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921 Pigeon Point Road, Pescadero, San Mateo County 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Demolition of existing warehouse type structures, and construction 
of a 9 unit Country Inn with 1 ,800 square foot storage/maintenance 
building, 14 off-street parking spaces, a septic system and a 
domestic well 

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: San Mateo County Coastal Development Permit File No. 
COP 95·0022; San Mateo County Certified Local Coastal Program 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The staff recommends aoproval of the project, subject to special conditions. These 
recommended conditions of approval are necessary to provide project consistency with San 
Mateo County certified Local Coastal Program policies and ordinances regulating the allowable 
density of new development, as well as those protecting sensitive habitat areas and visual 
resources. The recommended conditions will require: reduction of the number of guest units 
from 9 to 6; conformance with applicable County permit conditions; submission of final 
construction, fencing and landscape plans; subsequent Commission review and approval of a 
domestic well and sewage treatment system adequate to serve the development; mitigation 
m_easures required to protect adjacent s~nsitive habitat areas; architectural design revisions to 

MCKCONTD.DOC, Central Coast Office 



Page2 McKenzie A-3-SMC-96·008 

the maintenance/storage building; recordation of a deed restriction limiting the allowable length 
of visitor stays; and annual submission of Transient Occupancy Tax records to document 
continued availability as a public accommodation. These requirements reflect the sensitivity of 
the site, which is regarded as one of the most scenic settings for a historic lighthouse on the 
entire West Coast. 

I. STAFF RECOMMENDAnON ON COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT 

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, approve a coastal 
development permit for the project, subject to the recommended conditions below, and adopt 
the following resolution: 

Approyal with Conditions. The Commission hereby grants. subject to the conditions below, a 
permit for the proposed development as modified, on the grounds that, as conditioned, the 
modified development will be in conformance with the provisions of the San Mateo County 
certified Local Coastal Program (LCP), the public access and recreation policies of the 
CaJHomia Coastal Act of 1976 (Coastal Act), and will not have any significant adverse impact 
on the environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA). 

II. STANDARD CONDmONS 

Attached as Exhibit A 

Ill. SPECIAL CONDmONS 

1. Scope of Permjt. This permit authorizes the development of a 6 unit Country Inn, the use 
of an existing warehouse building for storage and office purposes only (no occupancy), and 
visitor parking spaces. PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the permitee shall submit, for Coastal Commission review and approval, the specific 
plans and details for the project's water supply and sewage treatment systems, as approved 
by the San Mateo County Department of Environmental Health. Reductions in the scope of 
this permit may be required during the Commission's subsequent review of these project 
elements, if the Commission finds that such reductions are necessary to ensure project 
consistency with the San Mateo County certified Local Coastal Program or the coastal access 
and recre~tion policies contained in Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act. 

2. ComPliance wltb Local Qond!tions of Approval. All 29 conditions of San Mateo County 
Coastal Development Permit # 95-0022 become conditions of this permit, with the exception of 
County Condition # 1. (See Exhibit B of this report for a copy of the local conditions of 
approval). PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the 
permitee shall provide evidence to the Executive Director that those conditions requiring action 
prior to the commencement of any work have been signed-off by the appropriate County 
official. Evidence of subsequent condition compliance must also be submitted to the Executive 
Director at the required stage. In the event that County officials do not exercise such authority, 
permitee shall submit condition compliance materials to the Executive Director for review and 
approval. 
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3. Revised Final Plans. PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the permitee shall submit, for Executive Director Review and approval, final project 
plans which include the following: 

a. Deletion of the three units proposed on the east side of the gully leading to 
Whalers Cove beach. 

b. Architectural elevations of all buildings, including revisions to the inn units and to 
the maintenance/storage building which improve their design compatibility with the 
existing highly scenic historic structures at Pigeon Point. These design 
modifications shall include, but not be limited to: installation of traditional window 
designs in the guest units; and, for the maintenance/storage building, a change in 
the pitch of the roof, the removal of the skylights or screening of the skylights from 
the public view, and similar design characteristics needed to make the new 
structures resemble similarly sized support buildings associated with the 
comparably situated traditional lighthouses. The depictions submitted by the 
applicant's architect on June 26, 1996 (Exhibit S) represent an appropriate design 
model for the complete required architectural elevations. 

c. Final locations of the water well, water storage tank, septic system, and utility lines. 
If any of these project elements encroach outside of the parcel on which the project 
is located, the required easements or encroachment permits must be submitted 
concurrently. 

d. Detailed fencing plan indicating the design, materials, and location of all fencing 
which will be installed as a component of the project. 

e. A signing plan illustrating the exact design, location, and content of all permanent 
signs that will be posted on the site. This shall include the signs that will be posted 
in the guest units informing visitors that dogs must be on leash, and that both 
guests and dogs are not permitted on the beach when marine mammals are 
present. · 

4. Visitor Serving Use Only. PRIOR TO TRANSMITTAL OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the permitee shall submit, for Executive Director review and approval, a deed which 
indicates that this coastal permit authorizes the development of a 6 unit Country Inn, a visitor 
serving use exclusively available to the general public. This deed restriction shall also specify 
that visitor length of stays are limited to no more than 29 consecutive days, and no more than 
84 days per year. Furthermore, the deed restriction shall indicate that conversion of any 
portion of the approved facilities to a private or member only use, or the implementation of any 
program to allow extended or exclusive use or occupancy of the facilities by an individual or 
limited group or segment of the public is specifically not authorized by this permit and would 
require an amendment to this permit which may require a reduction in project density in order 
to maintain compliance with the density regulations of the San Mateo County certified Local 

· Coastal Program. Upon approval of the Executive Director, the deed restriction shall be 
recorded within 15 days and a conformed copy submitted for the record. ON AN ANNUAL 
BASIS COMMENCING AT THE CONCLUSION OF THE FIRST YEAR OF PROJECT 
OPERATION, the permitee shall submit to the Executive Director copies of the project's 
Transient Occupancy Tax records in order to ensure compliance with this condition. 
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5. Compliance with Geotecbnical Becgmmendations. Final project plans and project 
construction shall conform to and incorporate the recommendations contained in the 
Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the subject project by UPP Geotechnology. Inc .• dated 
September 25, 1995. PRIOR TO THE TBANSMITIAL OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT 
PERMIT, the applicant shall submit, for Executive Director review and approval, drainage and 
erosion control plans, accompanied by written evidence that UPP geotechnology has reviewed 
these plans and concurs with their content. 

6. Construction/Operations Plan. PRIOR TO TBANSMITI AL OF THE COASTAL 
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the permitee shall submit, for Executive Director review and 
approval, a project construction and operations plan which includes the following components: 

a. the timing and/or phasing of all elements of project construction; 

b. the location of construction staging areas and washdown facilities; 

c. identification of the disposal site for .excavated agricultural soils, excess grading 
spoils, demolished buildings, and any other construction wastes; and, 

d. means of assuring that access to and from .the lighthouse along Pigeon Point road 
will not be disrupted during project construction. 

7. Landscape Plan. PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF THE PERMIT, the permitee shall submit, 
for Executive Director review and approval, a landscape plan which includes the following: 

a. use of local drought rasistant native plants in all areas that will be disturbed during 
project construction, as well as in all areas that will be exposed as a result of 
building demolition; 

b. use of Monterey cypress and local drought resistant native vegetation to screen 
project elements including, but not limited to the water storage tank, water treatment 
facility, and septic pumps; and 

c. an irrigation and maintenance plan necessary to ensure the survival or replacement 
of the required landscaping. 

IV. FINDINGS AND DECLARAnoNS 

A. PrQject HistQry: 

On December 13, 1995, the San Mateo County Planning Commission approved a Coastal 
Development Permit (File # COP 95-0022) for the development of a 9 unit Bed and Breakfast 
facility at the subject site, and adopted a Negative Declaration pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act. Bather than being appealed to the San Mateo County Board of 
Supervisors, the locally-approved Coastal Development Permit was directly appealed to the 
Coastal Commission. On March 14, 1996, the Coastal Commission opened and continued the 
public hearing on this appeal. On April 1 0, 1996, the Commission determined that the appeal 

• 
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raised a substantial issue regarding project conformance with the certified LCP. The de novo 
hearing was continued, in order to provide the applicant with additional time to respond to the 
concerns expressed by the Commission and contained in the staff report prepared for the April 
Commission meeting (e.g., demonstration of an adequate water source to serve the proposed 
development). Upon the request of the applicant, the continuance of the De Novo hearing on 
this project was postponed from June, 1996, until the July, 1996, in order to provide more time 
to obtain the necessary additional information. Completion of the De Novo hearing on this 
project, and action on the coastal development permit for the proposed development, is 
currently before the Commission. 

B. Project Description: 

The subject project proposes the partial demolition of existing warehouse-type structures on 
the property, and development of a 9-unit Country Inn with a± 1800 square foot 
storage/maintenance building, 14 off-street parking spaces, and a domestic well. The 
previously proposed repair of an existing private stairway to the coastal bluff has been 
eliminated from the current project before the Commission. In addition, the applicant has 
recently proposed to eliminate landscaping as a component of the subject project. 
Four buildings with a combined area of 7,659 square feet, constructed to serve a previously 
operating oyster farm, originally occupied the 4.5 acre site. One of these buildings, the largest 
and easternmost warehouse building, has already been demolished, without the benefit of the 
required coastal development permit. 

The subject project proposes to demolish 5,800 square feet of the existing buildings (including 
the one which has already been illegally demolished), and maintain approximately 1,800 
square feet of one of the buildings as a "storage/maintenance building", the exterior of which 
will be remodeled to match the proposed new development. No landscaping in the areas of 
existing buildings proposed for demolition has been provided by the proposed project. The 
floor plans for the "maintenance/storage" building show that the majority of the building will be 
used for the storage of vehicles, maintenance equipment, and miscellaneous materials. 
Approximately 150 square feet of this building is proposed to be used for linen storage and a 
lavatory (Exhibit G). 

Eight of the proposed nine individual guest units are 600 square feet each (20 feet by 30 feet), 
with one of the units having 700 square feet (20 feet by 35 feet), totaling 5,500 square feet of 
new development.· The 9 units are grouped in three clusters of 3 units each, with two of the 
clusters within the previously developed western portion of the site, and the third cluster 
located on an undeveloped eastern portion of the site (Exhibit F). The County's approval of 
this project described the development as being completed in three phases: the first two 
phases involve the construction of 6 units within the general vicinity of the existing buildings; 
Phase Ill would consist of the development of the remaining 3 units located on the currently 
undeveloped eastern portion of the 4.5 acre site. As illustrated in the submitted plans, each of 
the 9 units would contain a bedroom/living room with a fireplace, bathroom with a "soak tub", 
and kitchenette with a microwave oven. 

The proposed architectural design of the units is illustrated by Exhibit J. According to the 
applicant's architect, the proposed design is intended to compliment the style and size of the 
Pigeon Point Lighthouse caretaker's living quarters, located immediately west of the site. The 
units would be 16 feet in height from the floor to the peak of the roof, covered by wood siding 
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with a gray color, and private patios would extend from each unit and offer a view of the 
ocean. 

Due to the geologic constraints of the parcel, the units will be located slightly above grade 
(approximately 1 1/2 feet above ground), on piers that will be drilled into the highly compacted 
soils of the Pigeon Point formation. According to the submitted grading plan, only minor 
grading limited to the area of the units' footprints, is necessary to prepare the site for the 
development. 

No information regarding the maximum length of stay allowed is contained within the project 
proposal or CouAty record, which has raised concerns that the self-sufficient units, similar in 
size and facilities to a one bedroom apartment, could be rented out as residences. The parcel 
on which the project is located has one density credit and is zoned Planned Agricultural 
District, which conditionally allows one single family residence, or a density of development 
equivalent to two single family residences if for a Coastal Act priority visitor serving use. 
Residential uses are not etigible for the 1 00% density bonus granted for visitor-serving projects 
by the San Mateo County certified LCP. Thus, as discussed in the following findings, 
conditions requiring a limit of stay for visitors, and the periodic submission of Transient 
Occupancy Tax records is necessary to ensure that the proposed development actually 
functions as a visitor serving facility in perpetuity. 

Other important elements of project construction include the installation of a domestic well to 
serve the project, as well as a sewage treatment system. The details of these facilities have 
yet to be developed. As a result, assurances that such facilities will be adequate to serve the 
development without adversely affecting coastal views, marine habitats, and water quality, are 
essential. The recommended conditions of approval, as further discussed in the following 
findings of this report, are intended to address these issues. 

With respect to project operation, a resident manager will not be present on site. According to 
the applicant, a manager· wiD reside within a few miles of the premises, will attend to the site as 
needed, and will be available by phone 24 hours per day. Laundry service would take place 
off-site, and no meal service, other than continental breakfasts for each room, will be provided. 
The applicant will allow pets, including dogs, within the rooms, and anticipates that most 
guests will be couples, primarily from the Bay Area. With respect to the protection of marine 
mammals, which occasionally haul out on the adjacent Whaler's Cove beach, the applicant 
has proposed to post signs within each of the rooms which inform guests that neither humans 
nor dogs are allowed on the beach when marine mammals are present 

C. Proiect Location: 

The subject 4.5 acre parcel at 921 Pigeon Point Road is directly adjacent to the eastern side of 
the Pigeon Point Lighthouse Reservation, on the west side of Highway One, in a rural area of 
the southern San Mateo County coastline (Exhibits C, 0, and E), and is included within the 
State Scenic Highway Corridor. The adjacent Ughthouse is a State of California Historic 
Landmark, and is listed in the National Register of Historic Places. The Archaeological 
Reconnaissance Survey completed for this project indicates a rich history of maritime activities 
on the project site and within the project vicinity. 

Pigeon Point, a small point jutting southwesterly into the Paciftc Ocean, offers dramatic coastal 
views which are known to provide excellent opportunities to view migrating ·Gray whales and 
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other marine life, and is rich in maritime and whaling history. The historic lighthouse on the 
point is known as one of California's most picturesque lighthouses. The existing ancillary 
buildings surrounding the lighthouse are currently used as a youth hostel , which provides 
overnight accommodations for up to 50 people. Other than limited local produce stands, the 
nearest place for visitors to find food would be the Town of Pescadero, approximately 10 miles 
north of the site, or the City of Half Moon Bay (approximately 35 miles north of the site}, or the 
Town of Davenport on the north coast of Santa Cruz County (approximately 20 miles south of 
the site). 

D. Site Description: 
The subject parcel, on the southern portion of Pigeon Point east of the lighthouse, is 
approximately 875 feet long, and varies in width between approximately 120 feet and 300 feet, 
as defined by the coastal bluffs (Exhibit F). The seaward side is bounded by the Monterey Bay 
National Marine Sanctuary. The jagged shoreline is marked by steep bluffs ranging in height 
from 35 to 40 feet. At the base of these bluffs are three small cove beaches, rocky shoreline, 
and the Pacific Ocean. The westernmost cove beach, closest to the proposed development, is 
known as Whaler's Cove, indicating its past use by the whaling industry. The parcel is 
bounded by Pigeon Point Road to the north, and undeveloped coastal land owned by San 
Mateo County to the east. The County-owned land to the east of the subject site currently 
offers unimproved parking and an unofficial, hazardous accessway to the beach. Only during 
low tide can Whaler's Cove be reached from the adjacent unofficial County-owned beach 
access. 

Vegetation on the subject site includes native species of coastal strand habitat, as well as 
exotic species such as ice plant. Other than Monterey Pine planted amongst the existing 
buildings, there are no trees on the site. 

The extreme western portion of the site was developed with 4 modular structures (one of which 
has been removed) which cover approximately 7,700 square feet of land, and are surrounded 
by fences. The existing buildings, originally developed in the 1960's for aquaculture purposes, 
are currently used for private storage. In the past, one of the buildings has been used as a 
residence, and another rented as a lodging facility, without the benefit of the required coastal 
development permits. Other existing development on the property includes a failing wooden 
walkway leading from the existing development to a promontory at the southwest property 
corner which then connects to a rickety stairway that leads down the bluff to a lower .. bluff; an 
underground water tank; two concrete pads between the buildings; a large black plastic water 
tank; a gravel driveway; planting areas; and an existing well on the southeastern portion of the 
property. 

To the east of the existing developments is an abandoned road, also described as a "gully" in 
the County staff report, which leads from Pigeon Point Road to Whaler's Cove. Because this 
abandoned road serves as a primary drainage for the property, it has been deeply eroded. 
According to a settlement agreement reached between the State of California, the State Lands 
Commission, the Coastal Commission, and the property owners, the Whaler's Cove beach is 
owned by the State of California. Other than the abandoned road on the subject parcel, the 
only means of accessing this beach is by boat, or at low tides from County owned land 
southeast of the property, which provides an unofficial, hazardous trail down to the intertidal 
area southeast of Whaler's Cove. 
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In responding to comments submitted regarding the Negative Declaration, the County states 
"the applicant proposes to restore native vegetation on the sides of the gully while leaving an 
informal path down the center to allow for emergency access to the beach". The applicant has 
recently proposed to eliminate landscaping from the project proposal. It is assumed that the 
proposed project will maintain this accessway to the beach for private use by the facility's 
guests. 

The Whaler's Cove beach, in addition to providing exceptional coastal views and containing 
important historical artifacts, is also is used by pinnipeds (seals and sea lions) as an 
occasional haul-out area. Another attraction which makes this beach a desirable destination 
for coastal recreation, especially during the spring and summer, is the fact that it is protected 
from the predominantly strong north west winds. In letters received from fishermen, divers, 

. school groups, and other members of the public, have stressed that the unique characteristics 
of this beach provide coastal access and recreation opportunities for the public that are 
unavailable elsewhere. Over 200 letters to the Commission and Commission staff, stressing 
the importance of public access to this beach, were received and referenced in the previous 
staff report presented to the Commission at the April, 1996 hearing. 

E. Density of Develwment 

1. Background: 

The San Mateo County certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) establishes standards for 
development which regulate, among other things, the allowable density of development. The 
appropriate application of LCP density standards is very important, especially in rural areas of 
the County, as it serves to limit non-agricultural development in order to preserve agricultural 
land and natural resources, ensure that development takes place consistent with limited public 
service capacities (e.g., water, sewer, roads); and maintain the projected buildout figures 
contained in the certified LCP. 

The density regulations contained in the San Mateo County LCP are based on the concept of 
density credits, which each parcel is assigned, according to a variety of factors. Every legal 
parcel is entitled to at least one density credit, which can be used to build a single family 
residence, or the equivalent thereof. In order to encourage Coastal Act priority uses, the LCP 
provides a 100% bonus for such development. For example, a visitor serving development 
equivalent to two single family residences could be built on a parcel with one density credit. 
This LCP density bonus is intended to Implement the Coastal Act mandate which preserves 
limited public services for coastal dependent and coastal related development, and gives 
priority to those uses which are either require a close proximity to the pcean, or enhance public 
enjoyment of the coast. 

One of the problems associated with the LCP's method of calculating allowable density is the 
difficulty in establishing the equivalent of a singJe family residence. In developing the LCP, 
alternatives for objectively determining, on a quantifiable basis, the amount of development 
equivalent for one density credit were evaluated. In considering elements of development 
which could provide a means for determining the allowable intensity of development per 
density credit, such as site coverage, traffic generation, or water use, the County chose water 
use. 
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Water use is thus simply a "yardstick" for determining the density of development equivalent to . 
a single family home for the purpose of allocating the amount of use for one density credit. 
Water conservation is not the thrust of this policy. In fact, extreme water conservation would 
significantly increase density projected in the certified LCP. For example, extreme water 
conservation could allow three single family residences, rather than one, per density credit, 
thus tripling buildout and inflicting unknown impacts on resources and infrastructure. So far, 
water conservation has not been used as a tool to obtain additional single family residences on 
a site with one density credit. However, water conservation has been used as a tool to 
increase the allowable density of dpvelopment for uses other than single family residences. 

In order for the density formula contained in the certified LCP to work, non-residential 
density of development must, from a common sense view, be equated to the density of a 
single family residence. It is this density equivalency that is the issue, not the manipulation 
of water use to achieve a greater amount of non residential development. Proper analysis 
of the allowable density of development according to the certified LCP must evaluate the 
maximum amount of daily water use based on normal water duties, not on water 
conservation. This is because the single family residence standard is based on typical 
water use, not on conservation schemes. To increase density in return for water 
conservation circumvents the point of the policy, and will cumulatively result in a 
substantial, unplanned increase in density in rural San Mateo County. This position has 
been consistently represented by Commission staff since the Kleinfelder Rural Area Water 
Use Study, prepared for San Mateo County in 1991, was released as a draft (staff 
comments attached as Exhibit M). It is also noted that Coastal Commission certification of 
the San Mateo County LCP, which took place in 1981, followed 1980 revisions to the 
Plumbing Code, which required installation 'of water conserving fixtures in all new 
development. As a result, water conservation has already been figured into the County's 
density allocation system, and to allow for a greater density of development based on 
water conservation would be "double counting". 

2. LCP Policies and Ordinances: 

The following LCP Policies and ordinances regulate the allowable density of development at 
the project site: 

a. Policy 1.8c.: 

"Land Uses and Development Densities in Rural Areas" 

"c. Require density credits for non-agricultural land uses in rural areas, including 
any residential use, except affordable housing ... and farm labor housing. One 
density credit shall be required for each 315 gallons maximum daily water use as a 
result of a land use. For purposes of this ordinance, a single family dwelling unit 
shall be deemed to use 315 gallons per day. In order to give priority to Public and 
Commercial Recreation land uses, one density credit shall be required for those 
uses for each 630 gallons of maximum daily water use. Water use shall be 
calculated on the best available information and shall include all appurtenant uses, 
e.g., landscaping, swimming pools, etc." 

b. Section 6356 of the Z<;ming Regulations, states in relevant part: 
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"Maximum Density of Development." 

"In order to equate the denslty credit accrued for different uses permitted in the 
· PAD [Planned Agricultural District], one density credit shall equal 630 gallons/day of 

water for Public and Commercial Recreation usu, and 315 gallons/day of water for 
all other uses. For the purpose of this ordinance, a single-family dwelling shall be 
deemed to use 315 gallons per day. Any uses requiring more than 315 or 630 
gallons/day of water shall consume the number of additional whole credits needed. 
Water use shall be calculated on the best available information and shall include all 
appurtenant uses, e.g., landscaping, swimming pools, etc ..•• • 

3. Project Consistency with LCP Density Regulations: 

a. Visitor Serving Density Bonus 

In order to qualify for the 100% density bonus provided by the LCP for Coastal Act priority 
developments, the subject project must function as a public or commercial recreational facility. 
The subject project proposes nine 600-700 square foot "Country Inn• units, and a 1,800 square 
foot maintenance/storage building, but does not include length of stay limitations that will 
ensure that the project will truly function as a visitor serving use. If the proposed visitor serving 
use was converted to a residential use, the resulting density of development would be twice as 
much as that currently allowed by the LCP. The concern that the proposed project may be 
used for residential rather than visitor serving purposes is heightened by the following: the size 
and type of the proposed units. could easily be converted to residential units as they are 
completely self sufficient; the project lacks the typical Country Inn support facilities (e.g., 
laundry, manager's residence, dining facility, guest lounge) which is especially peculiar given 
its remote location; and, the County did not condition its approval of the project in a manner 
which ensur~ that the development can only be used for visitor serving purposes. 

As a result, Special Condition 4 attached to this permit requires that a deed restriction be 
recorded which indicates that this permit is for a visitor serving use only, and specifies a 
maximum length of stay 29 consecutive days, and 84 days out of the year, per visitor. Similar 
length of stay requirements have been used by the Commission in approving permits for other 
visitor serving developments, such as in the case of the Hotel Oceano in San Luis Obispo 
County. Evidence that the requirements of this deed restriction are complied with is also 
required by Special Condition 4, through the periodic submission of Transient Occupancy Tax 
records. In addition, Special Condition 4 specifically identifies that a conversion to residential 
use requires an amendment to this permit, and acknowledges that such a conversion would 
require a reduction in density. 

b. Water Use 

According to the applicable requirements of the San Mateo County certified LCP, the allowable 
density of visitor serving development on a parcel with one density credit can not exceed a 
maximum daily water use of 630 gallons. These requirements state that water use shall be 
calculated on the best available information and shall include all appurtenant uses, {e.g., 
landscaping, swimming pools, etc.). 
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The County's approval of this project allowed 9 units based on a Rural Area Water Use Study 
prepared for the County by Kleinfelder, Inc. in 1991, which asserts that hostelries, hotels, and 
motels with water conservation fixtures can support 9.33 units per one density credit. The 
County's complete reliance upon this study in its approval of 9 units does not ensure project 
consistency with LCP density standards for the following reasons: 

• The water use study referred has not been adopted by the County and is not a 
certified component of the LCP. A project specific analysis is required by the LCP in order 
to determine the allowable density of development. 

• The study asserts that the development of 9 visitor serving units per density credit is 
within the maximum daily water use limit of 630 gallons based upon "average daily use with 
water conservation fixtures". The certified LCP does not provide for additional density in 
return for water conservation. Furthermore, there is no factual basis supporting the 
asserted amount of water savings that could be achieved. 

• Maximum water use associated with the proposed project, including all appurtenant 
uses, was not evaluated. 

In response to these shortcomings, the applicant's consultant recently prepared a project 
specific water use assessment (attached to this report as Exhibit K). This study assumed that 
the project would not use any water for the irrigation of landscaping, and did not evaluate the 
quantity of water required for housecleaning needs. In summary, the methodology used by the 
consultant to determine the anticipated water use by the proposed project was to: 

1) establish an estimation of average daily water use per unit based on 
documentation of observed uses for similar types of development (90 
gallons per unit per day); 

2) calculate total daily water consumption for the project (900 gallons per day 
including the manager's office/storage area); and, 

3) calculate water consumption for the project utilizing low flow and ultra low 
flow fixtures, assuming that such fixtures would result in 53% and 68% water 
savings, respectively. 

Applying the above methodology and assumptions, the report concludes that the project will 
result in a peak consumption of 628 gallons per day using low flow fixtures, 428 gallons per 
day using ultra low flow fixtures. This translates to 62.8 and 42.8 gallons per day, respectively, 
for each of the units and the manager's office. The unreasonably low water consumption 
represented by these figures is obvious: consider, for example, that it takes approximately 30 
gallons to fill a normal sized tub 1• Therefore, two people renting one unit would consume 
approximately 60 gallons of water per day by bathing alone. It is inappropriate to assume that 
water conserving fixtures would decrease the amount of water required for bathing; it takes the 
same amount of water to fill a tub regardless of the type of fixture that the water comes out of. 

1 Practical Handbook of Environmental Control (page 136), Conrad P. Straub, CRC Press, Boca Raton, 
FL, 1989 
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In addition to the fact that water conserving fixtures will save water only in limited 
circumstances, the following additional flaws are contained in the submitted water use 
assessment: 

• Water conserving fixtures have been required to be installed In all new development by 
the Plumbing Code since 19SOZ. As a result, the water use study's assertion that water 
consumption can be reduced by 53% with low flow devices, and 68% with ultra low flow 
devices Is inaccurate. In fact, we should expect that the estimated average daily water use 
of 90 gallons per unit already accounts for the water saved through the use of water 
conserving fixtures because the referenced studies were all written during or after 1987. 

• The average daily water use per unit used by the assessment was determined by 
averaging estimated hotel/motel unit water consumption figures contained in other studies. 
The consultant averaged water consumption figures for motel and lodging room facilities 
without kitchens with those that did have kitchens, artificially lowering the average water 
use consumption for lodging facUlties with kitchens, the category in_ which this project falls. 

• The study did not evaluate water needed to clean the facility, or to irrigate landscaping. 
Although the applicant has proposed to eliminate landscaping from the project proposal, 
some landscaping is required to maintain consistency with LCP Policies protecting visual 
resources (further discussed in section IV .H. of this report). Landscaping was also cited by 
the 'Negative Declaration adopted by the County pursuant to CEQA as a means to prevent 
erosion on the subject site. While the use of drought resistant native vegetation will be 
required, some degree of irrigation will be needed to ensure successful establishment. In 
addition, it is assumed that the applicant will desire some degree of ornamental 
landscaping to increase the visual attractiveness of the project. 

• The project is in a relatively Isolated location, several miles from the nearest restaurant 
or deli, which may increase the frequency of kitchen use when compared to typical 
transient facilities with kitchens. 

The applicant and the water use consultant that prepared this report have been asked to 
respond to the above issues (Exhibit N), but no response has been received to date. 

Commission staff has independently researched typical water use by visitor serving facilities, 
and developed the following information: 

• In approving a Coastal Development Permit for the Ventana Inn of Big Sur, Monterey 
County, the Coastal Commission required an intensive water conservation and monitoring 
program intended to minimize project impacts on the adjacent creek from which the 
projecfs water supply was derived. Water use information submitted in compliance with 
this permit indicates that actual water use by the Ventana Inn averages 69 gallons per day 
per unit, independent of all other water using facilities (e.g., landscape irrigation, 
restaurant, pool, campground, staff, etc.). None of the Ventana Units have kitchens. 

2 personal communication with Toby Goddard, City of Santa Cruz Water Conservation Department, June 
- 19, 1996 
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• The water use assessment prepared for the Marchant Hotel Resort in Half Moon Bay 
by M.J. King and Aqua Science Engineers in March, 1989, used water use figures of three 
similar hotels in the Half Moon Bay area. The results of this analysis found that the lowest 
water consuming facility, the Harbor View Inn, which sends out its laundry and does not 
provide food service, used an average amount of 1 06.21 gallons per day per room 
between 1986 and 1988. None of the Harbor View units contain kitchens. 

• The water use assessment prepared for the Cascade Ranch project by Brown and 
Caldwell in February, 1988 found that a water conserving lodge room would use 38.3 
gallons per day per capita (76.6 gallons per day for a unit with two people). Again, none of 
these rooms contained kitchens. 

• The County of Marin's Water District uses a "Calculated Average Consumptions 
Comparison Chart" for ascertaining the water demand of different projects (Exhibit K) 
based on water use estimates developed by the Counties of Monterey, Santa Barbara, and 
Marin. This table, last updated in March, 1991, indicates that the Monterey County Water 
District applies a figure of 0.0934 acre feet per year in estimating the amount of water used 
by one bed and breakfast unit. At 325,828.8 gallons in an acre foot, this amount translates 
to 30,432 gallons per year per unit, or 83 gallons per day per unit. This table also indicates 
that for a lodge/motel unit, the Marin Water District estimates a consumption of 0.103 acre 
feet per year per room; the Monterey County Water District estimates a consumption of 
0.1208 acre feet per year per room; and the Santa Barbara County Water District 
estimates a consumption of 0.13 acre feet per year per room. These figures translate to 92 
gallons per day per unit, 1 OS gallons per day per unit, and 116 gallons per day per unit, 
respectively. 

• In estimating the potential buildout within the Monterey Peninsula Water Management 
District in July, 1988, EIP Associates consulting firm applied a 0.137 acre feet per year per 
room for hotel water use. This is equivalent to 122 gallons per day per unit. 

• · The Rural Area Water Use Study prepared for San Mateo County by Kleinfelder in 
1991 recommends an average daily water use of 125 gallons per day for hotellr:notel 
rooms, and a peak water use of 184 gallons per day per unit. Although this report goes on 
to state that these water use figures can be reduced based on the use of water 
conservation figures, such reductions are highly questionable due to the fact that many of 
the references used to develop the daily water use figures contained in the report likely 
already incorporate water saving fixtures due to the 1980 revisions to the Plumbing Coda. 

As the above information indicates, estimates of daily water use per hotel unit range from 69 
gallons per day to 184 gallons per day, averaging 108 gallons per day per unit. Similarly, in 
conducting the water use study for San Mateo County, Kleinfelder found a range of water use 
estimates between 50 and 357 gallons per day per room. In order to account for these 
discrepancies, Kleinfelder averaged the values reported by Michael Redlin (Water 
Consumption in the Lodging Industry, 1990), the Monterey Peninsula Water Management 
District, the City of Santa Barbara, and South Bay Cities Sanitation District, (which ranged 
between 101 and 149 gallons per day per room), and recommended an average water use of 
125 gallons per day per room. Kleinfelder's Rural Area Water Use study goes on to state that, 
in considering peak water use, average water use figures must be multiplied by a factor of 1.47 
in. order to account for seasonality and occupancy rates, which are built in to the average water 
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use figures. This is why Kleinfelder recommends a peak daily water use rate for hoteVmotel 
rooms of 184 (125 x 1.47 = 183.75). The multiplication of average water use figures by a 
factor of 1.47 to calculate peak water consumption (i.e., 1 00% occupancy) is necessary to 
account for the variable occupancy rates that figured into the average use figures. 

Again, It must be emphasized that the water use figures analyzed above were based on actual 
observed water use figures generated after 1980, when tl')e Plumbing Code was revised to 
require the installation of water conserving fixtures in new development. As a r~sult, it is 
inappropriate to assume that these figures could be significantly reduced by additional water 
saving fixtures. Furthermore, it is inconsistent with LCP requirements to allow a density bonus 
based on water conservation. This practice would require an amendment to the certified LCP 
which specifically allows for such density bonuses. Such an amendment would be extremely 
difficult to reconcile with Coastal Act policies because It would significantly increase the overall 
buildout originally contemplated by the LCP, resulting in cumulative adverse impacts to coastal 
resources. 

While it is clear that an additional density bonus can not be granted, consistent with LCP 
standards, on the basis of water conservation, the question remains as to whether or not it is 
acceptable to base density on average daily water use as opposed to maximum daily water 
use. While Policy 1.8c. specifically states "In order to give priority to Public and Commercial 
Recreational land uses, one density credit shall be required for those uses for each 630 
gallons of maximum dailY water use" (emphasis added), this policy goes on to state that 
"Water use shall be calculated on the best available information". Commission staff's 
interpretation of this policy, consistent with the ruling of the Court of Appeals on the Cascade 
Ranch case, is that average daily water use figures are the best means of calculating a 
projecfs anticipated water use, as these figures take into consideration changes in water use 
associated with seasonaUty and occupancy rates. The "maximum" daily water use of 630 
gallons per day refers to the fact that average water use figures can not exceed a water 
demand of 630 gallons per day per density credit. 

Taking the average water consumption rates developed by Commission staff (1 08 gallons per 
day per unit), and averaging It with the three figures contained in the prOject specific water 
assessment for "motel rooms with kitchens" contained In the Kleinfelder Report (80, 100, and 
11 0 gallons per day per unit), each unit would average 99.5 gallons per day of water use. 
Using the average of the three Klelnfelder figures alone, each unit would average 96.7 gallons 
per day. Applying either of these figures, only six units can be developed within the 630 gallon 
per day limit. Under the first scenario, 33 gallons per day would remain for cleaning, irrigation, 
and water use by the project manager, 51 under the second. A spare supply of 30 to 50 
gallons of water per day for such uses appears to be the bare minimum necessary to keep the 
project clean and operational. 

4. Conclusion: 

As detailed in the above analyses, the proposed project raises two issues regarding 
conformance with LCP policies regulating the allowable density of development. These 
include the project's eligibility for the visitor serving density bonus, and whether or not the 
project falls within the established 630 gallon per day maximum water use per density credit for 
a visitor serving facility. 
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In order to ensure that the project will truly function as a visitor serving use, Special Condition 4 
that a deed restriction be recorded which indicates that this permit is for a visitor serving use 
only, and specifies a maximum length of stay 29 consecutive days, and 84 days out of the 
year, per visitor. Evidence that the requirements of this deed restriction are complied with is 
also required by Special Condition 4, through the periodic submission of Transient Occupancy 
Tax records. In addition, Special Condition 4 specifically identifies that a conversion to 
residential use requires an amendment to this permit, and acknowledges that such a 
conversion would require a reduction in density .. 

With respect to the density limit established by the LCP, the project is not entitled to more than • 
6 units. Therefore, special Condition 1 and 3 require the project to be reduced from 9 units to 
6. This condition is necessary to ensure project consistency with LCP density regulations 
which establish a maximum daily water use of 630 gallons a day per density credit for visitor 
serving facilities, based upon the best information available to the Commission regarding the 
anticipated water demand of the proposed project. Accordingly, only as conditioned, the 
project will be consistent with the LCP. 

It is noted that the applicant has the ability to maintain actual water use information, and if in 
the future, such information indicates that actual water use falls below the 630 gallon per day 
density limit, the applicant can pursue an amendment to the coastal development permit for an 
increase in density. Similarly, and as discussed in the following section of this staff report, 
subsequent review by the Commission of the water supply necessary to serve the permitted 
development may require a further reduction in the allowable density of development. 

F. Agricultural Resources: 

1. Background: 

The project site is within the Planned Agricultural District (PAD) of the San Mateo County 
Zoning Regulations, which serve as the Implementation Program for land designated for 
agricultural use in the San Mateo County certified LCP. This PAD designation indicates the 
LCP's intent to preserve existing and potential agricultural operations on the site, and to 
minimize conflicts between agricultural and non-agricultural land uses within the project vicinity. 
This zoning district, and its associated regulations for development, are integral components of 
the San Mateo County LCP, as they provide the means for achieving the protection of coastal 
agriculture mandated by the Coastal Act of 1976. Consistent implementation of these 
regulations is necessary to protect the extensive agricultural resources of southern San Mateo 
County's coastal area, which is subject to intensive development pressures due to its location 
between the cities of Santa Cruz and San Francisco, as well as its scenic beauty and 
recreational resources. 

The project site contains almost equal portions of both prime agricultural soils, and non-prime 
agricultural soils (otherwise referred to as lands suitable for agriculture by the LCP}. The 
entirety of the proposed development is outside the areas containing prime agricultural soils, 
which are located within the eastern portion of the site, with the exception of the proposed well 
and leachfield. It is noted that during the County's review of the subject project, the leachfield 
was also proposed outside of prime agricultural soils, but has since been relocated to the 
eastern portion of the site due to percolation constraints. 
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The site has not been under agricultural development in recent history, but is located across 
Pigeon Point Road from an agricultural field typically farmed for Brussels sprouts. The project 
has received approval from the County's Agricultural Advisory Committee, and as approved by 
the County, the applicant is required to record a "Right to Farm" statement in order to minimize 
project eonfllcts with adjacent agricultural operations. This condition, originally required by the 
County, is maintained by Special Condition 2 of this permit, which incorporates most of the 
County's conditions (attached as Exhibit B). 

As evidenced by the need to ·record a "Right to Farm" statement, an important component of 
the agricultural resource protection policies contained In the LCP is to prevent non-agricultural 
development from adversely affecting agricultural operations. This includes the· protection of 
agricultural water supplies, which are extremely limited along the southern San Mateo 
coastline. As a result, the LCP policy identified below requires that prior to approving a 
development permit for non-agricultural development, it must be demonstrate that the site has 
an adequate on-site water source to serve the proposed development, which does not 
adversely affect agricultural water supplies, or those water supplies necessary for the survival 
of a sensitive habitat area. 

2. LCP Requirements: 

LCP Policy 5.22a., "Protection of Agricultural Water Supplies", states: 

"Before approving any division or conversion of prime agricultural land or 
other land suitable for agriculture, require that: 

"a. All non-agricultural uses permitted on a parcel demonstrate the 
existing availability of a potable and adequate on-site well water source. 

"b. Adequate water supplies needed for agricultural production and 
sensitive habftat protection in the watershed are not diminished. 

"c. All new non-agricultural parcels are severed from land bordering a 
stream and their deeds prohibit the transfer of riparian rights." 

3. Project Consistency: 

The applicant has not yet demonstrated that an adequate well exists on-site to serve the 
proposed development As expressed by many of the Commissioners at the April 1996 
hearing on this project, resolution of this issue was a prerequisite to final Commission 
consideration of this project. 

In complying with the directives of the Commission, staff met with the applicants and their 
representatives immediately following the April, 1996 hearing. At this meeting, the involved 
parties reviewed the additional information necessary to return the. project for final 
consideration by the Commission, including approval by the San Mateo County Department of 
Environmental Health of a well adequate to serve the proposed development. A follow up 
letter to the applicant summarizing the additional information necessary (including well 
approval) was sent on April24, 1996, and is attached to this report as Exhibit 0. 
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Since that time, the applicant has failed to obtain the requested well approval from 
Environmental Health. The applicant has submitted, however, a Well Test Report summary 
(Exhibit Q), and a water quality analysis (Exhibit R). The results of these investigations have 
raised c.oncerns regarding the well's ability to adequately serve the proposed project, as 
discussed below. The Commission indicated at the April, 1996 hearing that the water supply 
issue should be resolved before review of this project was completed; however, many 
Commissioners also expressed a desire to meet the applicant's needs for a timely hearing, and 
requested that the project be scheduled for the June, 1996 meeting. This hearing date was 
postponed until the July Commission meeting upon the request of the applicant, due to the fact 
that the information necessary for the continued hearing (including well approval) was not yet 
available. 

The applicant asserts that an adequate degree of information has been submitted for the 
Commission to take action. It has also been stated that the issue of the well's adequacy will 
be resolved in time for the July hearing. The information'necessary to ensure the well's 
adequacy has not, however, been submitted in time for inclusion in this report. As a result, 
and in keeping with the Commission's desire to accommodate a timely continuance, staff has 
developed a recommendation which will allow for Commission action at the July, 1996 
meeting, irrespective of the status of the project's water supply. This recommendation is 
dependent upon subsequent Commission review and approval of the project's water supply 
system, as such a safeguard is necessary in light of LCP requirements, as well as the 
precedent set by the Sundstrom vs. Mendocino County court case. If the adequacy of the 
project's water supply is resolved in time for the July hearing, as asserted by the applicant, the 
Commission can revise the requirement for subsequent review and approval of the water 
supply as appropriate. 

The submitted well test report indicates that on June 5, 1996, a 24 hour well test was 
undertaken (the location of the well is depicted by Exhibit P). The subject well, which was 
drilled to a depth of 735 feet, started the test with the water level at 80 feet. At the conclusion 
of the test, the water level was at a depth of 672 feet, indicating a total drawdown of 592 feet 
over the 24 hour test period. The total production of the well over the 24 hour period was 
7,250 gallons, resulting in an average yield of 5.03 gallons per minute. Although the final 
sustained yield was not determined, the report states that the "well stabilized at 5 gpm [gallons 
per minute] at the top of the pump". 

The above information is not adequate to determine the adequacy of the proposed well 
because there is no indication of the level at which, and at what point during the test, the well 
stabilized. This "time versus drawdown" information is necessary to determine the well's ability 
to recharge during and after the withdrawal of water, which directly relates to the well's 
capacity to serve the proposed development over the long term. In addition, there has been 
no analysis of the materials encountered during the drilling of the well. This information 
applies to the type, size, and geologic stability of the aquifer, which also relates to the well's 
long term ability to serve the proposed development. 

The submitted water quality analysis (Exhibit R) identifies the presence of total coliforms, as 
well as characteristics and constituents within the water which exceed drinking water 
standards. These include conductivity, total dissolved solids, chloride, and fluoride. As a 
result, the proposed water system will require treatment, the extent of which has not been 
identified. The need to treat the water in order to meet public health standards raises concerns 
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that the amount of water available for use by the project may be reduced, and that the 
treatment may result in the need to dispose of effluent in the surrounding environment. As 
discussed later in this report, the low permeability of the surrounding soils may complicate the 
disposal of such effluent, and therefore result in adverse Impacts to adjacent marine habitats 
and water quality. 

Other concerns raised by the proposed water supply. and the fact that it has not been 
approved by the San Mateo County Department of Environmental Health, include: 

• The well's proximity to the ocean and its depth below sea level, which increase the 
possibility of salt water intrusion. This concern is heightened by the fact that the submitted 
water quality analysis indicates levels of conductivity and total dissolved solids which 
exceed public health drinking water limits. Such characteristics are indicative of salinity. 

• The geologic characteristics of the area in which the well is located, commonly referred 
to as the "Pigeon Point Formation", and known for its highly compacted soils, indicates that 
the aquifer from which the water will be derived is a ,ractured" aquifer as opposed to the 
more common "porous" aquifer. This feature may not only reduce the reliability of the 
water source, but may increase the potential for salt water Intrusion. The Commission staff 
has discussed the hydrogeologic characteristics of the site with a certified geologist3• who 
described the Pigeon Point formation as a "graveyard of dry holes", and the potential for 
seawater intrusion was confirmed. This geologist. who participated in the water availability 
analysis for the Cascade Ranch project, also stated that from his experience in looking for 
water at the adjacent Campbell's Mushroom Plant, where 18 test wells came up dry, he 
would not consider looking for water on the western portion of Cascade Ranch underlain 
by the Pigeon Point formation. 

With respect to the well's affect on agricultural water suppiies, the applicant has stated that the 
surrounding agricultural operations use agricultural impoundments, as opposed to wells, for 
irrigation. The applicant has stated that a letter confirming this fact will be provided, but such a 
letter has not been received as of the writing of this staff report. Such evidence, however, 
does not address the potential for seawater intrusion posed by the proposed well, which would 
result in adverse impacts to future agricultural operations, should such activities require the 
use of groundwater supplies. 

4. Conclusions: 

The project can not be approved consistent with LCP Policy 5.22 until it has been 
demonstrated that an adequate and potable water supply exists on site to serve the proposed 
development, that will not result in adverse impacts to water supplies needed for agriculture 
and the protection of sensitive habitats. As detailed above, evidence that the proposed well 
will adequately serve the proposed development has not been provided. In addition, the 
proposed well has the potential to cause seawater intrusion, which could adversely affect 
groundwater supplies on adjacent properties. Furthermore, the disposal of effluent resulting 
from the required treatment of the water supply has the potential to adversely affect adjacent 
marine habitats. 

.. 
3 Personal Communication with Barry Hecht of "Balance Hydrolics", June 20, 1996 

. . 
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As a result, Special Condition 1 attached to this permit requires subsequent review and 
approval of the proposed water system, once such a system has been approved by the.San 
Mateo County Department of Environmental Health. This condition is necessary to ensure 
project consistency with the specific requirements of LCP Policy 5.22a. In addition, this 
condition is necessary in light of the precedence set by the Sundstrom vs. County of 
Mendocino court case. 

Special Condition 1 specifically acknowledges that should the Commission's subsequent 
review of the proposed water supply reve~l that it is not adequate to serve the proposed 
development, or will result in adverse impacts to agricultural water supplies or sensitive 
habitats, a reduction in the density of development may be required. 

G. Sensitive Habitats: 

1. Background: 

The ocean waters adjacent to the project site fall within the boundaries of the Monterey Bay 
National Marine Sanctuary. According to Policy 7.1 of the certified LCP, marine habitats and 
coastal tide lands are defined as sensitive habitats. Policy 7.22 specifically designates Pigeon 
Point as a marine and estuarine habitat requiring protection. Whaler's Cove beach, on the 
south side of Pigeon Point and directly adjacent to the proposed project, is used periodically as 
a seal haul-out area and may also be used for pupping activities. Other features of the 
Whaler's Cove beach and intertidal areas which are representative of their sensitive habitat 
designation include: tidepools which provide habitat for a wide variety of marine life, including 
abalone; "Prisoner Rock", a seastack (i.e., geologic feature in the form of a small but tall rocky 
island protruding from the ocean) which is used as a haul out area by marine mammals such 
as harbor seals; and, the close proximity Gray whales during their annual migrations. Because 
the subject project is directly adjacent to such habitat areas, LCP policies protecting sensitive 
habitat areas apply to the proposed development. 

2. LCP Requirements: 

Policy 7.3, "Protection of Sensitive Habitats", states: 

"a. Prohibit any land use or development which would have significant adverse 
impact on sensitive habitat areas." 

"b. Development in areas adjacent to sensitive habitats shall be sited and 
designed to prevent impacts that could significantly degrade the sensitive habitats. 
All uses shall be compatible with the maintenance of biologic productivity of the 
habitats." 

Policy 7 .5, "Permit Conditions", states in part: 

"a. As part of the development review process, require the applicant to 
demonstrate that there will be no significant impact on sensitive habitats ... " 

3. Project consistency: 
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In summary, the proposed project has the potential to adversely effect the adjacent sensitive 
habitat areas by: 

• Attracting visitors, and their canine pets, to the site when seals or sea lions are present. 

• Increasing the rate of erosion, as well as the quantity of sediment and urban pollutants 
contained in runoff from the site, as a result of project construction and operation. Such 
impacts can diminish water quality and biological productivity, adversely affecting sensitive 
habitats and the species dependent upon these habitats. 

• Discharging contaminants to the marine environment from the disposal of effluent 
resulting from the required treatment of the water supply, and/or from a sewage treatment 
system that does not function properly. 

These potential impacts, and their relative significance, are analyzed in more detail in the 
following paragraphs. 

The applicant will require that dogs be kept on leash when outside the guest units, and will 
advise project guests that neither humans nor dogs are permitted on the Whaler's Cove beach 
when marine mammals are present These rules will be described in signs posted in each. 
guest unit, which must receive Executive Director review and approval prior to the issuance of 
the permit pursuant to Special Condition 3. Considering these safeguards, and in light of the 
small scale of the project, as well as the fact that the adjacent beach area is not currently 
considered a significant marine mammal haul-out area, the project's impacts to adjacent 
sensitive habitat areas resulting from limited numbers of additional visitors is not considered 
significant. 

The potential for erosion and sedimentation as a result of project implementation was identified 
by a geotechnical investigation of the project site and proposed development undertaken in 
September 1995. This study found that "the soil that blankets the site is poorly consolidated", 
and, as a result, stated that the "control of surface drainage is critical to the $Uccessful 
development of the property" as "the results of improperly controlled run-off may include 
erosion, gullying, pondlng, and potential slope instability". The report recommends controlling 
drainage and surface runoff via closed conduit discharge system with an energy dissipater. 
Such a feature, has not, however, been incorporated into current project plans. 

The impacts of erosion, sedimentation, and urban pollutants on marine and intertidal habitat 
areas can be significantly adverse if they are not properly controlled. Sources of erosion, 
sedimentation, and urban pollutants include: an increase in the quantity and velocity of 
stonnwater runoff resulting from the increased extent of impervious surfaces; instability of 
surface soils caused by earth moving activities and the demolition of existing structures; 
improper control of stormwater during project construction; inadequate or poorly designed 
drainage facilities; washdown and use of improperly maintained construction equipment; and 
the increased quantity of automobile fluids (i.e., oil and coolant) contained in stormwater runoff 
as a result of increased visitation by the public using automobiles. 
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. 
Erosion, sedimentation, and urban pollutants can significantly degrade intertidal and marine 
habitats by: reducing water clarity, thereby diminishing the amount of sunlight available to 
bottom dwelling organisms dependent upon sunlight; directly removing habitat areas through 
the erosive forces of high velocity runoff; smothering {with sediment) habitat areas dependent 
upon water circulation for survival; and introducing toxic substances to the marine environment 
which can result in mortality, reproductive failure, or other adverse impacts to biological 
resources within intertidal and marine environments. 

As a result of the potentially significant impacts described above, Special Conditions have 
been attached to this permit which ensure that such impacts are minimized to an insignificant 
leveL Special Condition 6 requires compliance with the recommendations contained in the 
Geotechnical Investigation conducted for the project, and requires the submission of drainage 
and erosion control plans for Executive Director review and approval. This condition provides 
the mechanism for ensuring that project construction and project drainage facilities will not 
result in adverse impacts to adjacent habitat areas or reduce the stability of surface soils and 
coastal bluffs. Special Condition 7 requires the submission of a construction operations plan 
which identifies construction staging and washdown areas, as well as methods of spoils 

. disposal, for Executive Director review and approval. The intent of this condition is to minimize 
site disturbance, and ensure that proper precautions are implemented during project 
construction, in order to prevent sediment and contaminants from entering adjacent habitat 
areas. Special Condition 8 requires Executive Director review and approval of a landscape 
plan for the portion of the site proposed for development. Installation and maintenance of 
native vegetation enhances soil stability, especially in areas that will be disturbed as a result of 
project implementation. The Negative Declaration adopted by the County of San Mateo for 
this project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act states "protective native 
landscaping is proposed to prevent acceleration of erosion at this site". However, the applicant 
has recently proposed to eliminate landscaping from the project proposal. Therefore, the 
landscaping requirement not only provides a means to reduce erosion and control sediment in 
order to protect adjacent habitats, but also maintains project conformance with the Negative 
Declaration adopted by the County. 

The impact from discharging water treatment effluent on marine and intertidal habitats, as well 
as from potential contaminants from the proposed septic system, must be assessed at the 
development review stage pursuant to LCP Policy 7.5a •. With respect to the project's water 
supply, the extent of the required treatment is currently unknown. This information is crucial to 
identifying the quantity and constituents of the effluent resulting from water treatment.. Due to 
the low permeability of the soils on the project site and the extent of the proposed septic 
system (addressed in more detail in the following paragraphs), upland on-site disposal of the 
effluent will be problematic, and may result in ocean disposal. This has the potential to 
adversely affect marine and intertidal habitats through a reduction in water quality, depending 
upon the quantity and constituents of the effluent. As a result, subsequent review and 
approval of the proposed water supply system, including the specific details of the required 
treatment process, is required by Special Condition 1. This can be accomplished concurrently 
with the Commission's future review and approval of the adequacy of the proposed well, also 
required by Special Condition 1. 

Regarding the issue of sewage treatment, the constraints of the site's geology and irregular 
narrow shape, as well as its proximity to the marine environment, demands an in depth review 
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of the proposed septic system in order to ensure that it can adequately handle the effluent 
generated by the project, and not result in significant adverse impacts to adjacent sensitive 
habitat areas. Potential effects of an inadequate or malfunctioning septic system include the 
introduction of bacteria and toxic substances to the marine environment and/or subsurface 
waters, which can diminish the biological productivity of marine habitats and result in human 
health risks. 

Initial percolation tests undertaken at the project site found that the terrace deposits underlying 
the project site failed to percolate adequately. As a result, subsequent percolation tests were 
conducted within surficial soils (at a depth of two feet). These surface soils exhibited very 
good percolation rates. Based upon these test results, the geotechnical consultants 
recommend "installing a shallow leachfield system utilizing 4Mfoot deep trenches. The 
leachfield should be located in the areas outlined in Figure 2 [Exhibit 0]. We do not 
recommend using the driveways and parking areas to the north of the existing structures as 
part of the leachfield area because the shallow soils have been disturbed by vehicular traffic 
and do not exhibit adequate percolation rates. We do not recommend using the area around 
Pits 12 and 13 because the mantle of silty topsoil is less than approximately 2 feet thick in this 
area •.. ". The proposed leachfield location includes a 100 foot setback from the proposed well, 
a 50 foot setback from the coastal bluffs, and a 1 0 foot setback from the northern property 
boundary adjacent to Pigeon Point road. As a result of these setbacks, the report states that 
in the consultants opinion, "It is unlikely that effluent wiU surface along these cuts or create 
slope instability problems". 

While the consultants have stated that the site can accommodate a shallow leachfield on its 
eastern portion, it is unclear how the recommended ~foot trenches will function properly since 
the percolation tests indicated that the soil did not percolate at a depth of 4 feet. In addition, 
there has been no analysis of the size of the leachfield or septic tank needed to accommodate 
the quantity of effluent resulting from the project. This analysis may prove the need to expand 
the size of the leachfield proposed by the consultants, thereby reducing the setbacks from the 
coastal bluff or well, and exacerbating potential risks to the health of adjacent habitats, 
humans, and the stability of the coastal bluffs. 

Other constraints identified by the percolation testing report include the "possibility that surface 
water infiltrating the permeable silty surficial soils could perch on top of the less permeable 
terrace deposits", and the possible occurrence of groundwater within 3 feet of the bottom of 
the leachfield. The report states that these constraints could be mitigated by installing an 
approximately ~foot deep subdrain uphill of the leachfield, which would intercept both perched 
water and high groundwater. Upon review of this report, the County of San Mateo Health 
Services Agency submitted a letter concurring with this mitigation measure, and identifying the 
need to install the subsurface drain prior to the construction of the septic system. This report 
also noted that "a detailed design of the proposed septic system employing the shallow 
drainfield with Its equivalent sidewall capacity will need to be submitted ••• for review and 
approval prior to the issuance of the building permit". The required size of this leachfield will 
be determined at this stage of review, and remains unresolved as of the writing of this staff 
report. 

The report also acknowledges that the location of the leachfield, uphill of the proposed guest 
facilities, will require pumping of the effluent. Pumping of sewage currently requires a variance 
from the County, and is subject to problems during power outages, which are common at the 
subject site. Other difficulties posed by the proposed leachfield location include routing of 
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water lines around the leachfield, which lies directly between the proposed well and guest 
units. In addition, access to the proposed cluster of units on the east side of the beach access 
gully would be problematic, as the leachfield would be located between these units and Pigeon 
Point Road and driveways are not permitted to be constructed over leachfields. This, however, 
is a moot point, due to the fact that the density of development allowed by the LCP is a 
maximum of six units, thereby requiring the removal of three of the proposed units. Because 
of the potential compaction problems associated with the driving across the leachfield, as well 
as other problems discussed in the following· Visual Resource analysis of this report, the 
cluster of three units on the east side of the gully is the most appropriate to remove. This 
requirement is contained in special condition 3 of this permit. 

Due to the potentially significant impacts to sensitive habitats posed by on-site sewage 
disposal, resulting from the unique characteristics of the subject property, the Commission staff 
requested, within an April 24, 1996 letter to the applicant, San Mateo County Department of 
Environmental Health approval of a septic system adequate to serve the proposed 
development. The basis of this request was to allow Commission staff to establish project 
consistency with the previously identified LCP sensitive habitat protection policies, which 
require such a finding to be made prior to the approval of a coastal development permit. 
Because the adequacy of the proposed septic system remains unresolved, a finding that the 
project is consistent with LCP sensitive habitat protection policies can not be made. As a 
result, a condition has been attached to this permit, which requires the final septic system 
design, as approved by the San Mateo County Department of Environmental Health, to be 
submitted for subsequent Coastal Commission review and approval. 

4. Conclusions: 

As detailed by the above analysis, significant adverse impacts to sensitive habitat areas 
adjacent to the project are posed by the potential increase in erosion, sedimentation, and 
urban contaminants resulting from project construction and operation, as well as by the 
potential discharge of contaminants from the required water treatment and sewage disposal 
systems. 

Special Conditions have therefore been attached to this permit, which ensure that appropriate 
mitigation measures will be implemented during project construction, and in the design of the 
project's drainage system, in order to protect adjacent sensitive habitat areas from the adverse 
impacts of erosion, sedimentation, and urban pollutants. In addition, these conditions require 
subsequent review of the project's water treatment and septic systems, in order to ensure that 
their final designs adequately protect adjacent intertidal and marine habitats within the waters 
of the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary. 

Only with the implementation of the special conditions summarized above can the project be 
found to be consistent with the policies of the San Mateo County certified LCP protecting 
sensitive habitat areas. 
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H. Visual Resources: 

1. Background: 

The proP2sed project is directly adjacent to the Pigeon Point Ughthouse, which is described in 
National Register of Historic Places as a highly visible and important component in the 
development and heritage of the San Mateo County's coast. This lighthouse is one of the 
most picturesque in the State, and is a popular subject for artists and photographers. 

The scenic qualities of this lighthouse are supplemented by the extensive views of rural 
· coastline and open ocean which surround Pigeon Point. The vistas available from Pigeon 
Point are also known to provide excellent opportunities to view whales and other marine life. 
The significance of these views, and their accessibility by motorists and bicyclists traveling 
along Highway One, are evidenced by the fact that this area is included within the California 
State Scenic Highway Corridor. From the project site and adjacent Pigeon Point public road, 
expansive views of the ocean and coastline to the south of Pigeon Point are available, 
including views of Point Ano Nuevo and Ano Nuevo Island. 

Based on the adverse visual impact that the proposed development would have on the 
adjacent lighthouse, the County's Historic Resources Board voted 5·3 to deny the project. As 
indicated in the County staff report for this project, the Historic Resources Board action did not 
have any impact upon the approval granted by the County Planning Commission, other than 
resulting in conditions of approval requiring the protection of archaeological resources. 

The County staff report and Negative Declaration prepared for this project, indicated that 
visual impacts resulting from the proposed development were to be mitigated by the 
construction of a public viewing platform. This mitigation measure, however, was not reflected 
in the County's conditions of approval, and has since been dropped from project plans. 

2. LCP Requirements: 

The following policies contained in the San Mateo County certified LCP regulate the impact of 
new development on visual and scenic resources of the San Mateo County coastal zone and 
apply to the subject project: 

a. Polley 8.4b.: 

"Set back bluff top development and landscaping from the bluff edge (i.e., 
decks, patios, structures, trees etc.) sufficiently far to ensure It is not visually 
obtrusive when viewed from the shoreline except in highly developed areas where 
adjoining development is nearer the bluff edge, or in special cases where a public 
facility is required to serve the public health, safety, and welfare." 

b. Policy 8.5: 

•Minimize the number of structures located in open fields and grassland areas; 
require that structures be designed In scale with the rural character of the region, 
and that they be clustered near existing and natural or man-made vertical features." 

c. Policy 8.10: 
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"Replace vegetation removed during construction with plant material (trees, shrubs, 
ground cover} which are compatible with surrounding vegetation and is suitable to 
the climate, soil, and ecological characteristics of the area. 

d. Policy 8. 12c.: 

"Locate and design new development and landscaping so that ocean views are not 
blocked from public viewing points such as public roads and publicly owned lands." 

e. Policy 8.13d.: 

"Encourage new buildings to incorporate architectural design features found in the 
historic buildings of the community (see inventory listing}, i.e., clean and simple 
lines, precise detailing, steep roof slopes, symmetrical relationship of windows and 
doors, wood construction, white paint, etc. Require remodeling of existing buildings 
to retain and respect their traditional architectural features, if any. 

f. Policy 8.15: 

"Prevent development (including buildings, structures, fences, un-natural 
obstructions, signs, and landscaping) from substantially blocking views to or along 
the shoreline from coastal roads, roadside rests and vista points, recreation areas, 
and beaches." 

g. Policy 8.168..: 

"Use plant materials to integrate the man-made and natural environments and to 
soften the visual impact of new development." 

h. Policy 8.18a.: 

"Require that new development be located, sited, and designed to fit the physical 
setting, so that its presence is subordinate to the preexisting character of the site, 
enhances the scenic and visual qualities of the area, or maintains the natural 
characteristics of existing major water courses, established and mature trees, or 
dominant vegetative communities." 

i. Policy 8.21 regulates the design and location of commercial signs. 

j. Policy 8.22 requires new utility lines within State Scenic Corridors to be 
installed underground, unless a specific exception is granted by the Planning 
Commission on the basis of constraints posed by topographic. features. 

3. Project consistency with Visual Resource policies: 

Six of the nine proposed guest units are located within an area of the site which was previously 
developed with 4 buildings that were a component of an oyster farm, one of which has already 
been removed. The existing buildings are very utilitarian in nature and design, and are not 
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considered an asset to the visual qualities of Pigeon Point. While the proposed removal of 3 of 
these buildings will clearly be an asset to the visual resources at Pigeon Point, the new 
development proposed In this area will be taller than the existing development, thereby 
increasing its visibility from the public beach area and adjacent public roads. 

The project also proposes to utilize an existing 1 ,800 square foot building as 
storage/maintenance building, the siding of which will be replaced in order to match the new 
development. Replacing the siding of this building will not, however, adequately address the 
architectural design considerations required by LCP policy 8.13d. and 8.188.. This is primarily 
due to the fact that the roof of the existing building is almost flat, and contains 6 large bubble 
shaped skylights which are incompatible with the design of the proposed development and the 
historic buildings of the surrounding area. It may be possible to resolve this visual 
incompatibility by replacing the roof of this building. or constructing a false roof over the exiting 
one. Special Condition 3 therefore requires final project plans to address this design 
consideration, and be submitted for Executive Director review and approval. 

The remaining three units proposed as a component of this project are located on the eastern 
side of the existing access road to the beach, in an open space area of the parcel which has 
not been previously developed. These units will result In the blockage of significant ocean 
views available from Pigeon Point road, and wilt also be clearly visible from the adjacent public 
beach area, inconsistent with LCP policies 8.4b., 8.5, 8.12c., and 8.15. 

The adverse visual impact of this component of the proposed development was acknowledged 
by the County staff report and Negative Declaration prepared for this project, which proposed 
to mitigate this impact with the construction of a public viewing platform. However, 
implementation of this mitigation measure was not required by the County's conditions of 
approval, and has since been removed from project plans. As a result, no mitigation is 
currently provided for this impact. 

Due to the unmitigated significant adverse visual impact resulting from this component of 
development, in combination with the reduction in the intensity of development required to 
maintain consistency with LCP density regulations {refer to Section IV.D. of this report). and 
the complications of gaining vehicle access to this unit over the proposed leachfield location 
(refer to section IV.E. of this report). removal of these three units Is required by Special 
Conditions 1 and 3. This requirement eliminates the need to mitigate the visual impacts 
resulting from this component of the proposed project that would otherwise be required in 
order to maintain consistency with LCP visual resource protection policies as well as the 
Negative Declaration adopted by the County for this project pursuant to CEQA. 

With respect to the architectural compatibility of the pennitted 6 units with the surrounding 
historical buildings, one outstanding feature, as originally submitted, is the large modem comer 
windows. These windows, as illustrated in the submitted elevation plans (Exhibit I), are out of 
characte.r with the smaller paned windows of the surrounding historical buildings, and therefore 
inconsistent with LCP Policy 8.13d.. (The applicant's architect submitted on June 26, 1996, 
alternative window designs to address this issue, attached as Exhibit S. While these revised 
drawings represent an appropriate design solution, they do not constitute the complete 
architectural elevations needed to find consistency with LCP visual policies). 

Another visual resource issue associated with the proposed project is LCP landscaping 
requirements. While the County's approval of the proposed project included landscaping, the 

a • 
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applicant has recently proposed to delete landscaping from the project proposal. The 
elimination of landscaping is clearly inconsistent with LCP policies 8.1 0 and 8.16a. previously 
cited, which require vegetation removed during construction to be replaced with suitable plant 
materials, and use of landscaping to soften the visual impact of new development. As a result, 
Special Condition 8 requires a landscape plan responding to these requirements to be 
submitted fro Executive Director review and approval. 

The remaining issues regarding project consistency with LCP visual resource protection 
policies, have to do with project fencing, and utility lines. The submitted project plans do not 
identify the type of fencing that will be used, nor do they address the LCP requirements that 
new utility lines be installed underground. These issues will be resolved during the Executive 
Director's review of final project plans, as required by Special Condition 3. 

4. Conclusions: 

The subject project is proposed within an area of significant visual resources, and must 
therefore be designed and constructed in strict adherence to the visual resource component of 
the San Mateo County LCP. As the above analysis indicates, the subject project will result in 
the beneficial visual impact of removing existing warehouse type buildings that are 
incompatible with surrounding historical structures. However, the new development proposed 
will be taller than the existing buildings, increasing their visibility from Whaler's Cove beach 
and Pigeon Point Road. As proposed, the project will also result in adverse impacts to visual 
resources by increasing the visibility of development from the adjacent public beach area, 
covering undeveloped open space lands, and blocking significant coastal views available from 
Pigeon Point road that are currently unobstructed. Other visual impacts include design 
incompatibilities between the proposed development and the surrounding historical buildings 
and the complete lack of landscaping, and the possible impairment of views by fencing, signs, 
or overhead utilities for which no plans have been provided. 

The most significant visual impact associated with the proposed project is the blockage of 
significant coastal views available from Pigeon Point Road that would result from the 
development of the three units on the undeveloped east side of the beach access gully, as 
well as the visibility of these units from the adjacent Whaler's Cove public beach. Considering 
the significant adverse visual impacts resulting from these units, in combination with the fact 
that three units must be removed from the plan in order to maintain consistency with LCP 
density regulations (addressed previously in this report), Special Condition 1 specifically 
requires removal of these units, thereby avoiding this impact. 

Other Special Conditions attached to this permit address the remaining visual impacts by 
requiring Executive director review and approval of final project plans, including landscaping, 
signing, fencing, and utility plans, which must respond to these requirements. Only with the 
implementation of these conditions can the project be found to be consistent with the Visual 
Resource Component of the San Mateo County certified LCP. 
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I. Public Access and Recreation: 

1. Background: 

As desc'ribed in Part IV.C. of this staff report, the site on which the subject project is located 
contains the only safe accessway to the adjacent Whaler's Cove beach, which according to a 
settlement agreement reached between the State of Califomia, the State Lands Commission, 
the Coastal Commission, and the property owners, is owned by the State of Califomia. Other 
than this abandoned road, the only means of accessing this beach is by boat, or only by the 
most adventurous at low tides from County owned land south east of the property, which 

. provides an unofficial, hazardous trail down to the intertidal area southeast of Whaler's Cove. 

The unique characteristics of Whaler's Cove beach make It an attractive place for coastal 
access and recreation activities, including swimming, diving, sunbathing, fishing, and boating. 
The qualities of this beach which make it so attractive for the above activities include: shelter 
from strong winds, waves, and ocean currents; the ability to transport a small boat from the 
nearby public roadway and launch it in a protected area; and the opportunity to observe 
tidepools and marine lite, including migrating whales. Other unique features which have made 
this beach a popular destination for educational groups ranging from elementary schools to 
university students and elder hostels, include: its rich history of maritime and whaling activities; 
the biological productivity of the intertidal and offshore marine environment; and the unique 
geologic characteristics of the Pigeon Point formation. 

Attached to the previous staff report distributed to the Commission at the April, 1996 hearing, 
were examples of letters received from fisherman, divers, school groups, and other members 
of the public, which expressed that the unique characteristics of this beach provide coastal 
access and recreation apportunities for the public that are unavailable elsewhere. Over 200 of 
these letters to the Commission and Commission staff, stressing the importance of public 
access to this beach, were received. 

The project site, including the accessway to Whaler's Cove beach, is subject to a settlement 
agreement which resolves issues of implied dedication to the general public (i.e., whether the 
public, by virtue of historic use, has obtained an easement over some portion of the property), 
and what portion of the site is subject to the public trust. According to the terms of this 
settlement agreement, the beach area of the project site has been conveyed to the State of 
Califomia, under the jurisdiction of the State Lands Commission. Regarding the issue of 
implied dedication relevant to the path across the subject property which leads to the beach, 
both the State of Califomia and the County of San Mateo have acknowledged and agreed that 
they are precluded from finding that the existence or possible existence of implied dedication 
rights in the site constitute a basis for imposing any public access conditions. 

The settlement agreement does not, however, bar the Coastal Commission or the County of 
San Mateo tram considering other public access issues which are not, in whole or in part, 
based on any claim of implied dedication. The County and the Coastal Commission can 
impose appropriate public access conditions that are based on issues outside the scope of 
implied dedication. 

At the County hearing on this project, the applicant volunteered to incorporate limited public 
access provisions across the subject property. As worded by the County's conditions of 
approval, this component of the project includes "limited access as provided herein, to school 
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groups and fishermen over the path designated by the owner on the owners property from 
Pigeon Point Road to the public beach, provided that any such group or fishermen have 
entered into a written agreement with the owner providing reasonable ter.ms and conditions 
governing such access, including without limitation release of any liability of owner, reasonable 
insurance requirements, and regulations of hours of use and minimizing disturbance of project 
guests. No access shall be permitted when any pinnipeds are present on the beach. Owner 
shall not be required to permit access to more than one school group per week in months July 
through December and more than two school groups per week in months January through 
June. Fishermen shall be limited to launching portaged boats for pole and line fishing from the 
boats." 

2. Coastal Act Policies: 

a. Coastal Act Section 30212 states, in relevant part: 

"(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along 
the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where:" 

"(1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security needs, or the protection 
of fragile coastal resources," 

"(2) adequate access exists nearby, or" 

"(3) agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated accessway shall not be 
required to be opened to public use until a public agency or private association 
agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and liability of the accessway". 

b. Section 3021 0 states: 

"In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California 
Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and 
recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the people consistent with public 
safety needs and the need to protect public rights, rights of private property owners, 
and natural resource areas from overuse." 

c. Section 30214 states, in relevant part: 

"(a) The public access policies of this article shall be implemented in a manner 
that takes into account the need to regulate the time, place, and manner of public 
access depending on the facts and circumstances in each case including, but not 
limited to, the following:" 

"(1) Topographic and geologic site characteristics." 

"(2) The capacity of the site to sustain use and at what level of intensity" 

"(3) The appropriateness of limiting public access to the right to pass and repass 
depending on such factors as the fragility of the natural resources in the area and 
the proximity of the access area to the adjacent residential uses." 
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"(4) The need to provide for the management of access areas so as to protect 
the privacy of adjacent property owners and to protect the aesthetic values of the 
area by providing for the collection of litter." -

•(b) It is the intent of the legislature that the public access policies of this article 
be carried out in a reasonable manner that considers the equities and that balances 
the rights of the indMdual property owner with the public's constitutional right of 
access pursuant to Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution .... " 

3. LCP Requirements: 

The following access policies of the San Mateo County LCP apply to the subject project: 

a. Policy 1 0.1, "Permit Conditions for Shoreline Access": 

"Require some provision for shoreline access as a condition of granting 
development permits for any public or private development permits (except as 
exempted by Policy 10.2) between the sea and the nearest road. The type of 
provision, the location of ·the access and the amount and type of improvements 
required shall be consistent with the policies of this component." 

b. Policy 10.13: 

"Require the establishment and improvement of vertical (trails) and lateral (shoreline 
destinations) public access and parking consistent with Policy 10.22(e) as a 
condition of approval for obtaining a permit for commercial and industrial 
development along the shoreline, except where the establishment of access would 
disrupt activities which are essential to public safety." 

(nQlg: Policy 10.22(e), referenced by the above policy, calls for the 
provision of trails linking parking facilities to nearby shoreline destinations 
that do not have existing parking facilities because such facilities would be 
inconsistent with other parking policies.) 

c. Policy 1 0.22d.: 

"New commercial or industrial parking facilities of 10 or more spaces within 1/4 mile 
radius of an established shoreline access area Shall designate and post 
20% of the total spaces for beach user parking between 10:00 a.m. and 4:00 
p.m." 

d. Policy 10.30: 
c, 

"Requirement of Minimum Access as a Condition of Granting Development Permits" 

"a. Require the provision of shoreline access for any private or public 
development between the sea and the nearest public road." 
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"b. Base the level of importance and development of access support facilities at 
a site on the Locational Criteria and Development Standard Policies and the Site 
Specific Recommendation contained in Table 10.6." 

note: Table 10.6 lists the subject site under "Beaches Along Pigeon Point 
Road", and contains the following site specific recommendations: 
"consolidate bluff trails"; "develop interpretive educational displays 
discussing the fragile nature of the tidepools at Pigeon Point and prohibiting 
removal of species"; "construct short staircases to beaches"; "landscape 
parking area at Yankee Jim Gulch"; and, "include public access in all plans 

· for the development of Pigeon Point Lighthouse". This table also 
recommends, for special consideration, to "close Pigeon Point Road to 
vehicular traffic. Retain existing right of way for use by bicycles, hikers, and 
limited traffic to the lighthouse". 

"c. Base the responsibility and requirements of the property owner for the 
provision of this access on: (1) the size and type of development, (2) the benefit to 
the developer, (3) the priority given to the type of the development under the 
Coastal Act and (4) the impact of the development, particularly the burden the 
development would place on the public right of access to and use of the shoreline. 
Determine the minimum requirements according to the following:" 

" .•• (3) For large agricultural and non-agricultural developments (i.e., developments 
of more than one single family house, major subdivisions, commercial and industrial 
developments, and large greenhouses and agricultural processing plants), require 
the property owner to provide, improve, and maintain shoreline access consistent 
with the policies of this component." 

Note: Since the subject development constitutes a non-agricultural 
commercial development, part 3 of Policy 1 0.30c. applies to this 
project. 

e. Policy 10.31: 

"Require additional access areas, improvements or operation and maintenance 
beyond the minimum when a project decreases the existing or potential public 
access to the shoreline by: (1) removing or infringing upon an area which has 
historically been subject to public use without permission or effective interference by 
the owner and/or (2} decreasing the amount of sandy beach by building seawalls, 
etc., and/or (3) removing future recreation opportunities by committing lands 
suitable for recreational development to uses which are not assigned priority for use 
of oceanfront land by Section 30222 of the Coastal Act." 

4. Precedential Court Decisions: 

The application of the above Coastal Act and San Mateo County LCP access policies must be 
taken in context with important court decisions which have set a precedent regarding the 
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implementation of these policies. The following discussion summarizes the relationship 
between the proposed project and applicable court decisions: 

a. Nollan vs. California Coastal Commission: 

The applicable legal point made In the Nollan decision was thaf.there needed to be a direct 
connection, or "nexus" between the impact caused by a project and the mitigation proposed 
to address it. This decisions requires that in order for the Commission to impose an access 
condition on the subject development, it must find that the project will result in an adverse 
impact to public access which must be mitigated. 

b. Dolan vs. City of Tigard: 

The Dolan decision refined the Nollan decision discussed above by finding that, in addition to 
limiting mitigation measures to those that have a direct nexus to the impact of the project, such 
mitigation measures must be "roughly proportional" to the extent of the impact. As a result, in 
order to impose a condition requiring public access as a component of project approval, the 
Commission must find the benefits of such a condition are equivalent to the project impacts on 
public access which the condition is intended to offset. 

5. Analysis: 

In order to determine the applicability of the Coastal Act and LCP access policies previously 
identified, the degree to which the proposed project will impact public access must be 
determined, in light of the precedents set by the above court decisions. In this particular case, 
this analysis must also consider. and be consistent with, the terms of the Settlement 
Agreement which resolved the issue of implied dedication, and to which the Coastal 
Commission was a party. 

As described in Part IV.J.1. of this report, the terms of the Settlement Agreement preclude the 
State of California and the Courity of San Mateo from finding that the existence or possible 
existence of implied dedication rights at the site constitutes a basis for imposing any public 
access conditions. This effectively bars the Commission or County from asserting that the 
project will adversely impact public access by blocking the accessway to the beach located on 
the subject property. 

The settlement agreement does not, however, bar the Coastal Commission or the County of 
San Mateo from considering other public access Issues which are not, in whole or in part, 
based on any claim of implied dedication. The County and the Coastal Commission can 
impose appropriate public access conditions that are baaed on issues outside the scope of 
implied dedication. 

In light of the terms of the Settlement Agreement, the only impacts that the project could have 
on public access and recreation opportunities would be intensifying the use of Whalers Cove 
beach, and adversely affecting the sensitive habitat areas which is one of the reasons why this 
beach is an attractive destination. Because the issue of project impacts on sensitive habitat 
areas are addressed in detail in Section IV.E. of this report, the following analysis focuses on 
whether or not an intensified use of the site will affect the public access and recreation 
opportunities. Such an analysis is mandated by Coastal Act Section 30214, which requires 
tt}at the capacity of a site to sustain a certain level of intensity of use be considered. This 
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analysis is also required by LCP Policy 1 0.30c., which bases requirements for public access on 
"the impact of the development, particularly the burden the development would place on the 
public right of access to and use of the shoreline", among other factors. 

The increased intensity of use of Whaler's Cove beach that will result from the subject project, 
and the burden that this will place on the public right of access to, and use of, shoreline areas 
is directly related to the projecfs density of development. As conditioned, the project is limited 
to 6 guest units, which would introduce approximately 12 visitors per day, and a smaller 
number of dogs, to the beach during periods of high occupancy. It is likely that these visitors 
will recreate on the beach for limited periods of time, and at different times of day, thereby 
reducing the number of project guests that are on the beach at one time. This minor addition 
of visitors to the beach should not significantly affect the public's ability to access or recreate 
on this beach. 

5. Conclusions: 

The minor increase in the intensity of beach use that will result from the subject project will not 
reduce the public's ability to access or recreate on Whaler's Cove beach, and therefore does 
not provide a nexus for a public access requirement pursuant to the Nollan decision. Similarly, 
a requirement for public access would not be proportional to the insignificant impact of a few 
additional beach users, and can not be pursued consistent with the precedent set by the Dolan 
case. Furthermore, because the project interferes with a coastal access route which the public 
has no established legal right to use, the Commission does not have a basis for requiring 
public access across the subject site as a condition of development approval. 

J. Violations: 

Violations of the Local Coastal Program have taken place on the subject property in the recent 
past. These include: 

a. Erection of a fence without benefit of a coastal development permit; 

b. Use of the agricultural storage building as a guest residence/rental; and, 

c. Demolition of a building without benefit of a coastal development permit. 

In response to the first two violations mentioned above, the County of San Mateo required the 
applicant to apply for coastal development permit for the fence, and to re-establish the 
agricultural storage building to its permitted use. An "after the fact" coastal development 
permit exemption was subsequently issued by the County for the fence. 

With respect to the recent demolition of an existing building on the site, the County issued a 
demolition permit in January, 1996, but did not issue the required coastal development permit. 
This violation has yet to be resolved. 

Although violations have taken place on the subject property prior to Commission review of this 
project, consideration of this project has been based solely on the project's conformance with 
applicable policies of the San Mateo County certified LCP and the Coastal Act. The 
Commission's action on this permit is without prejudice, as if the unpermitted development had 
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not previously occurred. This action does not, however, constitute a waiver of any legal action 
with regard to any violation of the Coastal Act that may have occurred. 

K. Relationship to Local Permits: 

San Mateo County issued a coastal development permit for this project (COP 95-0022), along 
with a Planned Agricultural Permit(PAD 95-0008) and Architectural Review (AR 95-0007}, 
subject to 29 conditions attached to this report as Exhibit B. By finding "substantial issue" on 
April 1 o, 1996, the Coastal Commission stayed San Mateo County's coastal permit approval. 
With this action, the Coastal Commission approves and will issue the Coastal Development 
Permit, subject to the stated conditions. These conditions incorporate the local conditions of 
coastal permit approval, with the exception of local condition number 1 (which gives approval 
of 9 rather than 6 units). While many of these conditions overlap, they are internally 
consistent, and can be implemented without contradiction. Except as they may require 
modification to conform with the Commission's action, the other County permits remain valid; 
however, no development can commence until the applicable terms of this Coastal 
Development Permit are satisfied. Any future proposed changes to this project or the 
·conditions of approval must be submitted to the Coastal Commission for approval. 

L. California Environmental Quality Act (CECA): 

The County of San Mateo County adopted a Negative Declaration for the subject project on 
December 13, 1996. This Negative Declaration included six mitigation measures designed to 
ensure that the proposed development would not have a significant impact on the 
environment. 

The County's conditions of approval for this project, which are incorporated into the conditions 
of approval for this permit, do not, however, incorporate, or require compliance with, two of the 
six mitigation measures. These include: 

"3. The applicant shall either provide for public access on the proposed stairway to the 
beach, or the stairway shall be removed from the plan", and 

"4. If the applicant eliminates the stairway to the beach, a public viewing point shall be 
established on-site prior to the completion of Construction of Phase Ill of the projecr. 

As previously stated, the applicant has removed the proposed stairway to the coastal bluff (as 
opposed to the beach) from the project plans, thereby complying with Mitigation 3 of the 
Negative Declaration. Mitigation 4, intended to provide compensation for the visual impacts of 
the project, is no longer applicable, due to the fact that visual impacts of the subject project 
have been reduced to an insignifiCant level through the imposition of Special Condition 3 
attached to this permit, which requires the deletion of the cluster of three units on the eastern 
portion of the property from final project plans. 

Other potentially significant environmental impacts which may result from project 
implementation have been mitigated to an insignificant level by the special conditions attached 
to this permit. This is documented in detail throughout the text of this staff report. As a result, 
approval of this permit, as conditioned, will not have a significant adverse impact on the 
environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act. 
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COASTAL OEVELOP~,ENT PE!UHT 

--·..- ···- " -STANDARD CONDITIONS: ._ .. ··-·.··.-
1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Not1ce or Receiat and Acxnowledcrment. The permit is not valid and ·· ·- _. 
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the ·:~:-· 
permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and 
acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission office. 

Exoir-ation. If development has nat commenced, the pernfit will expire ~o · ··· 
years from the date on which the Commission voted on the application. 
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a 
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must be~-
made prior to the expiration date. · • 

Comoliance. All development must occur in strict ~ompliance with the 
proposal as set forth in the application for permit, subject to any special 
conditions set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be 
reviewed and approved by the staff an~may require Commission approva). 

!nteroretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition 
will be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission. 

5. Insoections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and 
the project during its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice. 

6. Assianment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified per~on. provided 
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and 
conditions of the permit. 

7. Terms and Conditions Run with 'the Land. These terms and conditions shall be 
perpetual. and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to 
bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms 
and conditions. 

l 
I 
I 
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to the beach area. The "gully," which lies bet 
Phase III of the project, and which has b the subject 

of claims public and private access, will not b l'l~lopecr: The 
status of tH "gully," and any other claims of · plied access over 
the property, the subject of an action to et title brought by. 
the owners of tti roperty against the State f Cal ifornta, the State . 
Lands Commission, e Coastal Commission the County of San Mateo. 
This lawsuit, entitl n 1 v of a 1 , will 
resolve any claims of lied public ess over the beach area and 
the upland property. I , for any r on, it is judicially determined 
that such rights exist, th ropo development would not impede 
such access. Further, the p ed development would not impede any 
private prescriptive rights t may be perfected in the future by 
private individuals or grou • 

c. Development of Phases I nd II will n result in impacts to coastal 
views in that the sf for these phases ·s currently developed with 
warehouse structur of the approximate s e and location as the 
proposed develop t. For this reason, no nditions are necessary 
as to Phases I nd II to protect coastal view Phase III of the 
project, how er, will occur on a site that is t currently 
developed, nd thus will result in a blockage of stal views. 

B. Found at the project, as described in the application ; 
als and as conditioned, is in compliance with the ! 

itectural and Site Control within the Cabrillo Highw; 
orridor. 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Planning Division 

1. This approval is for the nine one-bedroom units, well, parking area and 
conversion of the warehouse unit into a manager's office, repair of a 
bluff top stairway and installation of utilities. Any major 
modifications to this project shall be subject to subsequent review and 
planning permits. 

2. If any significant cultural materials are exposed or discovered during 
site clearing of site work, or during subsurface construction, operations 
shall stop within ten (10) feet of the find immediately and a qualified 
archaeologist retained for professional recommendations. Significant 
artifacts or features include, but are not limited to, aboriginal human 
remains, chipped stone, groundstone, shell and bone artifacts, concentra­
tions of fire cracked rock, ash, charcoal, shell, .and bone; and historic 
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features such as pr1v1es or building foundations. Appropriate mitigation 
of significant cultural resources may include the systematic scientific 
excavation and removal ·of· the cultural resource. Any·~rtffacts or 
samples collected, as part of the initial discovery, monitoring or 
mitigation phase must be properly conserved, cataloged, analyzed, 
evaluated, and curated along with associated documentation in a profes­
sional manner consistent with current archaeological standards. All 
artifacts and samples collected shall be submitted to the San Mateo 
County Historical Museum for curation. The project archaeologist shall 
submit all recommendations for mitigation to the Planning Division for 
review and approval. The Planning Division will require any recommended 
mitigation or conditions contained within the project archaeologist's 
report to be incorporated into the project. All documentation prepared 
during the initial discovery, monitoring, or mitigation phase shall be 
submitted to the Planning Divisionand the San Mateo County Historical 
Museum. 

3. The applicant is required to retain the services of a qualified 
Archaeologist and to implement an archaeological monitoring program 
during the initial soil exposure after the following removal and prior to 
the issuance of any building permit(s}: (1) vegetative removal, concrete 
pad(s) removal, existing building(s) removal, and parking and driveway 
encroachment areas for Phase I, (2) vegetative removal in the area 
proposed for Phase II building including the parking and driveway 
encroachment areas east of the main ravine on the property, and (3) 
waterline construction, to prepare a professional general reconnaissance 
report and recommended mitigation for archaeological resources for those 
areas identified above. All documentation prepared during the initial 
discovery, monitoring, or mitigation phase shall be submitted to the 
Planning Division and the San Mateo County Historical Museum. The 
project archaeologist shall submit the general reconnaissance report and 
recommended mitigation to the Planning Division for review and approval. 
The Planning Division will require any.recommended mitigation or condi­
tions contained within the project archaeologist's report to be incor­
porated into the project. All artifacts and samples collected shall be 
submitted to the San Mateo County Historical Museum for curations. If 
during this phase of monitoring and report preparation the project 
archaeologist determines the existence of significant cultural 
resource{s), the applicant shall retain the services of a qualified 
historian or historical archaeologist to prepare a focused historical 
research and report for the McKenzie Pigeon Point property to detail the 
history of land use on the property and the association with the 
significant cultural resource(s) as required by this condition • 
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5. Storm water runoff from the site shall be controlled so as not to 
increase the velocity of the runoff and to maintain the same or improved 
quality of the surface runoff from this site. Drainage improvements 
shall be assessed at the building permit stage. 

6. Prior to completion of construction of Phase I of the project, the 
applicant shall record the "Right to Farm" statement, pursuant to Local 
Coastal Program Policy 5.15.a <Mitigation of Land Use Conflicts>, on the 
deed for the property. 

7. Thi applicant shall submit a night lighting plan of the site to the 
Planning Director for review and approval prior to installing outdoor 
lighting on this site. The outdoor lighting shall be designed to 
minimize glare and visibility from the right-of-way along Highway 1, and 
shall not directly illuminate areas beyond the project site. The lights 
shall be located as close to ground as possible with the use of motion 
sensitive lighting encouraged where necessary. 

8. Prior to completion of the building permit, the applicant shall submit a 
sample of the exterior color and materials to be used on the units for 
review and approval by the Planning Director. No reflective or bright 
colors shall be permitted. 

10. Exterior trash receptacles shall be screened from view from off-site 
locations. Vegetation or fencing shall be employed to screen dumpsters 
and trash receptacles. 

11. Prior to installation of signs on this site, the applicant shall submit a 
sign program to the Planning Director for review and approval. 
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12. The water storage tank shall be screened from public view. Prior to 
issuance of a building permit for the water storage tank, the applicant 
shall submit a screeni'ng ·plan consisting of either nat'1Ve vegetation or a 
wooden fence to screen the tank from public view. 

Department of Public Works 

16. Prior to issuance of the building permit, the applicant will be required 
to provide payment of "roadway mitigation fees'' based on the square 
footage (assessable space) of the proposed bed and breakfast operation 
per Ordinance #3277. 

17. The provisions of the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern all 
grading on and adjacent to this site. Unless exempted by the Grading 
Ordinance, the applicant may be required to apply for a grading permit 
upon completion of the County's review of the development plans. 

18. The applicant shall submit a driveway "plan and profile" to the 
Department of Public Works, showing the driveway access to the parking 
lot areas complying with County standards for driveway slopes (not to 
exceed 20%) and to County standards for the driveways (at the property 
line) being the same elevation as the center of the access roadway 
(Pigeon Point Road). The driveway plans shall also include and show 
specific provisions and details for handling both the existing and the 
proposed drainage. 

19. No construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until 
Public Works requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, 
including review of the plans, have been met and an encroachment permit 
issued. 

/' 
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Building Inspection Section 

20. Fire sprinklers sh.all 'be ·required to be installed in el"cfi 1Iti1t. ·-

21. The applicant shall submit plans for review and approval of a demolition 
permit and building permit prior to commencement of demolition of 
existing structures or construction of new structures on site. 

22. A survey of the site shall be required for a building permit. 

Fjre Mjrshal 

23. Upon submittal of a final site plan and building plans, the Fire Marshal 
shall review the plans to establish a "fire Jane" in the parking area 
serving six units. 

24. Upon submittal of building pla~s, the Fire Marshal shall determine the 
quantity of water storage, the size of the water mains, location of 
hydrants and pressure pump requirements for fire suppression needs. 

25. The applicant shall design emergency pedestrian access around the units 
to the satisfaction of the Fire Marshal. 

26. All chimneys shall have an approved spark arresting device installed 
prior to final approval of the building permit to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Marshal. 

Environmental Health Divisiqn 

27. The applicant shall submit a plot plan showing the existing and proposed 
septic drainfield and water supply to the Environmental Health Division 
for review and approval prior to issuance of a building permit. The 
septic system shall be required to meet Environmental Health standards 
prior to issuance of the building permit. 

28. The applicant shall submit water quality tests for the new and existing 
well to the Environmental Health Division for review and approval prior 
to issuance of the building permit. 

Geotechnical Division 

29. The applicant shall submit a geotechnical report for review and approval 
by the Geotechnical Division to ensure the stability of the proposed 
constructibn prior to issuance of a building permit for this project. 

Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Planning Commission 
has the right of appeal to the Board of Supervisors within ten (10) days from 
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Kleinfelder, Inc. has prepared this water use assessment for the proposed Pigeon Point Country 
bm.located at 921 Pigeon Point Road, San Mateo County, California. This water use assessment 
is a planning document for use by the owner '31ld by the architects Hellmuth, Obata & 
Kassabanm, Inc., San Francisco, California. 

The proposed Pigeon Point Country bm. will be located on a parcel of land located adjacent to the .. 
Pigeon Point Lighthouse. The property is described as a "'portion of lot 113, Peninsula Farms 
Company's subdivision No.2, volume 11 at page 28 and as described in 0. R. 84101858, San 
Mateo County records, California". 

This water use assessment will evaluate the projected water consumption for the proposed 
development of nine tourist units and one manager's office/storage area. 

OS-96-68 
21-339001 

Copyright 1996, Kleinfelder, Inc. 
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The proposed facility will consist of nine identically plumbed guest units, in three groups of 
three units, and one separate manager's office/storage area. The floor plan of the proposed 
development indicates that similar bathroom and kitchen facilities are planned for each unit. 
Each unit will comprise one shower, one toilet, one bathroom'basin and one kitchen sink. The 
units will not include laundzy facilities nor appliances such as dishwashers, water treatment, or 
washing machines. No saunas, hot-tubs, spas, swimming pools, irrigation for landscaping or 
fountains will be utilized at the proposed facility. Washing facilities such as for. automobiles or 
housekeeping are not considered in the assessment. Laundering will be conducted off-site. 

A well has been constructed on the property. At the time of drilling and development, the well 
was airlif't tested at the rate of 5 gallons per minute. This flow rate should only be used as a 
guide to determine the supply capacity of the well. A formal pump test including constant 
pumping and drawdown and recovery data will be conducted in order to evaluate the sustained 
supply capacity of the well. 

OS-96-68 
21·339001 

2 Copyright 1996, Kleinfelder, Inc. 
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No generally recognized standards for water use in "country" inns are available that can be used 
as a guideline for design of this system. However, information for average and peale 
consumption in hotels and motels (including rooms with kitchens) was available from several 
sources including texts and publications (see reference section). Principal documents are 
publications by The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and "Rural ArCa Water Use Study" 
prepared for San Mateo County by Kleinfelder in 1991. Texts are Water Quality, Tchobanoglous 
and Schroeder, 1987 and Wastewater Engineering, Metcalf and Eddy, 1991. 

Ayeracc Water Consumption 

Review of the selected data is directed towards assessment of motel or hotel rooms with a double 
occupancy rate. These motel and hotel units have water usage similar to the guest units proposed 
in the architectural plans. This is based on one shower, one toilet, one washbasin, and one 
kitchen sink in each unit. Water consumption for the individual units and all units combined is 
calculated from the average of water consumption rates published in the reference material and 
presented in Table 4. These consumption rates are based on measured historical data and refer to 
conventional appliances and fixtures. 

Rs;Jativs; Pen:s;ntace Consumption Per Guest Unit 

The use of water in the guest units for hotels and motels is generally consistent with residential 
water use. A general list of residential water use is described by Kleinfelder, 1991 and is made 
up of four components. These components are toilet, shower, and washbasin consumption in the 
bathroom, and consumption for cooking and cleaning in the kitchen. These percentages show the 
ratio of consumption of each of the fixtures, to the total consumption for each guest unit. The 
percentages are not altered by average or peak consumption caused by occupancy rates. 

Percs;ntap Consumption of Water per Ggest Unit 

Toilet 

Shower 

Bathroom Faucets 

Kitchen Faucets 

Total 

OS-96-68 
21-339001 

40 percent 

30 percent 

15 percent 

15 percent 

100 percent 

3 Copyright 1996, Kleinfelder. Inc. 
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These figures are consistent with water use figures for hotels and motels as presented by 

Kleinfelder,. 1991. 

Peak Consumption Factor 

Peak daily water use assumes that the nine guest units are fully occupied with two guests in each 

unit. This does not take into account any seasonal factors where the occupancy rate is likely to 

be le~s than .1 00 percent. Occupancy rates for the project are not available; however, it is 

considered necessary to evaluate the effect of occupancy rates on. water consumption. (see Table 

1) 

60% 
80% 
100% 

54 
72 
90 

531 
717 
896 

790 
1053 
1317 

371 
495 
628 

253 
337 
428 

The peak daily consumption was estimated based on individual customer account records 
supplied.by the Coastside County Water District The records were taken from the 1987 billing 
year, the last year to include available records for maximum available water supply. 

The average daily water use rate is taken as the average daily water use rate for the whole of the 
billing year. The peak daily water use rate was taken as the average daily water use rate for the 
two month billing period with the highest consumption for the whole of the billing year. The 
peak daily water use factor is derived by the ratio of the peak daily water use to the average daily 
water use, for the billing period. · This peak use factor is applied to the average daily 
consumption to calculate the peak water consumption rate for the project. The adjusted peak 
daily water use for hotels and motels as reported by Kleinfelder, 1991 is 1.47 times average daily 
water use. 

This peak water consumption rate is a conservative planning figure. The peak rate assumes 100 
percent occupancy at all times. Occupancy rates for guest units at hotels and motels are 
generally not· one hundred percent at all times. However, due to the storage capacity being 
considered, peak consumption may be achieved over a five day period and the peak rate factor 
considered should be viable. Based upon the information presented in Table 1, the water demand 

OS-96-68 
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for the project is anticipated to be 428 gallons per day. THis requires a constant supply rate from· 
the well of approximately 18 gallons per hour. 

Water Conservation Techgiqges. 

The water consumption rates calculated thus far are attributed to conventional water fixtures. 
Low flow devices such as Low flow flush toilets and low flow shower heads and faucet flow 
control devices can significantly reduce the consumption of water, (see Table 2). · 

8.00 2.00 15 2.00 15 

s.oo 2.75 45 2.50. so 

5.00 2.15 45 2.50 so 

Savings made by utilizing th~ fixtures is estimated to average 53 percent of average flows with 
conventional fixtures. The use of Ultra low flush toilets can reduce water consumption by 
approximately 75 percent per flush, when compared to conventional flush toilets. This 
contributes to an overall saving of approximately 68 percent over conventional fixtures. This 
factor is applied to the peak water consumption figure to determine the water usage rates that will 
be applicable when water conservation devices are used., (see Table 3). 

05-96-68 
21-339001 

Shower 
Bathroom faucet 
Kitchen 
Total 

40 
30 
l.S 

15 
100 

5 

17 30 
23 23 
7 8 
7 8 
53 68 

Copyright 1996, Kleinfeldcr, Inc. 
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IIJ KLEINFELDER 

Water Consumption 

The calculation for water consumption rates for the project is based on the consumption of nine 
guest units and one manager's office/storage area. The manager's office/storage area is for 
daytime use as an office and is not expected for use as overnight accommodation. The 
construction of the manager's office/storage area will, however include similar fixtures as the 
guest units and, to be cons~ve, all calculations are based on full occupancy and equivalent 
water usage of the guest units and manager's office/storage area at peak loads. Table 4 presents a 
summary of water consumption based upon the aforementioned information. 

70 700 228 

62 620 202 

80 800 260 

110 llOO 358 

100 1000 325 

80 800 260 

verage 90 896 291 

* Assumes 10 guest writs. 

The method of calculation takes the following steps: 

05-96-<58 
21-339001 

6 

334 Wastewau:r 
Engineering, Metcalf' 
and Eddy, 1991 

296 Wa= Quality, 
Tchobanoglous and 
Schroeder, 1987 

382 Wastewa= 
Engineering, Metcalf 
and Eddy, 1991 

526 Wati:r Quality, 
Tchobanoglous and 
Schroeder. 1987 

478 Manual ofindividual 
and Non-Public: 
Wati:r Supply 
systems. EPA. 1991. 

382 Wasccwa= 
Engineering, Metcalf 
and Eddy, 1991 

428 

Copyright 1996, K.leinfelder, Inc. 
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CJ Calculate the average water consumption from conventional fixtures based on the 

reported consumption mtes published in the selected texts and publication: 

Average Consumption • 90 gallons per unit per day 

CJ Calculate the total consumption using the number of guest units multiplied by the average 
• 

consumption per unit (The managers office/storage area is included in this calculation). 

Total number of guest units equals 10. 

Total Consumption • Average Consumption • Number of Units •> 

90*lo-900 gallons per day. 

Calculate the total consumption using ultra low-flow (ULF)devices and appliances based 

on the total consumption rate minus the percentage reduction (percentage reduction is 68 

percent) 

Total ULF Consumption= Total Consumption *(!-percentage reduction)=> 

900•(1-0.68)-291 gallons per day 

CJ Calculate peak consumption using ULF devices and appliances using total ULF 

consumption multiplied by the peak use factor which is 1.47. 

Peak Consumption using ULF devices =Total ULF Consumption • peak use factor=> 

291*1.47=428 gallons per day 

'The anticipated water consumption for the project was selected based upon the average rates of 
consumption for several types of accommodations as presented in Table 4. Based on the 
preceding calculations our estimate is a peak water consumption rate of 428 gallons per day for 
the project This projection i~ based on the installation of ultra low-flow devices throughout the . 
project. K.leinfelder further estimates that a peak consumption rate of 628 gallons per day for the 
project is achievable using low-flow fixtures throughout the project 

OS-96-68 
21-339001 
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IIJ KLEINFELDER 

Fire Fiahtina 

Water reserved for fire fighting must be considered in the calculation for storage requirements. 
The Office of the Fire Marshall of San Mateo County has released the following guidelines. 

The storage requirements for fire use is based on the number of square feet of the building 
• 

multiplied by a conversion factor equal to 1.6. The area of each guest unit is approximately 600 
square feet. Therefore~ each three-unit guest structure has a floor plan area of 'approximately 
1800 sq. ft The managers office/storage area is assumed to be approximately the equivalent of 
four guest units or 2,400 square feet. The storage requirements are presented in Table 5 

Cluster "C" 
Office and Storage 

1800 
1800 
2400 

2880 
2880 
3840 

Each of the clusters and the office and storage building are separated and can be considered 
separate buildings, thus the minimum storage requirement for fire safety, based upon the largest 
square foot, is 3,840 gallons. Office of San Mateo County Fire Marshall requires that this 
storage requirement not be included in storage calculation for daily guest or manager 
<;>:ffice/storage area water consumption for the project. 

Water Storap Requirements 

San Mateo County requires a storage tank capacity calculated for thr~e days of peak 
consumption. Kleinfelder recommends that the capacity be increased to five days. The 
increased storage capacity will better accommodate down capacity for possible repairs and the 
importance of maintaining a supply of water to the .guests. These extended down times for pump 
and piping repairs may be expected because of to the remote location of the project. Storage 
capacity is calculated using the following steps. 

€";(h;";+ ~, P·lf 
OS-96-68 8 Copyright 1996, Kleinfelder, Inc. 
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IIJ K LEI N FE L 0 E R 1, 

CJ Calculate storage capacity required assuming peak· consumption using ULF devices 

multiplied· by number of days of storage required. (Kleinfelder recommends 5 days of 

storage, San Mateo County requires a minimum of 3 days of storage) 

Storage capacity = Peak ULF consumption rate • No of days of storage required=> 

428 • 3 = 1284 gallons (San Mateo County) 

428 • S = 2140 gallons (Kleinfelder) 

Peak consumption and storage capacity requirements are presented in Table 6. 

05·96-68 
.21-339001 

334 

296 

382 

526 

478 

382 

428 

' 

1003 

889 

1147 

t.sn 

1433 

1147 

1284 

9 

1672 WasteWater Engineering. 
Metcalf and Eddy, 1991 

1481 Water Quality, 
Tchobanoglous and 
Schroeder, 1987 

1911 Wastewater Engineering. 
Metcalf and Eddy, 1991 

2628 Water Quality, 
Tchobanoglous and 
Schroeder, 1987 

2389 Manual of Individual and 
Non·Public Water Supply 
systems. EPA, 1991. 

1911 Wastewater Engineering. 
Mettalf and Eddy, 1991 

2140 

6",.'-i~:f 1£., p.to 
Copyright 1996, Kleinfelder,Inc. 
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Total Storage Requjremept 

CJ The water storage requirements are calculated as the sum of the storage requirements for 

fire safety and the water requirements for project use. 

Total Storage Requirement = Storage for fire safety + Storage for project use. 

= 3840 + 1284 = 5124 gallons (San Mateo County) 

= 3840 + 2140 = 5980 gallons . (Kleinfelder) 

Based upon the base capacity required for fire safety and the iverage capacity required for five 
days of storage at the p~ consumption using low flow devices, Kleinfelder suggests that the 
tank size be approximately 6000 gallons ... The size recommended to fulfill the requirements of the 
San Mateo County is approximately 5000 gallons. 

OS-96-68 10 
. 21-339001 
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Kleinfelder makes the following recommendations for water coilSlllD.ption and storage capacity 
for the countJ:y inn project at Pigeon Point, San Mateo County, California. 

c:J The storage capacity for the project is recommended ta be approximately 6000 gallons . 
• 

c:J Ultra low-flow devices and fixtures should be used throughout the whole project 

c:J Install devices and fixtures that will deliver flows as listed below 

Toilet 1.1 - 1.5 gallous per flush 

Showerhead 

Faucets 

2 - 2.5 gallous per minute 

2 - 2.5 gallous per minute 

These fixtures and devices are commonly available and the flow rates are listed on the product 
information. The toilets are available in either gravity flow or pressurized flushing systems. 

Kleinfelder recommends that :ach guest receive a water conservation pamphlet that highlights 
the water conservation features of the facility. The pamphlet should encourage each guest to 
conserve water and should provide guests with water couservation practices that can be followed. 

The following water saving practices are recommended in order to decrease water consumption 
rates: 

c:J Repair all leaks as soon as they are diScovered 

Cl Flush only human waste and toilet paper. 

Cl While shaving or brushing teeth, only tum the water on as needed, do not leave the water 
running continuously. 

0 Wash dishes and then rinse them all at once, do not rinse the dishes before washing them. 

Cl Keep a bottle of water in the refrigerator for drinking, do not let the faucet run while 
waiting for cold water for drinking. 

Cl Don't use running water to thaw frozen food. 

05-96-68 
21-339001 

11 
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·CALCULATED AVERAGE·CONSUMPTtONS.COMPARISON CHART 
updated 3/12/91 , 

(acre teet/year unless .otherwise notedl 

MARIN W.D. MONTEREY w. D ~ SANTA BARBARA w. 
Auto Repair NA . .03/lOOOsq ft 
ear NA .• 0202/seat ·~ · 
Bank .021/lOOOsq ft .16/lOOOsq.ft 
Be~uty Shop* .08,/station .02,76/station 
8ed & Breakfast. NA .,. .0934/unit · 
Car Wash w/lecycle•# .441/lOOOsq ft .52/lOOOaq ft 
~hurch* .064/lOOOsq !t NA . 
Church W/School~ .l21/l000sq ft NA 
Cleaners/Comm. Laundry NA .64/lOOOaq ft 
Condcmi=iun NA NA 
c1~ema• .0028/seat NA 
Convalescent' Hosp. _. .105/bed .. NA 
Delicatessen~ .168/lOOOsq tt .24/lOOOaq ft 
Gas/M1n1 Mar~et~ .37/lOOOsq ft NA 
Groc~ry/Market .211/lOOOsq ft .G3/lOOO/sq ft 

... .Seal th Club* • 4/10005q ft NA 
-~ Rosp1tal~ .18/lOOOsq ft .3/lOOOsq ft 
~ouseboat .17/houseboat NA 

· Industrial Assembly 
i Manutac~urinq NA NA. 

NA Industrial R&D NA 
Launderette/self-serve NA .n; ..• J.Z7!5/maahine 
Lcdge/Mqtel ~103/room · .1208/room 

NA 'Lodge/Restaurant NA 
Lodge/restauran~ 

l:lar/laundl:y 
Lodge/laundry 
Lodge/restaurant 

&: bar 
Lodga/bar 
Medic:al Officej! 
I'!edical/Dental• 
Neeti:aq Halt'.· . 

··Multi-Family Apt. 
Nursinq Home · 
-Office 
Qua person-resi. 
Open Space ·cnon-turtl 
Open Sga¢e (turf) 

.168/room 

.135/room 
NA 
NA 

.136/room NA 
• 65/room NA · 
.a11iooosq rt ~08/1000sq tt 
·.Jti5/1000sq ft .16/lOOOsq ft 
NA .02/1000aq ft 
NA. NA • 
NA .1323/room 
. 087/lOOOsq ft .16/1DOOsq ft 
70gels./day NA 
3/acre .88/acre 
4/acra 1.76/~c~e 

Photographic* 
Plant Nursery.• 
Public Restroom 
R.aata:urant:* 
Restaurant, 24hr~ 

Rest., Fast Food~ 
Retail-Large 
R'etail.-Small· 
Retail-Photo 
Retirement Home 
Scho<:>l-Childcare 

2.275/lOOOeq ft ~.4/lOOOsq ~t 
~ .074/lOOOsQ ~t .016/lOOOsq ft 
· NA .1012/toilet 

.023/aeat .0171/seat 

.036/seat NA 

.905/lOOOsq tt .0161/seat 
NA . NA 
-~45/lDOOsq ft .03/lOOOsq ft 
NA .09/lOOOsq ft 
NA NA 
.016/student .24/tOOOsa ft 

·· •. 11/lOOOsq ft 
NA 
.17/lOOOsq !t 
NA 
NA 
NA 
.17/lOOOsq ft 
.18/lOOOsq ft 

.28/unit 
NA 
.11/bed 
NA 
.49/lOOOsq ft 
~42/lOOOsq ft 
.32/lOOOsq ft 
NA 
NA 

.085/lCOOsq ft 

.15/1000sq ft 
NA -· 

. .13 I room 
• .15/:r:-oom 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 
.15/lOOOsq ft 
.23/lOOOsq ft 
NA 
.24/lOOOsq ft 
NA 
·.10ll000sq ft 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA. 
NA. 

• Ot 

.. ' .... , .. 
!;• I t,. 

.1: ~~~~~4K~4 
NA 
• 11 ........ -..:.;;;...a.;;;:.:.::.:..:.:,.:;..~:-~ 
NA 



-CALifORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
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SANTA CRUZ. CA 95062 
(401) 479-3511 

Mark Duino 

November 15, 1991 

San Mateo County Planning Department 
County Government Center 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

Dear Mark: 

Thank you for sending the •Rural Area Water Use Study• prepared by Kleinfelder 
and dated October 21, 1991. I have reviewed the material and offer the 
following comments: 

DOCUMENTATION OF WATER USE 

The author did an excellent job of researching water use figures for the 
various land uses included in ·the study. The analysis of figures from a 
variety of sources (EPA, EIR•s, Water District, Water Studies) provides an 

·objective rationale for the final figures selected for each land use category 
(Table 3). The inclusion of both average and maximum daily figures also 
allows the County to clearly and quickly calculate the effects on project 
density which occur throughout the use of one set of figures or the other. 
Commission staff notes that Policy l.S(c) of the Certified LCP indicates that 
maximum water use figures should be applied. 

CALCUlATION OF WATER USE BASED ON 
WATER CONSERVATION AND OTHER VARIABLES 

Table Seven of the study indicates water use figures for the various land uses 
if adjusted for water conservation and then if further adjusted for average 
rather than maximum daily use. The author of the study did not include an 
adjustment for •seasonality• because, as he correctly points out on page 59, 
the sources from which the use figures have b&en derived have already adjusted 
for •seasonality. • In any event, this Table is very useful because it clearly 

.. demonstrates the dramatic effect that these adjustments have on the density of 
some of the land uses. For example, hotel units could be increased by as much 
as 300% if adjusted for average rather than maximum water use and then 
adjusted again for water conservation. 

As presently adopted, the LCP does not provide for what is, in effect, a 
density bonus for water conservation. As indicated in our earlier comments on 
the preparation of this study, water conservation is laudable but is not, 
relevant to this process. The establishment of water use figures in this 
case, has less to do with water use per se than with using the figures to set 
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San Mateo County Planning Department 
November 15, 1991 
Page 2 

an objective density for non-residential land· uses in the rural areas. Thus, 
the policy thrust of the LCP -which is to limit density in the rural areas 
consistent with resource protection goals -- is a significant factor to be 
considered along with the technical water use data in setting the final 
numbers. · 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this thorough, well 
documented study. We will present a report on the study to the Coastal 
Commission at the December 1991 meeting in Los Angeles. 

DL/DSL/cm 

5908A 

Very truly yours, 

David Loomis 
Assistant District 

}}did 
Diane S. Landry 
Legal Counsel 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
C!NI'lAL COAST AREA OFFICE 
..0 CAPITOLA ltOAO 
SANTA CRUZ. CA 95062 

Mark Duino 
San'Hateo County Planning Department 
County Gov•rnment Center 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

Dear Hark: 

.. 

September 10, 1990 

Thank you for sending along the July 27, 1990 procedural report on the Rural 
Area Water Study for our review and extending an invitation to attend the 
Board of Supervisors meeting on Tuesday. Unfortunately, neither Dave nor I 
will be able to attend. I will be at the Commission hearing in Los Angeles 
and Dave is heavily scheduled in Santa Cruz. ~ 

We did receive the material on August 29, 1990 and have both reviewed the 
proposal. We offer the following brief comments: 

METHODOLOGY: The methodology proposed for gathering data on water 
consumption, pg. 11-12. appears straightforward and is similar to the approach 
we used in developing use information for the Cascade Ranch recommendation. 
The consultants may save some time, and money, by making use of the 
information already generated in that report·as it includes the rates used by 
Department of Parks and Recreation and the Department of Water Resources, as 
well as others. You may also wish to conduct the Monterey water Management 
District as they have a similar climate and have been maintaining detailed 
records of water consumption for a variety of land uses for the past twelve 
years. 

We note that important assumptions used in developing standardized water use 
data sometimes vary·. In most instances, for example, an occupancy rate has 
already been factored into the equation. In some cases, the use rates are 
based on older plumbing fixtures and in other instances on the newer, more 
conserving fixtures. It is therefore helpful to learn the basic assumptions 
behind the data ·to gain a clearer picture of how one rate compares with 
another. 

PROPOSED DENSITY· TABLE: (pgs. 6-10) The format proposed· is logical and easy 
to follow. We are concerned, however, about the impact of providing what are 
essentially density "bonuses" based on seasonality and water conservation • 

. . . 

.. @ . . r-·:: 
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San Mateo County Planning Department 
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Page 2 

THE FUNCTION OF WATER CONSUMPTION 
RATES WITHIN THE BROAD SCOPE OF THE LCP 

It is understandable that this proposal focuses on water consumption and, in 
that context, explores the effect of variables on that rate. It is, in this 
case, however, essential to pull back from this narrow technical area and 
reflect on its place in the broader scope of the Certified LCP. 

A foundational premise of the LCP was that the various specific policies of 
the LCP would adequately protect the County•s considerable natural resources 
so long as the overall density, at build-out, did not exceed the equivalent of 
+1700 single family homes. The effective implementation of the LCP is thu~ 
predicated on not only a rigorous application of specific policies, but also 
on an understanding that, in the final large picture, density must not exceed 
a certain level. Therefore, in this case, water use per se is not the 
fundamental issue. Water, in the larger context of the LCP, is a device to 
ensure that overall density limitations will not be exceeded. 

In summary, if the issue was simply setting density based on water consumption 
then it would no doubt be useful to look ·at all the variables. In San Mateo 
County, however, the density has already been set in the LCP, and the job of 
this work program is to ensure that the certified density of ±1,700 single 
family home equivalents is what will occur. An essential part of this project 
would be to estimate the final build-out densities based on whatever figures 
or scenarios are ultimately determined to be the most appropriate. If the 
final densities are higher than the certified amount then an LCP amendment 
should be considered. 

THE SEASONALITY FACTOR PRESENTS PLANNING 
AND ENFORCEMENT PROBLEMS 

The cansideration of seasonality as a factor in determining density presents 
some problems. The most obvious problem is one of effective enforcement --

.Path legally and from a practical standpoint. The other issue to consider is 
the effect on the ultimate build-out under the plan, i.e., is it consistent 
with planning objectives to protect coastal resources to maintain excessive 
density for part of the year? 

It may well be that in certain limited circumstances it would be appropriate 
to factor in seasonability. The potential impacts of such a course should, 
however, be fully considered as they relate to other plan objectives. 
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WATER CONSERVATION ALLOWANCES ·cOULD 
RESULT IN EXCESSIVE DENSITY 

water conservation is certainly a laudable planning goal. Policies which 
require or encourage water conservation are becoming increasingly popular. As 
a vehicle for conserving a valuable resource, there is no question that such a 
policy body 1s highly appropriate. In this case however, a water conservation 
policy is extended to affect another planning objective -- appropriate land 
use density. According to the work program, density could increase over 100% 
if water conservation was factored into the equation. This increase in 
density could cumulatively result in a substantial impact on coastal 
resources, particularly as other non-water effects are considered, i.e •• 
traffic, site coverage, number of people. An equity issue is also present in 
that it appears that all land uses --with the exception of single family 
homes could take advantage of the increased density due to water 
conservation. We would therefore encourage the County to have a water 
conservation policy. but not one which offers such a generous density bonus. 

DL/OSL/cm 

4918A 

Very truly yours, 

David Loomis 
Assistant District Director 

Diane S. Landry 
Coastal Planner 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
aNTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE 
72.5 FRONT STREET, STE. 300 

SANTA CRUZ. CA 9.5060 
(.408} 427-4863 
HEARING IMPAIRED• (41.5} 904-.5200 

Christopher S. Johnson 
Kleinfelder. Inc. 
1410 F Street 
Fresno. CA 93706 

June 19. 1996 

BY FAX 

Subject: Water Use Assesment for Pigeon Point Country Inn <Kleinfelder 
Job No. 21-339001) 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

As a follow up to our telephone conversation this morning, I am faxing you 
this request for clarification regarding information contained within the 
above referenced report. 

Please explain the figures contained in Table 3, specifically the 11 percent 
saving contibution" amounts, and how these amounts were derived. In addition, 
please provide a source of reference for the "percent savings" figures 
contained in Figure 2. Finally, please explain the basis for: 

o averaging water consumption figures of units that do not have 
kitchens with those that do (Table 4), when it is known that this 
project includes kitchens in all 9 of the units; and 

o applying the calculated "percentage reduction" to the project's 
overall water use, when it appears that water conserving fixtures 
will reduce water use for certain activities, but not others (e.g., 
filling a bath tub or kitchen sink). 

I am also interested in your professional opinion regarding the accuracy of 
assuming that the project, with water conserving fixtures, will not consume 
more than 628 gallons per day at peak consumption, and with ultra low flow 
fixtures, will not consume more than 428 gallons per day at peak consumption. 

~ Please consider the following factors when responding to this request: 

o the project proposes a 11 Soak tub" in each unit; 

o the project is located in an isolated location, several miles from 
the nearest restaurant or deli, which will likely increase the 
frequency of kitchen use when compared to typical transient 
facilities; and 



.. 

.-. 
\ 

age 2 

o some degree of landscaping will be reguired as a condition of project 
approval. At a minimum, landscaping will be required to be installed 
within areas of disturbance that will not be covered by structures or 
facilities. This may include the entire leachfield area, which, due 
to its shallow depth, will require backfilling. Although the use of 
drought resistant native vegetation will be required, it is necessary 
to consider that even these type of plants require some degree of 
irrigation to become established. It also seems reasonable to assume 
that the app 1i cant wi 11 want to have· some ornamenta 1 1 and scapi ng in 
order to enhance the visual attractiveness of the project. 

Thank you for your anticipated response. If you have any questions rearding 
the information requested, or wish to discuss these issues.further, please 
contact me at (408) 427-4863. 

cc: Harry O'Brien 

0428M 

S1 ~ce;e ly, ;(' 

{ /2Z~A)t1~ 
~teve Monowit:zf 0 
Coasta 1 P.l anner 
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• t CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION .· -~ • CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE 
72.5 FRONT STREB, STE. 300 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
(408) .421-4863 
HEARING IMPAIRED, (41.5} 904-5200 June 20, 1996 

.. 

Christopher S. Johnson 
Kleinfelder. Inc. 
1410 F Street 
Fresno, CA 93706 

BY FAX 

Subject: Addendum to June 19, 1996 Request for Information on Water Use 
Assessment for Pigeon Point Country Inn CKleinfelder Job No. 
21-339001) 

Dear Mr. Johnson: 

As a follow up to the above referenced letter, please also address the 
following issue in clarifying the information contained in the subject 
assessment: 

o In research.i ng the amount of water that can reasonably be expected to 
be saved through the use of ultra-low flow fixtures, it has come to 
our attention that standard plumbing codes have required the 
installation of low flow fixtures in all new developments since 
approximately 1980. Please discuss how this fact may affect the 53% 
savings through low-flow fixtures, and 681 water savings through 
ultra low flow fixtures, asserted by the subject report. 

It appears that the average consumption figures contained in Table 4, which 
were all developed in 1991 or 1987, may already include water conserving 
fixtures. As a result, to figure additional savings of 531 or 681 would be 
double counting. 

We recommend that you address this issue by: 

o revising Table 2 to indicate conventional consumption levels 
according to current clumbing code standards; 

0 calculating the percent savings that could be achieved when compared 
to the above amounts; and 

o correcting the "percent savings contributions" and overall estimated 
project water consumption accordingly. 

Thank you for your anticipated cooperation. Please contact me if you require 
further explanation of this request. 

~YP(~r-· __ .. __ _ 
Steve Monowi tz EXHIBIT NO. A I 
Coasta 1 Planner 1'1j 

cc: Harry O'Brien 
Brian Zamora, San Mateo County Health Services Agency 
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STAT! 01' CAUPORNIA-THI RI!SOURC!S AGENCY 

CAUFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AliA OFFICE 
725 FltONT STRII!T, STI. 300 
SANI'A CRUZ. CA 95060 
(401) 47-463 
HI!ARING IMPAIIli!Do (415) ~5200 

Harry O'Brien 
Coblentz, Cahen, McCabe & Breyer 
222 Kearny Street, 7th Floor 
San Fransisco, CA 94108-4510 

April 24, 1996 

Subject: Additional Information Needed for the June 1996 Coastal 
Commission Hearing on the McKenzie Appeal (A-3-SMC-96-008) 

Dear Mr. O'Brien: 

Thank you for meeting with us today, and for providing supplemental 
information regarding the proposed bed and breakfast project at 921 Pigeon 
Point Road. As a follow up to our meeting, this letter summarizes the 
additional information which must be submitted to this office by the project 
applicant in order for the Commission staff to adequately analyze the subject 
project. This information should be submitted as soon as possible, and nQ 
later than May 13. 1996, in order for Commission staff to present a 
recommendation to the Commission at the June, 1996 Commission meeting. As our 
discussion revealed, a general description of the project which better details 
how the facility will be managed, who the targeted clientele will be, etc. 
will also be helpful. 

The additional information required for processing the permit includes: 

A. Water Source. 

1. San Mateo County Department of Environmental Health approval of a· 
well adequate to serve the proposed development under full occupancy. 

2. Hydrologic analysis evaluating the impact of the well on agricultural 
water supplies within the project's vicinity. 

B. Sewage Treatment. 

1. San Mateo County Department of Environmental Health approval of a 
sewer treatment facility (percolation, septic tank, and leach field) 
adequate to serve the proposed development under full occupancy. 

C. Plans (to scale and reproducible). 

1. Site plan including location of ill development (well and sewer as 
approved by Environmental Health, water tank, fencing. and utility 
lines) and indicating existing developments to remain and be ~emoved; 

2. Floor plans for all units and_manager's office (including extent of 
kitchen facilities); 

I 
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3. Elevation drawings of all new development (guest units, renovated 
manager's office. water tank); 

4. Foundation plans; 

5. Drainage plans: 

6. Landscape/irrigation plans:. 

7. Grading plans; 

8. Stairway plans, prepared by a certified engineer, indicating what 
portions of the existing stairway will remain and what will be 
replaced; and · 

9. Summary description of signing and outdoor lighting plans. 

D. Water Use. 

1. Analysis of maximum anticipiated daily water use (under full 
occupancy, considering "kitchennete" use, meal service, and 
facilities for staff). 

2. Maximum daily water use associated with landscaping. 

3. Water use associated with special events (e.g., weddings, family 
reunions, conferences) 

E. Visual Impacts. 

Using photos and elevation drawing overlays, illustrate the visual impact 
of all elements of the proposed development (units. water tank) on views 
of the ocean and lighthouse available from Highway One, Pigeon Point Road, 
and Whaler's Cove·. <The visual information presented at the meeting 
should be supplemented with an analysis of impacts to ocean views from 
Pigeon Point Road and as viewed from Whaler's Cove beach). 

F. Marine Resource Protection Provisions. 

l. Rules for keeping dogs on site, and how they will be enforced; and 

2. Rules regarding guest use of Whaler's Cove beach when marine mammals 
are present, and how they will be enforced. 

If you have any questions regarding these requirements, please contact me, 
or staff analyst Steve Monowitz, at (408) 427-4863. 

Sincerely, 

~~~C-
Tami Grove 
District Director 

• I 
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MAGGILRA BROS. DRILI:~JG, INC . 
DRJU.ING CONTRACTORS- PUMP SALES & SERVICE ce,_,.. Offloe CALIFORNIA COHTAACTOA'S LICCHSE 1'«0. 248967 

S9S Airport Boule'Nrd (800) 728·1480 · · 
WatsonvilleJ CA 95076 WELL TEST REPORT 
{408) 724-1338 

Dranch Offlcoo 
2001 Shelton Dl'i\le 
Hollister. CA 95023 
(408) 637-82'28 . 

A. CUstomer. !SATHJ.EEN MCKENZIE I JAMES KEITH Teltphcne: 415-879-j455 
Mail address: 732 37TH AVE., SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121 
WeB Locatiort 921 PIGEON POINT APN: 
Data DriUod: ...::M.:;:.:...AY.:..:11:.~... 1.:.:::9.::;:98=--------By. MAGGiO~A BROS. DRILLING. INC. 

B. Well Oeta: 
Dep!\ofWell: 

Pravtousr,t Reported: Measured In Test 
735' 

Ciamttlr of casing: 
O•pth ci Ptrforatfon: 
Type of Pelforation: 
Standing War Lavet 
Pl.lmp Type and 1-P: 
Otpth Pump Set 

C. WeUTest Date of Test 

S"PVC 

FACTORY PERF. 
80' 
GRUNDFOS3HP 
672' 

JUNE 5,1998 •. 

(1} Water Level st Start 
(2) Sustalnad Pumping LIVIt 
(S}Orawc!o'M (1·2f. 

------:-8:::':0'--_ft: ... 
S72 ft.:. . 

---....;:5=92;---ft. :·. 
{4} Test Dnon: 1440 min.· ___ ......,.;.;;;..., __ ~ 

[X J 
( 5) Observed T otaf Production: 
(S) Average Yield for Test Period (6/4~ 

---~725::;:;.0~-~:. ___ ...;.s __ .os ____ gpm-· 
.· . 

[ J 
{7} Final Sustained)'ield: 
(8) Ceiallated T otal_Pro~tldion (~7~ 

------~::: 
-------Ft~. .. . ,. ' . 

Pump Broka Sudion During tast. · 
Bactlriologicat An•s Attach8ct 
Chemical Anatjsis.AUadf&d: . ' . . ~ 

Ya.r. 1 
··.Yes['<] 

Yos~). 

D. Water~ v.IU&rnsPi.di~· ~Ob-ineana nat obSeMd): · . · · 
' : . . . ' . 

PLJI'1l) Operation:· Normal [ lCl Deficient [ 
8edrical Equip.: Normel [ ] Deficient [ ) 
Pmsure Tanks: Normal [ ] Otficitnt [ J 
Watar Pipes: Nonnal [ ) Deficient [ ] 
Storage Tanks: Normal [ ) Deficient [ ] 

E. Comments: WELL STABILIZEO AT 5 GPM AT THE TOP OF THE PUMP. 

Page 1 of2 

'> " .: 
~;t.J 
No { ] 
No[ ·] 

N/Ob r J 
NIOb ~ NJOb 
N/Ob [ J 
NIOb [ij 

PLEASE SEE DEFlNITlONS AND ADDITIONAL TERMS OF THE R EXHIBIT NO. Q 
DRILLING- Municipal, Industrial, Agrlculrural, Domctc, Foundation, Tesr Holes, EJTVJ 

PUMPS- Turbln~t, Submersibl~t, Cmtrifugtd, jet, Spilt G7J:e. Wast~t & 

*'WATER IS OUR BUSINESS .. 

JUN 07 '96 11:26 408 
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. §gtliAK rield.. Sastahei Ji,eld is tlae ~:ate at which la,av-tH'll JUIIJiut cu. be main­
tained, iDd. is tU rate llOZllllllr atd to caii(IU'I nlls. If t!ut test is af sufficict duraticm (ad 

. un.i.af the aquifer bas a large storav• ~itJ), S1IStaiud rialci is the best indicator of lcmq t.m 
ftll troCID:tiaa cluriD9 regular: opnticm. ls aed in thU report. SUUined. field. is the Jroductioa. ra~e 
aeua:r:ed at. the caac:laiaa of a test iD which the PllllllillrJ level ill tlut vell is belcl cautaDt for the 
..a• of tDe iaiic:ata4. 

1nnn ritld. ID -r wells. especiallr vells1rith sall iiaeter casiuqs, water lenb canot 
be .aitared dDri.Dt .-viDCJ .. ad sastaiDIIl Jield. Cll1l flllr h ~ted br c:al~ating averap rield 
(Didl is total tal- ,..... tiricllli hf total JUIIlliDIJ tial iuc:ludi.Jiq mr teriacl iD 1bicb the P1IIIP brnk:s 
nctilll). Si:la the papi.DrJ lettl •r. be 4eeltm.q llti.le testiDIJ, 1111 the lltUtared. Rter prod.uctian mat 
include nt« iD. atot1911 i:Jl the nll' ad~ toaati011 at the start of the test, aYenqe rield 
Calc:datiaas JaY he si;nificmtlt Jii~Jber tha the trae nataiud rield. (puticulub where the pumping 
tU. is less than faur llcnla} • 

ltmi!IW pwipq cpgfiti011. lells which hnU sacti• while JlJIIPi:IJ, or have high dmJdcvDs in 
nlatic to tU st;md1Df water lnel. are often iDciicatiYe of -.rgiDal laq teal Rtu proclucers. These 
nUs slsoald alvars have protectbe shutoff cleri.ces aa the ...,. tcr pnnnt pump bunout frOil lack of 
water. 1 Slllller c:apacitr J1IIIP •r impm-e elec:tric:al efficiccr md sustain less vear br eul:JliD; 
lGDpr papiD.q CTCles. CG~rntsel7 ill strcmqer wells, the pap itself •r he tao Sllllll to PU11J the full 
well capcit}', af. tlms the tra nstainect (or areraqe) rielcl •r he hi9her thaD. abse.ned in this test. 

sole mqrt. 'ltis report r:oatai.Da the sole obsenatiou ad coaclusiou of the C:O!IIfa:ll1 per:tain­
inq ta the testiDq of ta C:Utc.er'.s well. !nr .prior statllaltllts of the aqcts or splorees of the cast­
par vhic!l are uat cut:aillecl iereiD are sapersed.td br this report, ad shall be relied. uvon at the CUs· 
t.c.r's Gill YOlmtarr· risk. 

Test timitatiw. 1he dab IDd. caclusiau prori.Ucl are based. uvou the tests ud. meuut1!11U!!11t:s 
of t!ut COIIPD'f uiut stad.ari aDCi ac:eepted practices of tie graull.lbrater i.Dd.ustry. Havner. cm:uiitiDDS in 
water wells are SIIDjec:t ta draatic cl:wa9es in nen short pe..'"iods of time. Add.itianallr. the teclmiques 
emplartd •r :be subject to caariliera&le error due to fac:t:aa within the vell md. graundva.ter formation 
thich are beraai the calpllf1S illldiate cantral or oblerr.atioa. !herefor:e, the data are valid only as 
of the date ami to the ertmt of the absen:aticmal limitat:iou of the test or i.Dstallati011 i.ndi.cated.. 

qte of tnt. 'fhe test ccacl'CSicms are intend.td for t•enl ct~~Quisan of the well in its pre· 
set catldi.t:iaa avai.Dst lmon. water: well st::m&iard.s or yaiulines. ami should 110t he relied upon to predict 
either the future qumtit:r or quality of water that the vell iill praciuee. !iells should be periaciicallr 
retested. t:a .shaw batlt. susaul acl laq-tena flw:t.utiou. ·, 

Diss:laillltg. In Jl'Ut!'llt.inq the data md couelusiaas. the cntmT makes 110 varru.ties. either 
ez:ptess or U.liaci, as to ft&bln water production of t:l:la well. !'Urtier, the CQlllpallf, unle.s.s ezt~ressly 
stateci ta the ccmtnrr, daes 110t reptesst ( 1) that the well or pmap SfStl!lll is in anr partic:ular coudi • 
tiOZl or lbtt of repir, Ill' ( Z} that. the tat r:esul ts will satisfy capi:mt ~aver.:mumtal ordinances or 
regulatiaa, e~r (3) t.bat the test iiuratia or met.hodolacn is sutficimt to ~~~eet local water srstem.or uev 
coutnct.icm peaH 'taadaris (w!d.c unally require 24 hour or IIDn tests). or (4) that the water is 
adequate for a partic:ulu purpose coutaplated. br CUStaaer, (S) the accuracy and :eliabi:litr of the 
report far anr purpose are thu. ae rear after ~ date of the test. 

C'Qitwr'! telege. Ill ac:eeptiltfl t.hi.s nport, the CutOIIK nleues and hold.$ the CCIIPIDJ 
!w:aless frtlllliahilitr far COUSeq'IU!!lt!al or illciclstal claaqes ui:siD.q- (1) aut of the breach af m 
upress or illplitd warrant]' of future water: pt'Oiiucticm.. or (2) ia ar llliiDller thro19h the furth~r d.issllli· 
aticm of tliU report. or its C:1211cluiaus. by eithK casta.r or third parties. etcept as the disrmina­
tian is required to ccaplete the project at ather activitr for vbich the report was pr:Qar:ed.. 
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JL~-20-96 THU 12:07 C C H & B FAX NO. 4159565469 P.03 
Jl..tf-18-1996 15:50 FR MAGGlORA BROS. tRILLING 

ANALYTICAL CHEM\ . 
TO ( 14159891663 P.92 

SOIL 

.... 
IAC1'CRIOI.OS4U'C 
~ lo,$t1M Jc.l:f...O. 

CONTROL LAB 
:·. ~ .. ,.. ':1 ···:;r.. i":.~,!-f', 
;-:o;s :t-:-. \ ."~td 4.:-IJ.r;r\" 
~~':' t":?:tt•.n.s •{J"'!c::'. 

11.5018- 459 

KAgiou !ros. 
A Dfvisic" of COIItrol Loboratories rrx:. 

S95 A:JJ:porc ll"'d. 
~atsODVilla Cl 95076 

.CERTIFIED ANALYTICA~ 

10 Jun 1996 

REPORT 
BACTDJ:OLOCICAL. EZAMIJfATIO'I 01 VA'lEI. fOR. COLIFOBJI ORGANISMS 

XA'J!DIAL: Wat:er ADtple received. 07 JTJll 1996 
I.El'OI!r1 Bacteriolog1c&l enminatiou of vat:er for t:ot:al 

aud fecal collforms by DO-HUG procedure using 
100 mill1lt:er sample is as follovs: 

Idend.fic.a.tion 

#60350·3: KAIHLEEN MCKENZI 

'Iotal 
Colifoms 

PRESENT 

:Fecal 
Coliforau: 

ABSENT' 

Ptibli~ Health Drinking ~ace~ Seandards for bacteriological qualiey 
of dd.nld.q nt:er are met: when collfom organi..sms are absenc in 
a Y&ce.r -.-ple. If colifom organisms a:l:'e present, 1:he waar i.s 
cousiclez'ed Wl$a£e to driuk. unless me water is ueat:ecl co :r:a110ve 
the bac:t:e:da. NOTE: !he above test: does not: escablish whel;ber. this 
vatar meets Public Beal~h SC&ndards for chemical composition of 
dri'l1ld.ng wa't.er • 

.. 
~ 

EXHIBIT NO. 
The undersignctd cerrifies rnar rite • 
accvrate ~port of th. #indingf. c 

/;~~ 
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Jl.N-18-1996 15:50 ~ ~ICRA SRQS. IRlU.H«i TO 

ANALTnC~u. CHIMIITI 
1114 

IACTISlO&.OeltTt ............... ~ 

. lagioza lroa. 
595 Al.:poR llvcl. 
\lt.t:IO~l't'Llle CA. . 95016 

r.uo 

14159891663 P.B4 

. . . ' .. 
u t' • '• I ~~ t ' I • 
, . ._.Itt• lh ",., ••.• ,_,., ... • 

W001·2·459 

17 JtJ1tf " 

CERTIFIED ANALYTICAL REPORT 

Wlftii'L: Vat.• MJIId.e tea•i.'IIM 06 ..1a.u 1Uf 
DSDir:tW%01: Jo~ flt0U0.3, Ea:thlta Jrclade 

.... 1 •• 1/5/M, 7:00 p.a. 
uro&T: QuaiS.cett.... eUato&l. tm.~J.,-.1a ta u 

fOUowa ..,... ... 4 II &U.llilftJII ptrr 
lba (p&rtt paz aUUOG) ~ 

pH '111\.le (UD.itl) 1.4 
Coack&ot:tvtcy (IU.crOIIboa/c:a) 1900 

C:aftn&Ca Alk. (as ~) 20 
Jt.cazltcm&~• Alk. (u c.A:03) 425 
l'otal. AlaU.nf.cy (GI CJaCOi) 445 

'l'o'C&l. Harineaa (U C&C03) so 
Total D1taol~4 Sol141 1200 
Jrit:&b (U I'OJ) 1.1 

Clllortde (Cl) 4tO 
Sulfate (S04) l.S 
nuand.e (l') ]..7 

c.lctu. (Ca) u 
K&pali\11 CK&> .... 
htuaiwa (X) 5.2 

SocU.'* (k) 475 
tot&l tnnCP•> 0.53 
ltaftpMH (lfn) 0.03 
Jtt:rita (U 1'102) < 0.5 

lcatuontta AcS~aS.lLlttz'atift Coda; ·ntl• 2.2. 

rvlt.ZG 
IU1.'!I 
~ nm 
'LDIIU1 

10.6 
1600 

120 

1000 
4S 

250 
250 
1.0 

• 

• 
0.3 
0,05 

The untietl;gntd cwtrn.. ftt.t lbe ••• I• 1 r 
eca~t•ht repctt of tflt finclin;t ol • 

•• 



JUN-20-96 THU 12:08 Cc-11&8 FAX NO. 415966S489 P. 04 
. Jll.i-18-19$ :1s:se FRC.. •1AGGlt:R~ BROS. DRIU.ll'G 

-.:. .. ~~. ..J.S:..1Jd I~•V.N•'- ..,.....,,. __ --
. ·- .. •• I 

·.:.-.. . AMACi I !C&C C'N'IiMISTS 

........ _ T."' -=-:~':!!' :~dtU'IOLO•I&TI 
- ·:· ..... ..;. ............... C#MII 

:SOIL CONTROL. L.AB 

Haspo..ea Ina, 
595 4trpo~~ 11~. 
llaeaonvi.llt CA · U076 

TO 14159991663 P.aJ 

' ...... ' 4 • t' • 
•t 1 I ~ 1 t • \ , •,, I , l 

\Jl "" ' " , • .,. ..... • • 

17 .ruN 96 

CERTIFJED ANAL YT1CAL REPORT 

amw.: 
IDIII'JDICAUOI: 

IUOI.'f: 

Wact~ a.ap1e :act1vt4 06 Junt 1996 
Job IM0350·3• bthllt!l. llcbnait 
aa.p~d S/S/96, 10:30 •·•• 
Qaaati~atl~ chaa!ca1 a~alyail ta &a 
!ollo.a •ztrltltd &J mi11i;raal pe: 
U.tar (Jutl pa: IJ.Uion) : . 

pll value (ur&ita) 
Conductiwity (al.cn11bot/C11) 

euboD&tl Al.~. (&I CaC03) 
IS.O"bouta Alk. (al C&C03) 
tou.l Al'Al.iuicy (u caco,J 

total Ba:c!ftt~• ( u caco3) 
Total ~11tD1va4 8o1~da 
Jl1~aca (a• 103) 

Chlod.\11 (Cl) 
su1t:a=• (S04) 
n,.riu (!') 

C&lai.ua (C.) 
Xapd\1'1 (Jii) 
J.IOt.alli\a (l ) 

$.4-
2.000 

20 
430 
4!0 

40 
1300 

< 1 

445 
1.4 
1.7 

7.7 
.$,0 
6,2 

Soc.U.~o~~~ (ll&) W 
:rou1 X:on(lt) 0.12 
M&uaan••• (MD) < 0.03 
lll.tT:it. <•• !102) < o.s 
1caUfonta Admitd.ttrati"• eo.s.; 'title 2.2 

muc 
liUl.-nt 
lllDXIIQ 
lU!l1ll 
LIXIts1 

10.6 
1600 

120 

l.OOO 
t..S 

250 
2..50 
1.0 

0.3 
0.05 

rn. undeurgn«l crrlitiea thtt tile •bove iJ • true 
ac-cur•nt repotl o# liw flndln(ll of t · t•lory. 
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