BOLINAS COMMUNITY PUBLIC UTILITY DISTRICT

BCPUD BOX 390 270 ELM ROAD BOLINAS CALIFORNIA 94924 415868 1224 —

MEMORANDUM

[ TO: | Board of BCPUD Directors

| FROM | Georgia Woods, General Manager

RE: Review of management of Rights Of Way on the Gridded Mesa and Consideration of
Amendment of Ordinance 30 at Future Board Meeting

| DATE: | October 22, 2025

Background

This memo accompanies the agendized item regarding potential amendments to Ordinance 30
and related policies concerning the maintenance and management of public rights-of-way (ROW)
on the Gridded Mesa. In recent months, and in consultation with the Roads Committee, BCPUD
staff has been piloting a new approach to ROW oversight that we believe better aligns with the
District’s goals of supporting road maintenance, improving drainage, and ensuring safe access for
utilities and emergency services.

Current Pilot Approach

Under the current approach, all residents proposing work in the ROW are required to obtain a
permit from the BCPUD office. Staff reviews each request to determine whether the proposed
activity qualifies as road maintenance. If it does, the permit is approved administratively. As part of
this process, we also require the resident proposing the work to notify adjacent neighbors of the
planned work.

That said, notifying neighbors has proven to be administratively burdensome. Included in the Board
materials is an example of the letter currently used. To streamline this process, staff would like to
pilot the use of a sandwich board placed in the neighborhood to inform residents of approved work
— amethod commonly used for other types of road maintenance. We believe this approach will
maintain transparency while reducing staff time and administrative overhead.

This permitting process reflects a shift toward clarifying that any and all work in the ROW should be
approved by the BCPUD Office, but at the same time the issuing of permit approvals for routine
repair and maintenance should be streamlined, and we should shift away from requiring residents
to appear before the Board or the Roads Committee for routine maintenance activities. Staff
believes this is a more appropriate and efficient process, particularly given that:



e The Board has previously expressed support for residents engaging in road maintenance.

e Requiring Board or Committee approval for basic maintenance can create unnecessary
delays and confusion.

e Insome cases, neighbors have objected to maintenance efforts (e.g., filling potholes) based
on personal preferences, such as favoring slower traffic. Staff believe it is unproductive to
elevate such objections to the Board in cases where the work in question is clearly
beneficial and consistent with District policy.

In addition, BCPUD field staff have begun delivering asphalt to residents for approved maintenance
projects. This is part of a broader effort to support community-led road improvements (while the
asphaltis available).

As the Board is aware, funding for the Septic and Drainage Program was recently increased, with
the goal of restoring it to historic levels over the next three fiscal years. This funding is intended not
only to support District-led improvements to roads critical for ingress, egress, and utility access,
but also to empower residents to maintain and improve drainage and road conditions in their
neighborhoods.

Legal and Policy Considerations

Whenever the District engages in discussions about ROW management — including maintenance
responsibilities, encroachments, and obstruction enforcement — we inevitably encounter broader
legal questions about BCPUD’s authority to enforce its policies.

Staff have been reviewing the historical record of the District’s efforts to resolve these issues.
Between approximately 2007 and 2009, the District invested significant resources in obtaining legal
opinions related to potential litigation over ROW management. This effort led to a proposed
overhaul of Ordinance 30, but the process was never completed in a public meeting and the
ordinance was never formally amended.

Our records indicate that this issue was left unresolved, and staff recommends that the Board
revisit and complete this process. At the time (2011), the estimated cost for legal support was
approximately $5000 for 20 hours of work (note: this figure will likely be significantly higher today).
Nonetheless, staff strongly believe that this is a necessary and worthwhile investment. Ultimately,
this effort should lead to a comprehensive amendment or repeal and replacement of Ordinance 30.

Next Steps and Recommendations

In the meantime, we recommend continuing with the Pilot Roads Permit Program, using it as a
practical framework to inform future revisions to Ordinance 30. Additionally, we suggest that the
Board:



Discuss the current pilot approach and provide feedback on whether it should be
formalized.

Consider initiating a legal review to clarify the District’s enforcement authority and
support the drafting of a revised ordinance.

Re-engage with the Fire Department regarding ingress and egress priorities and
incorporate those findings into the ordinance revision process.

Clarify the District’s policy on neighbor notification and the scope of Board involvement in
routine maintenance approvals.
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