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From: "Jim Marsh (AIR)" <Jim.Marsh@flysfo.com> 
Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2015 3:21 PM 
To: Paul Cole <Paul.Cole@fire.ca.gov> 
Cc: jmarsh jmarsh <jmarsh@montara.com>, "Jim Marsh (AIR)" <Jim.Marsh@flysfo.com> 
Subject: fire house #41  
 

  
Dear Assistant Chief Cole 
  
The new location at the southernmost corner of the lot is, literally, from my view the worst 
place possible on the long parcel.  No one can honestly deny a proper level of public services for 
our Community, for our visitors.   We all support the fire and emergency service providers  
  
My suggestions are based upon  
1              My background in Engineering, Construction, and construction management on the 
 Coastside and here over the hill 
2              the chosen location would block entirely my ocean view – creating a continuous wall of 
 structures from the two apartments all the way to the intersection with Coronado  
3              this portion of the property drops precipitously from Alhambra down to Obispo, 
 creating grading, storm drainage issues as well as retaining walls, and resulting loss of 
 useable footprint – this also raises the 30 ft height relative to the existing blockages  
4              this industrial structure/ facility is plunked down into a purely residential area creating 
 all manner of concerns about public safety on the roads or for the many children who 
 walk  along Alhambra to the nearby schools.   
5              utilities will need to be stretched to reach this isolated location 
6              traffic and access to / from Obispo is substantially worse than the sight lines and 
 egress/ ingress at Portola location  
7              this portion of the lot is riparian, while the area by the PO is and has often been used as 
 ‘commercial’ 
8              Sam Trans  
9              worst spot on the lot  
  
  
Suggestions  ?  
Make use of the “commercial” corner adjacent to the PO and put temporary facilities for the 
crew on this portion of the “lot” and rebuild the current building in it’s current location.    
Placing the facility in the area of the commercial hub of El Granada would accomplish positive 
outcomes for our Community.   
1              see items 2-9   above  
2              reduce the ‘footprint’ of man:  reduce the urge for new greenfield construction/ 
 destruction – good for us, good for the planet, and fortunately which would thus allow 
 our children & grandchildren at least one landuse choice for them to make 
3              keep the firehouse and the crew closer to services that they utilize: food, beverage, 
 tools, equipment, parking, the PO – if you relocate to the far end, the use of these local 
 services will be curtailed –  
4              the construction time period  will produce a “camping out”/ common event for your 
 crew which will certainly provide history, events and camaraderie  
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5              perhaps you and your partner GCSD could work collaboratively to find options if you 
 need additional space adjacent to their office 
6              after reconstruction, once vacated, the PO adjacent lot, perhaps the Community could 
 have a public restroom/ shower facility – we Coastsiders are friendly folk and want to 
 supply services to our visitors  
7              this PO corner portion of the lot is the only valuable piece, as the rest is plainly riparian, 
 and thus with a public restroom cluttering up the area/ size the future “desire” / need 
 for commercial usage would be nullified  
  
  
Basic questions: 
1              what type of evaluation was made to rule out the patching & repainting option ?  
2              why not rebuild on the commercial/ less sloping site next to the PO 
3              what numbers do you have for emergency calls to the North, South to Coronado or 
 uphill to our houses or the forest?  
4              distribution and type of fire calls ? 
5              the current facility is what about 60x60 – how or why is the proposed building three 
 times the size –  
6              three truck bays – are you planning to move a truck up here, do you have an 
 appropriate vehicle or need  
  
Let’s work together to provide Community services that are right for the times, for public safety 
and for our people.   No one can honestly deny a proper level of public services for our 
Community or our visitors.   We need to agree on the word “proper” 
  
Please add my email to your announcement queue  
Please do not hesitate to share this email with the Board, your designers, and interested parties  
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From: Jim Marsh <jmarsh@montara.com> 

Date: Tuesday, July 28, 2015 8:21 PM 

To: Paul Cole <Paul.Cole@fire.ca.gov> 

Subject: fire house 41 - please reconsider Rebuilding  
 

 

hello 

 

As part of the County's process I have submitted the attached letter. 

 

Thank you for your service to the Community, now we must talk, share   

and listen - fire house 41 

 

The study is flawed and directed only to get this project through the   

process. 

 

None of this is about the Community of El Granada. 

 

Rebuilding on site is cheaper, faster, and cleaner than ANYTHING else. 

 

please reconsider Rebuilding and let's begin 

 

jim 

 

mailto:jmarsh@montara.com
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James Marsh 

PO Box 433 

El Granada, CA 94018 

 

Re: Coastside Fire Protection District Fire House 41 = Replacement Initial Study comment s 

Dear Ms. Burlison 

As stated at the El Granada School meeting on July 16, and as outlined in the Study, the site chosen 

at the far southern end of the property by Coronado street/ traffic light at hwy 1, this site is the worst 

place on the lot for this facility.   

The site is plagued ( from Coastal Commission letter ) with concern:  “the proposed project 

raises concerns with respect to coastal resource issues that include, visual biological ( sensitive 

habitat and species), and land use.” 

Please see from the initial study section X – Land Use and the incorrect boxes checked: “less than 

significant impact”, - this building and it's related noise, commotion and odors, will forever change/ 

denigrate the neighborhood , the nearby schools.   The land use plan for the County and certainly 

the town Architect Daniel Burnham did not ever consider this sloping, triangular, riparian site as a 

public use facility.  Currently the lot is zoned open space which precludes building.    

Lets move back from this process and reconsider our options – I am a firm believer that the existing 

site could be more  exhaustively studied for function and designability.   Building onsite also follows 

the call of the parable about the footprint of man, and alternatively, allowing our children/ 

grandchildren to decide.   Let's' open up a Community dialogue – for all of us – including the 

environment, the place of El Granada. 

Thank you 

 

James Marsh 

07-28-15 

 

 

 

 



From: Lawrence Carter <carter.lawrence@gmail.com> 

Date: Wednesday, July 29, 2015 1:41 PM 

To: Paul Cole <Paul.Cole@fire.ca.gov> 

Cc: "dhorsley@smcgov.org" <dhorsley@smcgov.org>, "Ananda, Renee@Coastal" 

<Renee.Ananda@coastal.ca.gov>, "assemblymember.gordon@assembly.ca.gov" 

<assemblymember.gordon@assembly.ca.gov> 

Subject: Fire Station 41 (El Granada) Replacement Project EIR 
 

Assistant Chief Cole, 

Attached, please find a letter containing feedback from myself and my wife Beth Easter regarding 

the Notice of Preparation of the Draft Environmental Impact Review for the Fire Station 41 

Replacement Project. You may consider me as the contact person for the both of us. I am also mailing 

a signed, hard copy of this letter that will be postmarked with today's date. 

Thank you, 

Larry Carter 

 

 

--  

----------------------------------------------------- 

Lawrence P. Carter 

 

PO Box 661 

El Granada, CA 94018 

 

Cell: 812-325-5693 

 

mailto:carter.lawrence@gmail.com
mailto:Paul.Cole@fire.ca.gov
mailto:dhorsley@smcgov.org
mailto:dhorsley@smcgov.org
mailto:Renee.Ananda@coastal.ca.gov
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           July 29, 2015 
 
To: Paul Cole 
 Assistant Chief 
 Coastside Fire Protection District 
 1191 Main Street 
 Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 
 
Subject: Fire Station 41 (El Granada) Replacement Project EIR 
 
 
The purpose of this letter is to provide written comments on the scope and content of the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed site for the replacement and expansion of Fire 
Station 41. We are writing both as members of the public in the affected area of the proposed project 
(residence at 222 Avenue Cabrillo in El Granada) and as highly trained experts in the biological sciences 
(Lawrence Carter, Ph.D.) and in law, public policy, and political science (Beth Easter, J.D., Ph.D.). Thus, 
the issues that we raise below constitute substantial evidence comprised of facts, reasonable 
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts. 
 
Under the law, the basic purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are to: 

 
(1) Inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential, significant 
environmental effects of proposed activities. 
(2) Identify ways that environmental damage can be avoided or significantly reduced. 
(3) Prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects 
through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental agency finds the 
changes to be feasible.  
(4) Disclose to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project in the 
manner the agency chose if significant environmental effects are involved. 

 
In accordance with the law, we are writing to provide comments on the scope and content of the EIR for 
the proposed project to inform governmental decision makers about the potential, significant 
environmental effects of proposed activities, to identify ways that environmental damage can be 
avoided, and to prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in the 
proposed project through the use of an alternative site for the proposed project, which is not only 
entirely feasible, but has been recommended by an independent analysis. 
 
Potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities 
 
Under the law, a significant effect on the environment is defined as a substantial adverse change in the 
physical conditions which exist in the area affected by the proposed project.  
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Aesthetics 
The initial study checklist states that “given the distance of the Project site from this segment of 
Highway 1, and because the Project site itself is not located immediately adjacent to a State designated 
scenic highway, there would be no impact. No mitigation measures are required and this issue will not 
be discussed further in the EIR.” As shown on the map of County-designated scenic corridors below, the 
proposed project would lie directly adjacent to a scenic corridor and the height of the proposed building 
has been acknowledged to obscure views, which would substantially damage scenic resources along a 
State highway that has been designated as a scenic corridor by San Mateo County. For this reason, all of 
the potentially significant impacts on aesthetics are direct physical changes that should be addressed in 
the full EIR. 
 

 

 
 
Air Quality 
The initial study checklist states that: 
 
“The Project would include installation of an emergency diesel-fueled generator on-site. Emergency 
generators are operated intermittently, during times of periodic testing and maintenance. Diesel 
particulate exhaust, a chemical with cancer potency factors and Reference Exposure Levels (RELs), 

The proposed project would obscure a scenic vista and substantially damage scenic resources along a 
State highway that has been designated as a scenic corridor by San Mateo County (source: 
http://planning.smcgov.org/documents/san-mateo-county-scenic-corridors) 

http://planning.smcgov.org/documents/san-mateo-county-scenic-corridors
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would be emitted only during testing periods. Since emergency generators are tested infrequently 
throughout the year (typically once a week), exposure to diesel particulate exhaust from emergency 
generators is generally very low. Therefore, emissions generated by the emergency generator are a less-
than significant impact. No mitigation measures are warranted and this issue will not be discussed 
further in the EIR.” 
 
and  
 
“During construction activities, the application of asphalt and architectural coatings would temporarily 
generate odors. Any construction-related odor emissions would be temporary and intermittent in 
nature. Additionally, noxious odors would be confined to the immediate vicinity of the construction 
equipment. By the time such emissions reach any sensitive receptor sites, they would be diluted to well 
below any level of air quality concern. Impacts would be less than significant. No mitigation measures 
are warranted and this issue will not be discussed further in the EIR.” 
 
It is important to note that under the law, all phases of project planning, implementation, and operation 
must be considered in the initial study of the project and that the lead agency must consider the whole 
of an action, not simply its constituent parts, when determining whether it will have a significant 
environmental effect. (Citizens Assoc. For Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo (1985) 
172 Cal.App.3d 151). For these reasons, the potentially significant impacts of the increase in diesel 
pollutants, fumes, and other odors are direct physical changes that should be addressed in the full EIR. 
 
Cultural Resources 
The initial study checklist states that: 
 
“The records search revealed that the OHP Historic Property Directory (which includes listings of the 
California Register of Historical Resources, California State Historical Landmarks, California State Points 
of Historical Interest, and the National Register of Historic Places) does not list any recorded buildings or 
structures within or adjacent to the Project site. Further, the Project site itself is currently undeveloped 
and therefore does not have any structures that would be historically significant. As such, there would 
be no impact related to historical resources. No mitigation measures are required and this issue will not 
be discussed further in the EIR.” 
 
It is important to note that El Granada’s Burnham Plan – that is, the design of the public plazas, 
oceanfront promenades, and boulevards radiating from a central location that define the neighborhood 
is recognized by the San Mateo County Historic Resources Advisory Board. In addition, the site of the 
proposed project is designated as Open Space with Park Overlay Urban and is zoned El Granada 
Gateway/Design Review/Coastal Development (EG/DR/CD). Consistent with the historically recognized 
Burnham Plan, EG zoning has a limited number of allowed uses and strict development requirements. 
Consistent with these facts is that a resource shall generally be considered by the lead agency to be 
“historically significant” if the resource meets the criteria for listing on the California Register of 
Historical Resources (Pub. Res. Code, § 5024.1, Title 14 CCR, Section 4852) including being associated 
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with the lives of persons important in our past (i.e., Daniel Burnham) or embodying the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or represents the work of an 
important creative individual, or possesses high artistic value. The fact that a resource is not listed in, or 
determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, not included in a 
local register of historical resources (pursuant to section 5020.1(k) of the Public Resources Code), or 
identified in an historical resources survey (meeting the criteria in section 5024.1(g) of the Public 
Resources Code) does not preclude a lead agency from determining that the resource may be an 
historical resource as defined in Public Resources Code sections 5020.1(j) or 5024.1. 
 
Under the law, an examination of whether the project would be consistent with existing zoning, plans, 
and other applicable land use controls is required. Moreover, the Burnham Plan constitutes a significant 
historical resource as identified and recognized by San Mateo County. Public agencies must treat any 
such resource as significant unless the preponderance of evidence demonstrates that it is not historically 
or culturally significant. Any site, area, or place that is determined to be historically significant or 
significant in the architectural, engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, 
political, military, or cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical resource. 
 
A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical 
resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. The proposed project would 
result in a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource (i.e., the Burnham 
Plan) through the physical demolition, destruction, and alteration of the open space and oceanfront 
promenade that is characteristic of the plan. Such direct physical changes would materially impair the 
significance of this historical resource and should be addressed in the full EIR. 
 
Geology and Soils 
The initial study checklist states that: 
 
“Construction of the Project would entail grading and limited excavation. Such activities carry some 
inherent potential for soil erosion and/or loss of topsoil… Compliance with the General Plan goal and 
policies listed above, which requires minimization and protection against the loss of topsoil and erosion 
during construction activities, such as excavation, grading, and filling, as well as compliance with the 
RWQCB and the implementation of a SWPPP and BMPs, ensure that impacts related to erosion and the 
loss of topsoil would remain less than significant. No mitigation measures are required and this issue will 
not be discussed further in the EIR.” 
 
and 
 
“As described above, the topography at the Project site is subdued with elevations ranging from 23 to 28 
feet amsl and gentle slopes to the southwest in the direction of the Pacific Ocean. Similarly, the 
potential for landslides is judged negligible in light of the prevailing gentle topography and the 
susceptibility for liquefaction was judged moderate based on maps compiled by the USGS. 
Consequently, the potential for landsliding, lateral spreading, liquefaction, or collapse appears to be low 
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to negligible. In addition to the low potential for landsliding, lateral spreading, or liquefaction, the 
General Plan goal and policies listed under Section VI.a above would ensure that any potential for 
geotechnical hazards be identified prior to construction, which may include the requirement for 
additional geotechnical investigations as deemed necessary by the County in order to make the 
determination that the Project site is safe to construct on. As such, the potential impacts associated with 
unstable geologic units or soils are considered less than significant. No mitigation measures are required 
and this issue will not be discussed further in the EIR.” 
 
Given that the site of the proposed project is approximately 300 feet from the eroding bluffs at the edge 
of the Pacific Ocean and that the site is below the Tsunami inundation line, the potential impact of the 
direct physical changes resulting from the excavation of 4,300 cubic yards of the coastside and potential 
for landsliding and further erosion of the coastside by construction, heavy equipment, and operations is 
significant and should be addressed in the full EIR. 
 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
The initial study checklist states that: 
 
“Given that it is not anticipated that large quantities of the aforementioned materials would be 
permanently used or stored within the Project site, and with compliance with the above goals and 
policies, the use, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous materials would not result in a significant hazard 
to the public or environment. Further, because the Project is replacing the existing Fire Station 41 and 
not expected to increase operations above and beyond existing conditions, the overall impacts related 
to this threshold would therefore result in a less than significant impact. No mitigation measures are 
required and this issue will not be discussed further in the EIR.” 
 
and 
 
“Consequently, because operations of the Project would not be drastically different than those of the 
existing Fire Station 41 and compliance with General Plan goals and policies, and other federal and State 
laws related to the handling of hazardous materials, impacts would be less than significant. No 
mitigation measures are required and this issue will not be discussed further in the EIR.” 
 
The claim that the “operations of the Project would not be drastically different than those of the existing 
Fire Station 41” and that the potential for hazards and hazardous materials would have less than a 
significant impact is patently false for two important reasons. First, the proposed project represents a 
more than doubling of the size of the facility (from 4,000 to 10,000 sq. ft.) and the ability and intent to 
accommodate additional fire engines. In addition, the rationale for the station is to be able serve the 
increasing needs and size of the population on the coastside. Thus, the proposed project clearly 
represents an increase in the activities, operations, hazardous emissions, and hazardous materials of the 
new station. Second, the site of the proposed project would place the new expanded station much 
closer to and within 500 feet of two elementary schools, including one school (Wilkinson School) that 
would be directly across the street (Coronado Road) from the proposed site. 
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Given that the proposed project includes an on-site diesel generator, a vehicle fueling station, and an 
above ground fuel storage tank for increased operations closer to schools and homes, the potential 
impact is significant and should be addressed in the full EIR. 
 
Hydrology and Water Quality 
The initial study checklist only acknowledges one item (Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?) as having a potentially significant impact. The 
proposed project should also be considered to have a potentially significant impact on each the 
following items for the reasons detailed below. 
 

• Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the 
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on- or off-site? 

• 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? 

• Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems? 

• Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 
 
As acknowledged in the initial study checklist, “The proposed Project would disturb approximately 
55,000 square feet (1.3 acres) and introduce approximately 33,850 square feet (0.7 acre) of impervious 
surface. Clearing, grading, excavation, and construction activities associated with the proposed Project 
have the potential to impact water quality through soil erosion and increasing the amount of silt and 
debris carried in runoff. Additionally, the use of construction materials such as fuels, solvents, and paints 
may present a risk to surface water quality. Finally, the refueling and parking of construction vehicles 
and other equipment on-site during construction may result in oil, grease, or related pollutant leaks and 
spills that may discharge into the storm drain system.” These activities are proposed to occur within and 
directly adjacent to a natural riparian habitat that contains a drainage area and within 100 feet of a 
stream that is designated as a sensitive coastal resource area. Thus, the proposed changes associated 
with the construction, the vast increase in impervious surface adjacent to sensitive habitat areas and the 
Pacific Ocean, and the long-term runoff of fuel, solvent, and other hazardous material residues 
associated with the proposed project represent a potentially significant impact and should be addressed 
as such in the full EIR. 
 

• Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map? 

• 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? 

• Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? 
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As acknowledged in the initial study checklist, the site of the proposed project “is within the mapped 
area of a coastal base flood and future sea level rise of 55 inches” and “is within a mapped tsunami 
inundation zone.” In addition, the proposed project will include housing for the company of the fire 
station and will therefore place such housing within a flood hazard delineation map. Taken together, the 
proposed site will expose people and structures, namely the fire station itself and any items or people 
therein, to a significant risk of loss involving flooding and inundation by tsunami and other risks 
associated with its very close proximity to the eroding bluffs of the Pacific Ocean. As a result, each of 
these items should be addressed in the full EIR. 
 
Land Use and Planning 
The initial study checklist states that: 
 
“Construction of the Project would have a significant environmental impact if it would conflict with 
community goals as expressed in adopted plans, policies, or regulations. As previously stated, the 
Project site has Neighborhood Commercial Urban and Open Space with Park Overlay General Plan Land 
Use Designations…Therefore it is reasonable to assume if the Planning Commission makes the necessary 
findings for the Use Permit and Variance, that the proposed Project would, as conditioned, have a less-
than-significant impact on the surrounding area. No mitigation measures are required and this issue will 
not be discussed further in the EIR.” 
 
and 
 
“The San Bruno Mountain Habitat Conservation Plan encompasses an area of approximately 3,600 acres 
near San Bruno Mountain located 20 miles north of the Project site and does not include areas in the 
vicinity of the Project site. No such plans have been adopted encompassing the project vicinity, no 
impacts are anticipated, and this criterion will not be discussed further in the EIR.” 
 
The proposed project clearly conflicts with community goals as expressed in adopted plans, policies, and 
regulations. Specifically: 

• The proposed project will be conducted within 100 feet of a sensitive coastal resource area 
and is not a principally-permitted use by the Coastal Commission 

• The site of the proposed project is within the Coastal Zone of the El Granada Gateway District 
and a fire station is not a permitted use within the El Granada Gateway District under the zoning 
regulations 

• The proposed project is not consistent with the development criteria and standards of the El 
Granada Gateway District. According to the zoning regulations, all new development must 
include a minimum of a 3.5 acre parcel, a 16-foot maximum building height, and a maximum 
10% coverage of the parcel. The proposed project includes a 2.5 acre parcel, a building that is 30 
feet in height (approximately double the allowed height), and a building that covers more than 
10% of the parcel 
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Thus, the proposed project is neither consistent with the Land Use and Planning of the area nor with the 
stated community goals. As such, these items represent a potentially significant impact and should be 
addressed in the full EIR.  
 
Noise 
The initial study checklist states that: 
 
“In addition, given the close proximity of the Project site to the existing Fire Station 41, exposure to or 
generation of noise levels related to operations would be similar to existing conditions and would 
therefore not likely result in a substantial permanent increase beyond existing conditions. As such, this 
impact would be less than significant. No mitigation measures are required and this issue will not be 
discussed further in the EIR.” 
 
and 
 
“Noises associated with the operation of a fire station, such as fire alarms and emergency vehicle sirens, 
could temporarily and periodically elevate noise levels in areas with ambient noise levels that are in 
proximity to residential land uses; however, given the close proximity of the Project site to the existing 
Fire Station 41, increases in permanent ambient noise levels related to operations would be similar to 
existing conditions and would therefore not likely result in a substantial permanent increase beyond 
conditions that currently exist. As such, this impact would be less than significant. No mitigation 
measures are required and this issue will not be discussed further in the EIR.” 
 
As described above, the proposed project clearly represents an expansion of the current size, scope, and 
operations from the current fire station and would place the new station closer to homes and schools. 
As a result, the generation of noise would not be similar to that of the existing location at these homes 
and schools, but rather would be significantly greater. In addition, the noise levels associated with the 
fire alarms and emergency vehicle sirens would be above allowable levels and would be constant and 
permanent in the sense that these noises would be expected to occur multiple times per hour at all 
hours of the day and night and they would be associated with the proposed project whose permanence 
is expected to last at least 50 years. 
 
As such, the proposed project should also be considered to have a potentially significant impact on each 
the following items, which should be addressed in the full EIR. 

• Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the 
local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

• A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

 
Recreation 
The initial study checklist states that: 
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“the Project would not generate any demand for parks and recreational facilities above existing 
conditions. As such, there would be no impact with regards to use of existing parks and recreational 
facilities. No mitigation measures are required and this issue will not be discussed further in the EIR.” 
 
As described and depicted below, the site of the proposed project is one of high traffic usage and 
congestion and overcrowding of the roadways, which includes parking along the sides of the local roads 
such as Obispo Road and Highway 1 for the sole purpose of enjoying the coastal parks and recreational 
facilities. The proposed project would displace these vehicles and there is no alternative solution 
provided within the scope of the plan to accommodate these displaced vehicles. As a result, it is very 
likely that parking along the sides of the road for recreational purposes will be displaced further into the 
neighborhood and the additional street parking within the neighborhood by individuals seeking to enjoy 
the parks and recreational facilities will have a potentially significant impact on the deterioration of the 
community and the environment. As such, the item of whether the project would increase the use of 
existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated should be addressed in the full EIR. 
 
Transportation and Circulation 
The initial study checklist states that: 
 
“The proposed Project would not result in a change in the roadway network and would not result in 
congestion on roadways. The proposed Project would improve emergency response times to 
surrounding communities from this new location per a recent study conducted by Citygate Associates, 
LLC. The replacement station location is closer to the signaled intersection of Highway One and 
Coronado Street for superior access. Also the new location would have less potential conflicts with the 
existing neighborhood commercial traffic on Avenue Portola. No impact would occur. No mitigation 
measures are required and this issue will not be discussed further in the EIR.” 
 
As described and depicted below, the site of the proposed project sits at a highly congested series of 
intersections along Coronado Street at Avenue Alhambra, Obispo Road, and Highway 1. In the pictures 
included below, one may see the type of congestion that is typical for this intersection. It is without 
question that the proposed project would exacerbate this congestion and overcrowding of the roadways 
as cars would have to attempt to pull off to the shoulder to accommodate large emergency vehicles and 
as cars parked on the shoulders of these roads would be displaced into other parts of the neighborhood. 
It is also false that the proposed site would result in any meaningful improvement in response times 
according to the Citygate Associates analysis or that there would be superior access to emergencies. The 
Citygate Associates analysis identified that the majority of emergencies attended to by Fire Station 41 
are north of the current location. In addition, their analysis clearly describes the importance of the first 
60-80 seconds of travel of a fire engine to not be through very narrow, congested streets. This means 
that at the proposed site that is located further south that the current location, fire engines would have 
to travel a longer distance either within the neighborhood on Obispo Road or Avenue Alhambra, or on 
Highway 1 along one of the most narrow and congested corridors in the area. In any case, congestion 
and emergency response times would be adversely impacted. It is practically certain that there would be 
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an impact on emergency access and this should be addressed as a potentially significant impact in the 
full EIR. 
 
 
Ways to prevent significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in the 
proposed project through the use of an alternative site for the proposed project 
 
Under the California Code of Regulations, Guidelines for Implementation of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA), all phases of project planning, implementation, and operation must be considered in 
the initial study of the project. Specifically, Article 1 Section 15004 states that for public projects: 

 
“CEQA compliance should be completed prior to acquisition of a site for a public 
project” 

 
and 
 
“public agencies shall not undertake actions concerning the proposed public project 
that would have a significant adverse effect or limit the choice of alternatives or 
mitigation measures, before completion of CEQA compliance. For example, agencies 
shall not: 

(A) Formally make a decision to proceed with the use of a site for facilities which 
would require CEQA review, regardless of whether the agency has made any final 
purchase of the site for these facilities, except that agencies may designate a 
preferred site for CEQA review and may enter into land acquisition agreements 
when the agency has conditioned the agency's future use of the site on CEQA 
compliance. 
(B) Otherwise take any action which gives impetus to a planned or foreseeable 
project in a manner that forecloses alternatives or mitigation measures that would 
ordinarily be part of CEQA review of that public project. 

 
It is a fact that the Coastside Fire Protection District has already purchased the proposed site consisting 
of 2.71 acres for $845,000 from the San Mateo County Harbor District. In addition, the President of the 
Coastside Fire Protection District Board of Directors, Gary Burke has stated on the record that he 
currently has it [the groundbreaking for the proposed fire station at this site] on his calendar (see Half 
Moon Bay Review article “Fire Board Explains Plans for El Granada Station” from the week of April 27, 
2015). Thus, the Coastside Fire Protection District is in violation of the law by failing to demonstrate 
CEQA compliance prior to the acquisition of a site for a public project and by undertaking actions 
concerning the proposed public project (i.e., purchasing the proposed site) that would have a significant 
adverse effect or limit the choice of alternatives or mitigation measures, before completion of CEQA 
compliance. 
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Under CEQA, the Coastside Fire Protection District may not lawfully make a decision to proceed with the 
use of a site for facilities which would require CEQA review, regardless of whether the agency has made 
any final purchase of the site for these facilities. CEQA allows for an agency to designate a preferred site 
for CEQA review and for an agency to enter into a land acquisition agreement when the agency has 
conditioned the agency's future use of the site on CEQA compliance; however, the law clearly prohibits 
the acquisition of this site by Coastside Fire Protection District for the proposed public project of 
replacing and expanding Fire Station 41 prior to completion of the EIR under CEQA. In addition, the law 
prohibits an agency from taking any action which gives impetus to a planned or foreseeable project in a 
manner that forecloses alternatives or mitigation measures that would ordinarily be part of CEQA 
review of that public project. In this regard, the purchase of the land bordered by Obispo Road, Portola 
Avenue, Avenue Alhambra, and Coronado Street by the Coastside Fire Protection District has served to 
foreclose alternatives to building the replacement fire station at that site and is a prohibited action 
under the law. 
 
It is a fact that an independent analysis by Citygate Associates, LLC concluded that: 

1. Fire stations should not be located in positions that require the first 60-80 seconds of travel to 
be through open space areas, or on very narrow, congested streets. Such situations waste 
response time coverage, or hamper it, as the responding unit cannot clear the immediate 
station area quickly enough to reach the outer edges of its assigned area in an appropriate 
amount of time 

2. Most of the calls from an El Granada fire station would be heading north of the proposed site 
(based on data from current calls) 

3. Factors to consider in selecting a site should take into account traffic access for fire trucks and 
impacts to neighbors 

4. The corner of Hwy 1 and Capistrano (240 Capistrano Rd) or a second site on Hwy 1 (11820 
Cabrillo) represent the “best fit” sites for a new expanded fire station 

(see Citygate Associates, LLC Fire Station Relocation Study for the Coastside Fire Protection District; 
February 19, 2014). 
 
It is a fact that the location for the proposed project on Obispo Road at Coronado Street is at one of the 
two egresses from the El Granada neighborhood and at a location that is characterized by very narrow, 
congested streets that would impede access for fire trucks and would hamper response times. The 
following pictures, taken on Saturday July 11, 2015, demonstrate the narrow streets and congestion that 
is typical of this area. 
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Coronado Street at the intersections of Highway 1 (foreground), Obispo Road (middle), and Avenue 
Alhambra (background): heavy traffic congestion is typical at each of these intersections. 

Obispo Road facing northwest directly in front of the site of the proposed project (from the left and 
right sides of the road, respectively): note the narrow lanes, traffic congestion, cars parked on the 
shoulder, and lack of space for cars to yield to a fire truck. 
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Conclusions 
 
The proposed project is associated with numerous serious and potentially significant adverse impacts on 
the environment. Under the law, when an EIR identifies a significant effect, the government agency 
approving the project must make findings on whether the adverse environmental effects have been 
substantially reduced or if not, why not. A responsible agency may refuse to approve a project in order 
to avoid direct or indirect environmental effects of that part of the project which the responsible agency 
would be called on to carry out or approve. For reasons outlined in the initial study checklist and for 
those described above, San Mateo County should refuse to approve the proposed project and the 
Coastside Fire Protection District should begin to work with the community to identify an appropriate 
site for a new fire station. It is clear that the currently proposed site, if approved, would have multiple 
significant adverse effects on the environment and that there are feasible alternatives to lessen or avoid 
the significant effects. 
 
Specifically, the feasible alternative to meet the needs associated with an expanded fire station and 
increased operational capabilities includes withdrawing the currently proposed project from 

Obispo Road at what would be the entry and exit points to the proposed fire station. This traffic would 
impede fire engine access or would be displaced onto Highway 1 and/or into the neighborhood. 
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consideration and changing the proposed project to be constructed at an alternative site that would 
meet the same needs of the Coastside Fire Protection District with regard to response times and 
operational capabilities, while avoiding the numerous potentially significant adverse impacts that the 
currently proposed site entails and developing a lawful plan of action that includes true community 
engagement. To that end, we would be pleased to work together with the Coastside Fire Protection 
District to achieve such a goal. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide our feedback on this proposed project. 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Lawrence Carter, Ph.D. 
 
 
 
Beth Easter, J.D., Ph.D. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cc: Don Horsley, San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
 Renée Ananda, Coastal Commission 
 Richard Gordon, California State Assembly Member 



-------- Original message -------- 

From: Dan Haggerty <coastdemdan@gmail.com>  

Date: 07/29/2015 12:43 PM (GMT-08:00)  

To: "Cole, Paul@CALFIRE" <Paul.Cole@fire.ca.gov>  

Subject: Granada Station 41 Replacement Project EIR  

 

 
Dear Chief Cole,  
 

      re: Granada Station 41 Replacement Project EIR      (Please include this in the EIR report) 

 

I just received the Coastal Commission Letter stating: your proposed site presents 

inconsistencies with the requirements of the certified Local Coastal Plan.  Above all the 

proposed project raises concerns as it may potentially conflict with the need to relocate 

Highway 1 further inland in order to protect coastal access in this area.  We encourage 

Coastside Fire Protection to identify alternative sites for a new fire station… 

 

Therefore, I want to urge you to consider the alternate site of Mirada East, know as the 

upland area of Mirada Surf East located on County owned property. I think it would be an 

ideal location for the new Fire Station, up hill with a private road, away from residences, 

traffic and the public. If properly located and noise responsibly controlled, I can't imagine 

anyone objecting to this site, which would be a great accomplishment for our Community. 

 

That would make it a win, win for all. You would need to contact the County to discuss the 

best site for the building. 

 

Also, the possibility of looking at eminent domain of the old Comcast building, but this may 

have the same problems with the CCC.  

 

Please know that I will support the process as I truly do want a best solution for all involved. 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Dan Haggerty, El Granada 

 

mailto:coastdemdan@gmail.com
mailto:Paul.Cole@fire.ca.gov


From: Fran Pollard <LPFP@comcast.net> 
Date: Wednesday, July 29, 2015 2:26 PM 
To: Paul Cole <Paul.Cole@fire.ca.gov> 
Subject: Granada Station 41 Replacement Project EIR 
 

Fran Pollard 

PO Box 832 

El Granada, CA 94018 

LPFP@comcast.net 

 

July 28, 2015 

Paul Cole, Assistant Chief 

Coastside Fire Protection District 

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

 

  re: Granada Station 41 Replacement Project EIR        (Please include this in the EIR report) 

 

Dear Chief Cole, 
 

First, I want to thank you and all the hard working Firemen of Cal Fire. We truly 

appreciate all your dedication and really want to keep you here in El Granada. However, 

as you know from the start, there has been much disagreement from 

the Community concerning the use of one of our last dedicated 

Community Parcels, part of "The Granada Gateway." 

   
I just received the Coastal Commission Letter stating: your proposed site presents 

inconsistencies with the requirements of the certified Local Coastal Plan. The letter points out 

many conflicts with the LCP and the Community. 

It ends with: We encourage Coastside Fire Protection to identify alternative sites for a new 

fire station… 

 

Therefore, I want to urge you to consider the alternate site I spoke to you about last week, 

known as the upland area of Mirada Surf East located on County owned property. I think it 

would be an ideal location for the new Fire Station, up hill with a private road, away from 

residences, traffic and the public. If properly located, I can't imagine anyone objecting to this 

site, which would be a great accomplishment for our Community. 

 

That would make it a win, win for all. You would need to contact County Parks to discuss the 

best site for the building. 

I already contacted them about it, as an alternate site for the new Fire Station. 

 

Once again, I urge you to consider this as an alternate site. 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

/ Fran Pollard, El Granada          

 

mailto:LPFP@comcast.net
mailto:Paul.Cole@fire.ca.gov
mailto:LPFP@comcast.net
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