill holdings in $an Mateo County. : :

All of this should have been part of the record of the LAFCO hearing and was not presented, which
constitutes a violation of the obi_igation to provide an informed, fair and balanced public record.

The District's false declaration that they have implemented a substantiai “vegetative fuel management
plan” in compliance with the Caiifornia Fire Plan in their Program EIR has been shown to be without any
factual basis by the FireWise 2000 consultant retained by the District. The District's 48,000 acres, without
an implemented state mandated vegetative fuel management plan, poses the greatest risk for a
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catastrophic wildfire that, according to a State Auditors re ort, couid shut down our H i
" water system on the Peninsula for four to eight weeks. P elch Hetchy regional

The District's fatally flawed Program EIR did not disclose to the Commission or public

District's current iaqu contain over 300,000 feral pigs (State Fish & Game statis’t:;c) th;th:r;agte;?ra;ytige
the entire S.F. Peninsula watershed while spreading invasive pathogens such as “sudden death oa:nk"9
The District's abatement efforts claim to have trapped %pproximatety 200 pigs in the last three years'
According to the National Invasive Species Management Plan, 90% of all feral pigs are on public Iands'
These feral pigs cause over $2.4 billion of damage to the California watershed and agriculture per year. '

This information should have been part of the record of the LAFCO hearing and was not
: ; ; rese
LAFCO staff, preventing an informed, fair and balanced public record for tt?e Ccmmission;.) fted by the

In closing, please note that the Commission’s decision to strictly limit the ability of ihe ubli i
- - N . el . ic to
gsefutl t%s‘t;;;fw;yt ’?;t t?tl:eh;anpg, espe;aa;icliy limiting individuals from providing information Fr)nore thagrgx::;e
espite the fact t earing was held on different dates, restricted the abili i ,
e ot fots o fight at the hearings. _ ity to bring these and other

We look forward to the ability to expound upon these concemns when the Commission reconsiders its prior

approval. Please provide our Foundation with a notice of that meeting. Thank you.

hairman, Board of Directors

CC. Honorabie Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor of California
Honorable Dianne Feinstein, U.S. Senator
" Honorable Barbara Boxer, U.S. Senator ,
Honorable Charierz g‘rasgieyﬁ!.é.sé Senator, Chair, Senate Budget Cormmittee
Haonorable Richard Pombo, U.S. Congressman, Chair, Congressi ' i
Honorable John Ashcroft, U.S. Attorney General gressional Resource Commitieo
Honorable Thomas Ridge, U.S. Secretary of Homeland Security
Honorable Norman Mineta, U.S. Secretary of Transportation
Frank lwama , Governmental Affairs Director, Save Our Bay Foundation
Mimi iwama, Communications Director, Save Our Bay Foundation
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"Change is inevitable...
Surv:val is not.”

‘ May-31, 2004

Martha M. Payotos

Executive Officer

San Mateo LAFCo

555 County Center, 2™ Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063-1663

Re: Addendum to Statutory Request for LAFCo to Reconsider Approvmg the
Annexation of the San Mateo County Coastal Area to the Mid-peninsula Regional
Open Space District, filed May 4, 2004 '

“Dear Commissioners:

This letter is an Addendum to the above-referenced Request for Reconsideration filed May 4,
2004, of San Mateo LAFCo Resolution No. 960, adopted April 7, 2004, approving File 03-10 -
Sphere of Influence Amendment of the Mid-peninsula Regional Open Space District (MROSD)
and annexation of the San Mateo County Coastal Area (140,000 acres). This Addendum is filed
pursuant to the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000.!

L Regquested Modification of San Mateo LAFCo Resolution No. 960'
" Rescission and/or Revocation

Based on the facts and information pertinent to this matter and for the reasons set forth herein, it

is requested that LAFCo rescind and/or revoke Resolution No. 960, adopted on April 7, 2004,
which approved and ordered the following:

1. Amendment of the Sphere of Influence of MROSD to include the
. the Coastal Annexation Area as shown in Exhibit A attached to the Resolution;
and,
2. Annexation application of MROSD (LAF Co Flle 03-10 - Proposed
Sphere of Influence Amendment of MROSD and annexation of the San Mateo
County Coastal Area), as shown in Exhibit A attached to the Resolution.

I Statement of New or Dlﬂ'erent Facts that Could Not Have Been Presented
' __g_r_xgg_sk MROSD Severely Impacted by the State’s Fiscal Crisis and the

Governor’s Proposed Budget Plan; MROSD’s Prospective Inability to -
Comply with LAFCo Conditions of Approval (Exhibit D) :

Subsequent to the adoption of Resolution No. 960 on April 7, 2004 by San Mateo LLAFCo, and
the filing of the Request for Reconsideration on May 4, 2004, serious fiscal issues regarding the
sufficiency of MROSD’s revenues required and necessary to service the annexed San Mateo
County Coastal Area has arisen warranting reconsideration by LAFCo :

! Government Code §56895(a), relating to reconsideration, provides in pertinent part: ® The request shall
state the specific modification to the resolution being requested and shall state what new or different facts
that could not have been presented previously are claimed to warrant the reconsideration.”

2 Government Code §56668 (j), relating to factors to be considered, provides: “The ability of the newly
formed or receiving entity to provide the services which are the subject of the application to the area,

SAVEOURBAY.ORG 1589 HIGGINS CANYON RD. HALF MOON BAY, CA 94019 PH 650-599-1954 FAX 650-726-2799



A MROSD’s Revenue Problems

On May 13, 2004, over five-weeks after San Mateo LAFCo’s adoption on Aprli 'I'o', 2004 of “
Resolution No. 960, Governor Schwarzenegger released his two-year May Revision FY 2004
2005 State budget plan. MROSD’s budget, not unlike many other state and local government
agencies, suffered a $5 million annual cut under the Governor’s budget plan. The char}cefs of
MROSD having takeaway funds reinstated in the final State budget is extremeljf unreah’stsc.
(Open space land conservation is important but so is public fundmg for competing special
districts, including schools, law enforcement and ﬁr?, and public transportation.) :

According to MROSD’s Budget for FY 2004-2005, $5 million amounts to 56.68% of its annual .
Operating Expenses ($8,821,696). In addition, the MROSD Budget for FY 2004-2005 projects
Grant Income at $4,037,000, a geometric increase of 619.61% over the $561,000 reported in the
previous year’s budget. : ,

In addition t6 the State funding issue, MROSD, on June 6, 2003, made a determination and
aLdopted a “Resolution of Determination of No Property Tax Exchangej‘ (1}0 pfoperty tax transfer
‘or exchange) from any local agency, whether city, county, or special district, in connection with
the annexation of the Coastal Annexation Area. (MROSD Resolution No. 03-21). Will MROSD
ignore the resolution and appeal to the voters for additional tax revenues? '

The issue of MROSD’s “sufficiency of revenues” to service the San Mateo County Coastal Area
(140,000 acres) is seriously in doubt. What is the rush to approve the MROSD's annexation
when there are legitimate questions about its current ability to properly manage existing open
space 1ands?“ Resource management is directly related to MROSD’s questionable fiscal
condition.

B. San Mateo LAFCo’s Conditions of Approval gE:hi_bit D)
Requiring Additional MROSD Expenditare of Funds

During the campaign for the approval of the Coastal Protection Plan, MR(?SD made promises

and entered into binding agreements requiring fiscal commitments, including the foliowing

conditions imposed by LAFCo for approval of MROSD’s Sphere Amendment and Annexation
" Application:

1. Condition 2: Agreement between MROSD and San Mateo County for
Fire Protection;

2. Condition 3: Agreement between MROSD and Pescadero La Honda
Unified School District;

3. Condition §: Amendment and Implementation of Good Neighbor Policy:
4, Condition 6: Ombudsperson; and
5 Condition 7: Agricultural Management Expertise.

including the sufficiency of revenues for those services following the proposed boundary chanpe”
(Emphasis added). o .

3 According to MROSD’s Budget for FY 2003-2003, $5 million amounted to 61.98% of its annual
Operating Expenses. MROSD Budgets for FY 2003-2004 and FY 2004—2905, tog?ther with a summary
analysis of MROSD’s budget for the last two-years, are attached for your information and reference.

4 MROSD spends about $3 million a year (25% of its operating budget) on resource management, The_
Almanac, “Open space district expansion to coast: charges and responses,” March 31, 2004,




All of the conditions for approval imposed by LAFCo require MROSD’s expenditure of
add;tlonal funds for operating expenses and related costs.

C. Chronology of Events: Compliance with Cort&se—l(noxuﬂertzbegg
Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (Act)

In case an issue is raised regarding Petitioner’s (Save Our Bay) comphance with the time
requirements of the Act, the following is the chronology of events in this matter:

April 7, 2004: San Mateo LAFCo adopts Resolution No. 960;
April 13, 2004: LAFCo mails and publishes Notice of Protest Hearing;
May 4, 2004: Petitioner timely files Request for Reconsideration;
May 11, 2004: LAFCo issues Notice of Public Hearing; )
May 13, 2004: Governor issues May Revision to FY 2004 — 2005 State Budget
Plan; (MROSD proposed budget cut: $5 million annually for two-years); '
May 26, 2004: MROSD Administration & Budget Committee Meeting:
Agenda item: “Proposed Response to State Budget Cuts and the Reduction in
Property Tax Income;”
7. - May 26, 2004: MROSD Special and Regular Meeting: (most recent
' noticed board of directors meeting); No Agenda item re “Proposed Response to
‘State Budget Cuts and the Reduction in Property Tax Income” issue;
, Cancellation of June 9, 2004 Regular Meeting;
8. June 2, 2004: LAFCo Public Hearing (Redwood City);
9. June 11, 2004: LAFCo Protest Hearing (Half Moon Bay); LAFCo: “Written
protest must be submitted by conclusion of protest hearing.”

Nl ol bl o

o

M. CONCLUSION

For the fofegoing reasons, Petitioner respectfully requests San Mateo LAFCo to rescind and/or
revoke Resolution No. 960 adopted on April 7, 2004, amending the sphere of influence of
MROSD and approving annexation of the San Mateo County Coastal Area (140,000 acres).

OSCAR BRAUN
Executive Director



MROSD BUDGET FY 2003-2004 and FY 2004—2095

 Analysis of Budgetary Projections — MROSD Exhibit A

FY 2003-2004  FY 2004-2003 Iucrease/ % Change
- Decrease :
L. REVENUES
A. Tax Revenues $19,117,000  $19,258,000 $141,000 0.74%
B. Grant Income $561,000 $4,037,000 $3,476,000 - 619.61%
C. Interest Income . -$735,600 $765,000 $30,000 4.08%
D. Prop. Mgmt. — Rents $758,000 $783,000 $25,000 3.30%
TOTAL REVENUES | $21.371.,000 525,043,000 $3.672.000 12.8%
11. INCREASE IN RESERVES g$11g30,096) ($8,988.606) *  ($2.341.490) -20.67%
IIl. EXPENDITURES
A. Debt Service ' . :
1. Interest ' $4,162,740 $4,395,677 $232,937 5.60%
2. Principal $2,804,230 $2,495.249  ($308,981) -11.02%
Debt Service Subtotal 56,966,970 $6.890.926 (876.044) -1.09%
B. Salaries _
1. Gen. Mgr. Appointees $4,512,635 $4,930,224 $417,589 9.25%
2. General Manager $138,557 $144,100 $5,543 4.00%
3, Legal Counsel . $86,117 $106,940 $20,823 24.18%
(FT: FY 2003-2004; PT (80%): FY 2004-2005) $133,675 $47,558 55.22%
4. Controller $15,000 $16,500 $1,500 10.00%
Salaries Subtotal ‘ $4.752.309 $5,197,764 $445.455 9.37%
C. Benefits $1,177,801 $1,395,358 $217,557 18.47%
D. Director’s Fees $25,000 $23,000 ($2,000) -8.00%
Salaries and Benefits Subtotal  $5,955,110 $6.616, 122 $661,012 11.10%
E. Services and Sopplies . 7 .
1. Legal Services $85,000 $118,000 $33,000 38.82%
2. Regular Outside Services $116,700 $116,703 - $3 " 00.0%
3. Contract Services $633,625 $888,645 255,020 40.25%
4. Election Expense $0 $50,000 $50,000
5. Library and Subscriptions $10,268 $9,915 (3353) -3.44%
6. Mgmt. Agreements $50,000 $50,000 . %0 0.00%
7. Rents and Leases $79,325 $92,826 $13,501 17.02%



E . Services and Supplies (cont’d)

8. Utilities
9, Postage

* 10. Printing and Duplicating
11. Insurance
12. Advertising
13. Maps and Aerials
14. Private Vehicle Expense
15. District Vehicle Expense
16. Business Meeting Expense
17. Personnel Development

18. Maint./Repair of Equipment .

19. Computer Expenses
20. Office Supp./Sm. Equipt.
21. Field Supp./Sm. Equipt.
22. Outside Maint. Services
23. Permit, Fees, Taxes
24, -Miscellaneous
25. Commn:.- Publications

. 26. Comm.-Special Projects
27. Volunteers Program

Services and Sugg' lies Subtotal

. Fixed Assets
F 1_FNew Lands Purchases
2. Land Acguisition
Support Costs — Appraisals, Title,
Legal, Engineering
3. Structures and Engineering
4. Field/Office Equipment
5. Vehicles

Fixed Assets Subtotal

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

FY 2003-2004 FY 2004-2005

$133,850
$61,500
£31,750
$87,100
$16,000
$7,550
$12,200
$172,000
315,650
$92,060
- -$21,200
- $41,110
$24,950
$128,920
$333,950
£65,200
$850
$132,300
$17,000
$31,300

52,401,358

~ $15,000,000

$150,000

$2,051,158
T $47,000
$129,500

$17.377,658
$32,701,096

 $127,860
$82,432
$32,250 -
$88,558
$8,550
$14,800
$13,000
$175,692
$16,550
$104,335
$22,900
$37,520
$25,250
$124,743
$315,250
$21,150
$600
$129,050
$17,050
$34,515

$2,718.144

$15,000,000
209,000

$2,394,414
© $37,000

$164,000

$17.806,414

$34,031,606

Increase/ % Change
Decrease ‘
(85,990} - -4.48%
$20,932 34,04%
$500 1.57%
$1,458 . 1.67%
($7.450)  --46.56%
$7,250 96.02%
$800 6.56%
$3,692 - . 2.15%
$900 5.75%
$12,275 13.33%
- $1,700 28.02% ..
{$3,590)  -8.73%
$300 1.20%
(34,177) -3.24%
($18,700) -5.60%
($44,050) -67.56%
($200)  -23.53%
($3,250) -2.46%
$50 0.29%
$3,215 10.27%
. $316. 786 13.19%
$0 0%
$59,000 39.33%
$343,256  16.73%
($8,000) - -17.02%
$34,500 26.66%
$428.756  2.47%
$1.330.510 4.07%



) Re03-34

Mesting 03-07
March 26, 2003 _

__ AGENDA ITEM 1b
AGENDA ITEM

Adoption of Budget for Fiscal Year 2003-2004-.

GENERAL MANAGER’S RECOMMENDATION -

Adopt the attached Resolution approving the budget for fiscal year 2003-2004,

" DISCUSSION

The proposed budget for the 2003-2004 fiscal year was presented for initial review at your March 12, 2003 meeting
(seeRgpqrtR-OS-m)hThebufigetisbeingpresenwdagainforymnﬁmlmsidemﬁonandappmval There is one
recommended change since the iitial presentation, which does not effect the total budget. That change is a move of
$1,500 from Public Affairs’ Organizational Memberships under the Business Meeting category, which was over
" budgeted, to Administration’s Regular Qutside Services to cover the cost of an alarm system for the Administration
© office building. The $32,701,096 budget breaks down as follows: '

Land Purchases $15,000,000
| - Debt Service | $6,966,970 |
) ' " | Operating Expenses $8,066,029 |

Property Management $127,750

Public Access Improvements $1,436,155

Staff Facility Fnprovements $835,028

Other Special Projects ‘ $67,000

Coastal Annexation $202,164

Department.

As noted in Report R-03-27, the proposed budget presented at your March 12, 2003 meeting does not include any
salary increases, as negotiations with Service Employees International Union Local 715 have not yet been completed. Tt
also does not include any salary increases for the Office, Management, Supervisory Employees, as these will be
presented to the Board at the same time as any union negotiated increases.

A summary of each Department’s budget is inchuded in Attachment 1, Fiscal Year 2003-2004 Proposed Budget, By

Prepared by: o A ‘
Sally ThieHfoldt, Administration and Human Resources Manager

L. Craig Britton, General Manager



EXHIBIT A

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District

Budget for Fiscal Year 2003-2004

Revenues

Tax Revennes
Grant Income
Interest Income

Property Management-Rents
Other Income -

TOTAL REVENUES

HOoOW»

Increase in Reserves

Expen&itnres
A. Debt Service .

1. Interest
2. Principal
‘ Debt Service Subtotal
B. Saiaries

1. General Manager Appointees

2. - General Manager

‘3. Legal Counsel

4, Controller

' Salaries Subtotal

C. Benefits

D. Director’s Fees
Salaries and Benefits Subtotal
E. Services and Supplies
1. Legal Services
2. Regular Qutside Services -
3. Contract Services
4. Election Expense
5. Library and Subscriptions
6. Management Agreements .
7. Rents and Leases
8. Utdhties
9. Postage
10. Printing and Duplicating

$19,117,000

561,000
135,000
758,000
200,000

$21,371,000

(511,330,096)

$4,162,740
2,804,230

$6,966,970

$4,512,635
138,557
86,117
15,000

© $4.752,309
$1,177,801

$25,000
$5,955,110

$85,000
116,700
633,625
0
10,268
50,000
79,325

133,850 -
61,500
31,750



E.- Services and Supplies (cont’d.)

11
1.
13
14,
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.

20,
21,
22,
7.
24,
25.
26,
27.

1.
2.

3
4.
5

Insurance
Advertising
Maps and Aerials
Private Vehicle Expense
District Vehicle Expense
Business Meeting Expense
Personnel Development
Maintenance/Repair of Equipment
Computer Expenses
Office Supplies/Small Equipment
Field Supplies/Small Equipmerit
Outside Maintenance Services
Permits, Fees, Taxes
Miscellaneous
Commumications — Publications
Commumications — Special Pro_]ects
Volunteer Program

Services and Supplies Subtotal

Fixed Assets

New Land Purchases
Land Acquisition Support Costs —
Appraisals, Title, Legal, Engineering

. Structures and Improvements

Field/Office Eqmpment

. Vehicles

Fixed Assets Subtotal

TOTAL OF ALL EXPENDITURES

-~ 87,100
© 16,000
7,550
12,200
172000
15,650
92,060
21,200
41,110
24,950
128,920
333,950
65,200
850
132,300
17,000
31,300 .

$2,401,358

$15.000,000
150,000

2,051,158
- 47,000
129,500

$17,377,658

- $32.701,096



K-u4-XX 7 ' rage L uro

- R-04-41
Meeting 04-08
March 24, 2004 _ '

AGENDA ITEM 2b

AGENDA
Adoption of Budget for fiscal Year 2004-2005

RAL MANAGER'’S RECO ATION,

1. Approve a three-point salary adjustment for the represented, office, supervisory, and
management staff, . -

2. Approve the addition of the Maintenance and Resource Supervisor to the Classification and
Compensation Plan and th_e hiring of two new positions in this job classification.

3. Adopt the attached Resqlutiog approving the budget for fiscal year 2004-2005 and the
amendment to the Classification and Compensation Plan reflecting the three-point salary
adjustments. '

DISCUSSION |

The proposed budget for 2004-2005 fiscal year was presented for your initial review at the March 10,
- 2004 meeting (see Report R-04-33). The budget is presented again for your final consideration and
approval (see Exhibit A)- '

' As noted in Report R-04-33, the Administration and Budget Committee met on March 15, 2004 to
complete its final meeting on the budget. There are no proposed changes to the budget presented in the
initial budget report as & result of that meeting. The $34,031,606 budget breaks down as follows:

Land Purchases ‘ $15,000,000 |
Debt Service ' | _$6,890,926
Operating Expenses £8,821,696
Property Management $108,590
Public Access Improvements $1,818,926
Staff Facilities $895,338 |
Other Special Projects $101,565
Coastside Protection $394,565

A summary of each Department’s budget is included in Exhibit B, Fiscal Year 2004-2005 Proposed
Budget, By Department. | ‘

In 2003, the Board approved the three-point salary adjustment for represented employees as part of the
2003 1o 2005 Memo;an_dum of Understanding (see Report R-03-49). Board approval of this budget and
the Position Classification and Compensation Plan would approve a three-point salary increase for all
General Manager appointed staff. This budget does not include salary increases for Board appointed
staff. The revised Position Classification and Compensation Plan is included in this report as Exhibit C,

At the March 15, 2004 meeting of the Administration and Budget Comunittes, staff presented a _
projection of Staff Facility improvements through fiscal year 2009-2010 and recommended adjusting the
guidelines to a higher amount, averaged over a ten-year period, so that it is a better reflection of current

bitp/fwww.openspace.org/anonymous/archives/boardmeetings/Agendas/2004/agn0408-24... S/30/2004



AN TN Ak

construction costs and District’s facilities needs. Staff and Directors agreed on arevised Staﬁ' i

3 1 P X Faciliti

guideline whereby Staﬂthf;c ilities costs averaged over a ten-year period, should not exceed 3.5% of thees

) * operating expenses for that fiscal year. The proposal for a revised guideline is included in the
Administration and Budget Committee’s report. - -

Staff also presented a summary of the District’s resource mana ini ime and
e : , gement program, outlining staff time
activities in both the Operations and Planning departments. The 2004-2005 budget proposes over $3
million for the District’s resource management program including staff time, capital improvement and
planning projects as wgll as $38,500 for fuel management activities. N \

In addition, the budget proposal includes two new field positions for a Maintenance and R.e
: A Main source
Supervisor. Each Maintenance and Resource Supervisor position would spend at least half time on
resource management projects and enhance the District’s capacity to grow the resource management
program. The new positions wou!d also allow supervisors to spend more time in the field and reduce the
span of control of the current Maintenance and Construction Supervisors.

Over the last few years the Maintenance and Construction Supervi . -

: pervisors have taken on additional
managemen.{ w.ork in response to the Board’s direction. In the long term, these new positions woreuﬁgm
_allow the District to 3@3:13 the resource management program and accomplish more of the District’s

resource management Soais. The. Cqmnnttee supported the addition of these new staff positions and
further requested to TEVIEW the Districts resource management program in future year's budgets

by |
Michelle Jesperson, Management Analyst

” Contact person.
) L. Craig Britton, General Manager

hupil/www.openspace.org/anenymous/archivesfboardmeetings/Agendasf2004/agn0408—24... 5/30/2604
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EXHIBIT A

Midpeninsula Regional Open Space District
Budget for Fiscal Year 2004-2005

1. Revenues

Tax Revenues

Grant Income

Interest Income '
Property Management—Rents
Other Income .

SITS TS

TOTAL REVENUES

II. Increasein Reserves

IH. Expenditures

A. Debt Service
i. Interest

2. Principal _
. Debt Service Subtotal
B. Salaries | '
. General Manager Appointees
General Manager

1
2
3. Legal Counsel (80% time)
4. Controller

Salaries Subtotal
C. Benefits

D, Qireci_:or’s Fees
Salaries and Benefits Subtotal

E. Services and Supplies

Legal Services

Regular Outside Services
Contract Services
Election Expense

Library and Subscriptions
Management Agreements
‘Rents and Leases
Utilities

Postage

0 Printing and Duplicating

MR NAL AW

E. Services and Supplies (cont’d.)
11. Insurance

12. Advertising
13. Maps and Aerials

hitp://www.openspace.0rg/anonymous/archives/boardmeetings/A gendas/2004/agn0408-24...

$19,258,000:
4,037,000
765,000

783,000 -
200,000 .

525,043,000
($8,988,606)

| $4,395,677

2,495,249

$6,890,926

$4,930,224
144,100
106,940
16,500

$5,197,764
$1,395,358

$23,000

$6,616,122

$118,000

116,703
888,645
50,000
9,915
50,000
92,826
127,860
82,432
32,250

88,558

8,550
14,800

A QEw o VLY

5/30/2004



14,
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21.
22
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.

Private Vehicle Expense
District Vehicle Expense
Business Meeting Expense
Personnel Development
Maintenance/Repair of Equipment
Computer Expenses
Office Supplies/Small Equipment
Field Supplies/Small Equipment
Outside Maintenance Services
Permits, Fees, Taxes
Miscelianeous . -
Communications — Publications
Communications — Special Projects
Volunteer Program

Services and Supplies Subtotal

F. Fixed Assets -

1. -

New Land Purchases

Land Acquisition Support Costs —
Appraisals, Title, Legal, Engineering
Structures and Improvements
Field/Office Equipment

Vehicles

Fixed Assets Subtotal

TOTAL OF ALL EXPENDITURES

13,000
175,692
16,550
104,335
22,900
37,520
© 25,250
124,743
315,250

21,150

600"
129,050
17,050

34,515

$2,718,144

$15,000,000
- 209,000

2,394,414
39,000
164,000

$17,806,414

$34.031,606

- gy W VA W

Exhibit A
Page 2

http://www.oPenspaoe.org/anonymous/archives/boérdmeeﬁngs/AgendRSJ2094/agn0408-24...' 5/30/2004



SPECIAL MEETING
ADMINISTRATION AND BUDGET COMMITTEE

AGENDA
12:30'p.m. , Jed Cyr, Chair
Wednesday - Larry Hassett
May 26, 2004 ' : o Ken Nitz
12:30* RoLL CALL
¢ ADOPTION OF AGENDA

12:35% COMMITTEE BUSINESS

1. Proposed Response to State Budget Cuts and the Reduction in Property Tax

Income
2. . Information Items

2:00* ADJOURNMENT

* Times are estimated and items may appear earlier or later than listed. Agenda is subject to change of order.

N @ch WITH THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT, IF YOU NEED ASSISTANCE TO PARTICIPATE IN
" THIS MEETING, PLEASE CONTACT THE DISTRICT CLERK AT (650) 691-1200. NOTIFICATION 48 HOURS PRIOR TO

THE MEETING WILL ENABLE THE DISTRICT TO MAKE REASONABLE ARRANGEMENTS TO ENSURE
ACCESSIBILITY TO THIS MEETING. .
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BRAUN MEMORANDUM (12/26/01)



‘Change is inevitable...

Protecting California’s Future Survival is not.”
December 26, 2001

To: Honorable SMC Board of Superviscrs
From: Cscar & Andrea Braun
Subject: Stable/Affordable Housing Appeal of PLN-19$9-00079

The purpose of this letter is to respectfully reguest that the
Board of Supervisors uphold the SMC Planning Commission’s legalization
of our horse stable and affordakle housing without conditions or
mitigation measures. We request that the Board also take into
consideration the following track record of the appellants during
their review.

On December &, 1995, Lenny Roberts told the San Mateo County Board
of Supervigsors that they are “partners” with the Committee for Green
Foothill and Sierra Club for implementing the 1994 Coastside
Protection Initiative. Ms. Roberts directed the Board of Supervisors
to instruct the Planning Commission to begin the legislative process
contained in their 1994 initiative. The Board was further instructed
that the Planning Commission focus only on the specific amendments
contained in their initiative and not broaden the proposal beyond
that. These specific amendments included: Reduction of government
expenditures; reduction of costs to San Mateo County taxpayers for
roads, law enforcement, fire protection, and other government services
for scattered and remote development {aka Rural Lands). The initiative
defined perceived “Development Treats” and claimed that pressure for
extensive development on the Coastside was severe, especially with
proposed construction of increased water supplies, additional sewage
treatment facilities, and larger highways.

The official public record shows what accomplishments the 1994
Coastside Protection Partnership has brought to the voters of San
Mateo County and the guality of life on the Coastside.

e In 1959 & 2000 San Mateo County was found to be the most polluted
county in the Bay Area...from sewage discharge and stormwater
runoff by the Natural Resource Defense Council.

o All rcads in the San Mateo County coastal zone are sub-standard
and the CG¥F/Sierra Club Tunnel boondoggle has successfully failed
the EIR process for the third time. The Tunnel Task Force
greatest achievement has been Devil’s Slide Hwy 1 improvement
delay and loss of Federal funding.

*» The San Mateo County Wildlands/Urban Interface (WUI) now has the
highest risk level in history for a catastrophic WUI wildfire
threatening the Bay Area’s regional water system. The CCWD
currently cannot deliver enough water or head pressure in the
event of a WUI fire in approximately 40% of the Coastside.

s Effectively blocked PMAC supported flood control implementation
measures to protect CDF Fire/Rescue/Emergency access to Peszcadero
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from the West continues to be delayed . Endless CCC appeals
regsulting in: No Boys & Girls Club, no middle schools, no nun
convents, no expanded health care clinic services, no affordable
housing for our community employees, even less substandard
sheriff and fire protection throughout the Rural Lands.

¢ San Matec County has allowed, without benefit of USFWS or State
Fish & Game site plan or EIR review, at least four pronibited and
detrimental commercial/industrial classified operations that
violate the Clean Water Act and the Endancgered Species Rcot. The
prohibited and detrimental commercial/industrial operations are
Shamrock Ranch, Wildlife Associates, Half Moon Bay Sealing &
Paving and Johnston Ranch unlicensed landfill. The County of San
Matec Planning Commission has reclassified prochibited uses and
found, based on the advice of the Planning Administrator and
lobbying by the Committee for Green Foothills Lenny Reoberts, that
these four commercial/industrial operators activities conducted
in statutory delineated c¢ritical environmentally gensitive
habitats qualify as non-residential uses accessory to agriculture
and permitted by right in the Planned Agricultural District on
elither prime or non-prime soils. By allowing these four
reclassified prohibited and detrimental commercial/industrial
facilities uses to operate without benefit of BIR review or
permits, the County of San Mateo violates both CEQA/ NEPA
environmental review statutes. Clean Water Act or Endangered
Species violations disgualifies the County from receiving State
or Federal permit approval (ROD) and funding.

In closing, as stated on the record before the Planning Commission:
Applicants do not concur with the Mitigation Measures for Case #PLN
18%9-0079, a project to legalize Moon Acres agricultural structures,
San Matec County Environmental Services Agency, at the direction of
Lenny Roberts, has conducted a four vear campaign of unlawful
punitive retalliation against the Braun family in response to their
“lawful whistle blowing” complaints brought by the Half Moon Bay
Coastside Foundatiom’s Watershed Posse  against the County.
Environmental Services has coerced and unlawfully compelled the
Brauns to sign the mitigation agreement document. The Brauns have
guffered significant financial damages from the actions of the San
Mateo County Environmental Services Agency and are not precluded
from now giving their notice of intent (NCI) to file a criminal
complaint with the U.S. Attorney for violations under the U.S. anti-
racketeering and environmental protection statutes.

In our opinion, as long ag the San Mateo County Board of
Supervigor’s supports the agenda and purpose of the Anti-Community
Alliance’s (Committee for Green Foothills, Sierra Club, Peninsula
Open Space Trust, Mid-Peninsula Open Space District) 1894 Coastside
Protection Initiative, the guality of life, health and safety of all
communities in San Mateo County will continue to be at risk.
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