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September 24, 1998
TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties

FROM: Peter Douglas, Executive Director
Charles Lester, District Manager
Steve Monowitz, Coastal Planner

SUBJECT: Permit Extension Request for the Pigeon Point Country Inn (Coastal
Development Permit No. A-3-SMC-86-008, Kathleen McKenzie applicant), for
Commission Consideration at its October 13, 1998 meeting at the City of
Oceanside City Council Chambers, 300 North Coast Highway, Oceanside.

Procedural Note:

~ Section 13169 of the Commission’s Regulations provide that permit extension requests shall be
reported to the Commission if:

1) The Executive Director determines that due to changed circumstances the proposed
development may not be consistent with the Coastal Act, or

. 2) Objection is made to the Executive Director’s determination of Consistency with the Coastal
, Act. ' .

If three (3) Commissioners object to an extension request on the grounds that the proposed
development may not be consistent with the Coastal Act, the application shall be set for a full
hearing as though it were a new application. If three objections are not received, the permit will
be extended for an additional one-year period.

In this case, the extension request is being reported to the Commission because an objection
was received to the Executive Director’s determination that there are no changed circumstances
that affect the project’s consistency with the Coastal Act and the San Mateo County certified
LCP. This objection is attached as Exhibit A.

Backaground:

The applicant (Kathleen McKenzie) has requested a one-year time extension of Coastal
development permit no. A-3-SMC-96-008, for the development of a 9 unit Country Inn adjacent
to the Pigeon Point Lighthouse, in southern San Mateo County.

This San Mateo County Planning Commission approved the project, as originally proposed, on

December 13, 1995. This decision was appealed to the Coastal Commission, and on April 10,

1906, the Commission determined that the appeal raised a substantial issue. The De Novo

hearing was then continued until July 11, 1996. At that hearing, the Commission granted a
. permit for the project, subject to special conditions.

CATEMP\McKenzie Extension Staff Report.doc
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More recently, in June 1998, the Commission determined that changes to the project that have
occurred since July 1996 require an amendment to the previously approved Coastal
Development Permit. On September 8, 1998, the Commission approved an amendment
allowing for these project changes. In summary, the approved amendment authorizes the
installation of additional water and wastewater infrastructure facilities needed to serve the
project. These include: a reverse osmosis water treatment facility; a new leachfield for the
disposal of brine effluent from the reverse osmosis treatment facility; a recirculating sand filter
for the treatment of project wastewater; pump facilities for circulating wastewater; curtain drains
uphill of the wastewater and brine leachfields that include two outfalls with rock energy
dissipaters; and, two additional water storage tanks to be installed underground. The approved
amendment also revised the original permit in a manner that allows the above ground water
storage tank to be screened with wood siding rather than with native vegetation.

. STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Commission grant the extension request on the grounds that there
are no changed circumstances that would affect the consistency of the project with the Coastal
Act and the San Mateo County certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). Coastal issues raised by
the new water and wastewater infrastructure incorporated into the project since the original
approval have been addressed through the Commission’s approval of an amendment
authorizing these changes.

il. FINDINGS

A. Project Description:

The development approved by the Commission on July 11, 1996, and as amended on
September 8, 1998, consists of the demolition of 2 existing warehouse type structures on the
site, and the construction and operation of a 9-unit Country Inn. Three new structures,
consisting of 3 units each, will be constructed on the site. 8 of the 9 units are 600 square feet
each (20 feet by 30 feet). The remaining unit will be 700 square feet (20 feet by 35 feet). The
previously authorized development also includes a 1,800 square foot storage/maintenance
building, 14 off-street parking spaces, and the instaliation of water and wastewater infrastructure
necessary to serve the project. Exhibit B provides a site plan for the approved project. The
project location is adjacent to the Pigeon Point Lighthouse, west of Highway One, in Southern
San Mateo County, approximately 30 miles north of the City of Santa Cruz and 10 miles south
of the town of Pescadero (Exhibit C).

B. Standard of Review:

Section 13169 of the Commission’s Administrative Regulations sets forth the procedures and
standards under which the Commission may extend coastal development permits. Pursuant to
this Section, a permit may be extended if there are no changed circumstances that affect the
project’s consistency with the California Coastal Act.

Coastal Act Section 30604(b) provides that after certification of a local coastal program, a
coastal development permit shall be issued if the Commission, on appeal, finds that the
proposed development is in conformity with the certified local coastal program. Part (c) of this .
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Section requires that every coastal development issued for any development between the
nearest public road and the sea include a specific finding that the development is in conformity
with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

Coastal Development Permit A-3-SMC-96-008 for the Pigeon Point Country Inn was heard on
appeal of the coastal development permit approved by San Mateo County pursuant to the San
Mateo County certified LCP. In addition, the project is located between the first public road and
the sea. Thus, the standard of review for an extension of this permit is whether there are
changed circumstances affecting the project’s consistency with the San Mateo County certified
Local Coastal Program and the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act.

C. Executive Director's Determination:

On August 24, 1998, the Executive Director determined that there are no changed
circumstances affecting the proposed development’s consistency with the Coastal Act. The
basis for this determination was that the only changed circumstances had to do with the new
water and wastewater infrastructure. The consistency of these changes with the San Mateo
County LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act were addressed
through the coastal development permit amendment process. The Commission approved an
amendment authorizing these changes on September 9, 1998.

D. Objection Received:

On September 1, 1998 an objection was received to the Executive Director determination
described above. This objection, which is attached as Exhibit A, contends that the requested
amendment for the revised water and wastewater systems does not comply with Section 1.8 of
the San Mateo County LCP and Section 30250 of the Coastal Act.

E. Issue Analysis:
LCP Section 1.8 provides:

1.8 Land Uses and Development Densities in Rural Areas

a. Allow new development (as defined in Section 30106 of the California
Coastal Act of 1976) in rural areas only if it is demonstrated that it will not:
(1) have significant adverse impacts, either individually or cumulatively, on
coastal resources and (2) diminish the ability to keep all prime agricultural land
and other land suitable for agriculture (as defined in the Agriculture Component)
in agricultural production.

b. Permit in rural areas land uses designated on the Local Coastal Program
Land Use Plan Maps, and conditional uses at densities specified in Tables 1.2
and 1.3.

¢. Require density credits for non-agricultural land uses in rural areas,
including any residential use, except affordable housing (to the extent authorized
in Policy 3.27 of the Local Coastal Program on March 25, 1986, the date notice
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of circulation of this ordinance was published) 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.

Coastal Act Section 30250 states:

(a) New residential, commercial, or industrial development, except as
otherwise provided in this division, shall be located within, contiguous with, or in
close proximity to, existing developed areas able to accommodate it or, where
such areas are not able to accommodate it, in other areas with adequate public
services and where it will not have significant adverse effects, either individually
or cumulatively, on coastal resources. In addition, land divisions, other than
leases for agricultural uses, outside existing developed areas shall be permitted
only where 50 percent of the usable parcels in the area have been developed
and the created parcels would be no smaller than the average size of
surrounding parcels.

(b) Where feasible, new hazardous industrial development shall be located
away from existing developed areas.

(c) Visitor-serving facilities that cannot feasibly be located in existing
developed areas shall be located in existing isolated developments or at selected
points of attraction for visitors.

Aspects of the above standards that relate to the subject project include part a. of LCP Policy
1.8, and part (a) of Coastal Act Section 30250. In this case, however Coastal Act Section
30250 does not apply; Coastal Act Section 30604 (b) establishes the certified LCP and the
access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act as the standard of review.
Nonetheless, both LCP Section 1.8 a. and Coastal Act Section 30250 call for new development
to be located in areas where it will not have an adverse impact on coastal resources, such as
agricultural land.

The objection to the extension of this permit asserts that there are changed circumstances that
cause the project to be inconsistent with these requirements. More specifically, the objection
contends the on-site well may not adequately support the development’s water needs, and may
result in salt water intrusion, which, in turn will increase the salinity of the brine effluent that will
be discharged from the reverse osmosis water treatment system.

The adequacy of the on-site water supply has been a long-standing issue for this project.

Concerns regarding the ability of the well to support the proposed development were

acknowledged in the Commission’s original approval of the project. The Commission therefore

required, as a condition of permit issuance, that the permittee submit final plans for the project’s .
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water supply system, after they had been approved by the San Mateo County Department of
Environmental Health. This approval was obtained on May 14, 1898, and is attached as pages
7 and 8 of Exhibit A.

In its approval of the water supply system, the Health Services Agency recommends that
additional conditions be placed on the permit to address the marginal nature of the approved
water supply system. Such conditions were incorporated into the Commission’'s September 8,
1998 approval of an amendment to the coastal development permit. They require that a
qualified water system operator monitor both the quality and quantity of water from the project’s
well. The monitor must submit monitoring reports to the County Division of Environmental
Health, with a copy to the Coastal Commission, on the following:

o Water quantity: the depth of water in the well shall be reported monthly for the first 8 months
and then annually thereafter. If the monitoring indicates potential failure of the well’s
production, the applicant shall immediately implement measures to reduce water use
including but not limited to (a) reducing the pumping rate not to exceed 1.25 gallons per
minute, (b) reduce occupancy of the units and/or (c) develop an alternative well source on
the site or additional storage. Note: Any alternative well source or additional storage would
be subject to the review and approval of the Coastal Commission. The Commission’s
approval of the amendment specifically prohibits the trucking of water to support the project.

s Water quality: water samples shall be taken at the well and at the distribution from the
reverse osmosis system. Monitoring for electric conductivity to detect saltwater intrusion
shall be reported monthly for the first six months, and annually thereafter. A standard full
mineral analysis, including monitoring of sodium, chloride, magnesium, boron, and other
minerals, shall also be conducted annually. If monitoring indicates that saltwater intrusion is
occurring, or that the content of minerals within the water is increasing, the applicant shalil
immediately implement measures to address the need for additional treatment, and shall
report these measures to the Regional Water Quality Control Board as well as
Environmental Health.

With these conditions, the Commission determined that the project’s water supply system
complies with the requirements of the San Mateo County certified LCP. Thus, the
Commission’s approval of the amendment effectively addressed the change circumstances that
the objection is based upon. As a result, the extension of this permit will not jeopardize project
compliance with the San Mateo County certified Local Coastal Program and the California
Coastal Act.



August 29, 1998

Mr. Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director
California Coastal Commission

¢/0 725 Front Street, Suite 300

Santa Cruz, CA 95060

Attention: Lee Otter, District Chief Planner

Re: Extension Request of Kathleen McKenzie for Permit No. A-3-SMC-96-
008-E1, at 921 Pigeon Point Road, San Mateo County

Dear Mr. Douglas,

Pursuant to Section 13169 of the Commission Regulations, the Committee
for Green Foothills objects to the determination by the Executive Director
that there are no changed circumstances affecting the proposed
development's consistency with the Coastal Act of 1976.

Specifically, the project is currently the subject of a permit amendment
request, and the Commission has yet to act on that request. Although the
request is calendared for the September 8, 1998 meeting, we believe that the
Commission cannot make the required findings that the project is in
conformity with County LCP Section 1.8 and the Coastal Act Section 30250.
Section 30250 requires new development to be located ..."in other areas with
adequate public services and where it will not have significant adverse
effects, either individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources."

amendment as the basis for/our objections to any approval by the

Commission of the permit‘without addressing the long-term adequacy of the -
well water source to serve this project, both in terms of water quantity and
quality. Without your assurance as to the long-term adequacy of the ground
water resource, and without assurance there is no potential for salt water
intrusion, the confined aquifer could be dewatered, and/or increased levels

of desalinization could be required with resulting increased brine discharge.
We incorporate by reference our detailed comments on these issues

contained in our permit amendment letter of August 29, 1998. Thank you for
consideration of our objections.

epbns e
Please consider our Augus?@,/w% comments on the project's permit

Sincerely,

Lennie Roberts, Legislative Advocatge

Committee for Green Foothills

339 La Cuesta ~ * EXHIBIT NO. A ;
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August 29, 1998 ITEM Tu 16b .

grnes. mmrn LR ) g o B
Chairman Rusty Areias and Members - w@ %ms W B E
California Coastal Commission . ‘
735 Front Street, Suite 300 SEP 011998
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 GALIFQR NI
Attention: Steve Monowitz . COASTAL CHEGSSION
Cc*\)sRA* Cd ST AREA

Re: Permit No. A-3-96-008-A1 Coastal Development Permit Amendment,
Kathleen McKenzie, Applicant, 921 Pigeon Point Road, San Mateo County

Dear Chair Areias and Members of the Commission,

I am writing on behalf of Committee for Green Foothills to urge your
Commission to not approve this amendment request until the adequacy of
the well water source to serve this project is demonstrated.

In May, 1996, a 735 foot deep well was drilled on the site. A 24 hour pump
test was performed on June 7, 1996. The well testing data provided to the
Comumission (see Attachment 1) indicates that the water level in the well
never stabilized during the 24 hour pump test. The notes accompanying the
well test report state: "Sustained Yield. Sustained yield is the pumping rate
at which long-term pumping can be maintained, and is the rate normally
used to compare wells. If the test is of sufficient duration (and assuming the
aquifer has a large storage capacity), sustained yield is the best inicator of long
term well production during regular operation. As used. in this report,
sustained yield is the producnon rate measured at the conclusion of a test in
which the pumping level in the well is held constant for the period of time
indicated.”

It is important to note that the water level at the start of the test was 80 feet
below sea level; at the end of the test the level had dropped to 672 feet below
sea level - a decline of 592 feet. There i is no indication of the time it took for
the water level to recover, and there is no Final Sustained Yield indicated on
the well test report (see line 7 of Attachment 1, Exhibit Q). Iwmgg_d

f the we rucial to the determination of the | m via
the well for this pro;eg. Absent information as to the sustained yield of the
well, we believe the Commission cannot make the findings there will be no
long-term effects, individually or cumulatively, on coastal resources, as
required by LCP Policy 1.8 and Section 30250 of the Coastal Act.

Under the County Well Ordinance, a single family dwelling requires a

minimum of two and a half gallons per minute at a stabilized water level .
during pumping with at least 1,250 gallons of storage. This Bed and Breakfast

fac1hty, which will serve the equivalent of at least six single family residences

A-3-SMC-96-008-E1
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(at the County's estimated size of 2.54 persons per single family dwelling),
only had a pump test rate of 5 gallons per minute, with minimal storage.

We are astonished by the San Mateo County Department of Environmental
Health's letter to Mrs. McKenzie (Exhibit A) which acknowledges three
major deficiencies in the groundwater resource supply for the proposed
project, but then approves the water supply. The deficiencies are:

1. Actual daily demand for water from the well is 1,800 gallons per day
rather than the original amount estimated by the consultant to the project of
428 gallons per day.

2. The 24 hour pump test 'may be inadequate’ to predict long term
sustainability of the water supply. (The point we emphasize above).

3. There is a potential that the well may induce salt water intrusion.

The issue of potential salt water intrusion is of particular concern, because if
the salinity increases in the well, more water will be needed to be processed
through the reverse osmosis plant (required to make the water supply
potable), resulting in additional brine effluent or effluent of increased
salinity. There is no area on the site for expanding the proposed brine field,
nor, given constraints for setbacks for drainfields, etc. is there a suitable
location for a second water supply groundwater well, should this one fail.

Yet despite these admissions, the County Environmental Health Department
approved the water supply well, with the following caveats:

"Due to the marginal nature of the proposed water system, we intend to
recommend to the County Planning Department to add the following
conditions to the use permit:

1. Water quality monitoring and water depth be measured monthly for -
the first 6 (six) months and annually thereafter.

2. If water quality and water depth measurements indicate potential
failure of the system then strict water usage rates should be enforced.”

It is not possible for these recommendations to be added to the County's
Coastal Development Permit (which is incorrectly referenced as a use permit
in the letter to Mrs. McKenzie from Environmental Health) as the decision
on the CDP is now vested with the Commission, not the County. These
intended recommendations are vague, unworkable, and inadequate, given
the marginal nature of the groundwater supply. Strict water usage rates are
already calculated in the project's water use and conditions, due to the use of
ultra low flow fixtures. The only practicable limit if the water system fails is
to reduce the occupancy of the project. :

It is imperative that YOL;.I‘ Commission require the applicant to demonstrate
long-term viability of the well, which has not been done to date. This would

A-3-SMC-96-00%-E 1
Exhibit A p.3



entail testing of the drawdown over a significantly longer period than 24 .
hours, perhaps one week. As part of this determination, data must be

collected to determine the rate at which the water level returns to its original

elevation. Additionally, it is essential to ensure that salt water intrusion will

not occur. A seven day pump test, and a requirement for monitoring for salt

water intrusion during the test, could assist in making this determination.

Further, as a condition of the Coastal Development Permit, a plan of action

must be required of the applicant that will be followed in the event that salt

water intrusion does occur over time.

Coastal Commission should at a minimum reqmre the foHowmg

A qualified operator (certified hydrogeologist) shall monitor and report the
following to the County Department of Environmental Health, with a copy
to the Coastal Commission and the Regional Water Quality Control Board:

(1) Production of the well: the rate of pumping shall not exceed a
maximum of 1.25 gallons per minute. The depth of water in the well shall
be reported monthly for the first six months, and then quarterly thereafter. If
the monitoring indicates potential failure of the well's production, the
applicant shall immediately implement measures to reduce water use (such
as reducing the number of units occupied) and/or shall develop an .
alternative adequate well water source on the site, or additional storage.

(2) Water quality: water samples shall be taken at the well head, the
treated water outflow of the reverse osmosis system, and at the wastewater
outflow of the reverse osmosis system. Monitoring of sodium, chloride,
magnesium and boron to detect salt water intrusion shall be reported
monthly for the first six months, and quarterly thereafter. If monitoring
indicates that salt water intrusion has occurred, the applicant shall g
immediately implement measures to address the need for additional
treatment, and shall report these measures to the Regional Water Quality
Control Board as well as Environmental Health. An amendment to the
Regional Board's Waste Discharge permit may be necessary.

Thank you very much for considering our comments, and we commend
your staff and your Commission for your ongoing concern for the special
resources of the California Coast.

Sincerely,

Conin Tl

Lennie Roberts, Legislative Advocate
Committee for Green Foothills
339 La Cuesta g

Portola Valley, CA 94028 A-5-SM(-9 6-00%-€1
g;({mhbf% A/ P Lf
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MAGGR, RA BROS. DR}LL AG, INC

DRILLING CONTRACTORS — PUMP SALES & SERVICE
CALIFORNIA CONTRACTOR LICENSE NQ. 249967 Branch Otics

s e .
T Ao 2001 Shelton Drive

335 Airpart Boulevard (800) 728-1480"
W ® CA 95 Haollister, CA 55023
(408 Toitszg e WELL TESTREPORT - (408) §37.3228

A. Cusiomer  KATHLEEN MCKENZIE / JAMES KETH Telaphone: 415:876- 1453

Mail addrass: 732 37TH AVE.. SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121
Well Lecatiom 921 FIGEON POINT
Dete Drille  MAY 11, 1938

APN:
By _MAGGIORA BROS, ORILLING, INC.

B. Well Dat: Pravicusly Rspertad: Measured In Test

* Depfh of Welt 138

Diamstsr of Casing: §'PVC
Depth of Perforaton:
Typa of Perforatior: FACTORY PERF.
Standi rgWstser?: ~ 80 _
Depth Purmp Set §72

- C. Wall Test Date of Test - JUNES 1888 . .
(1) Water Level et Start 4 £0 R
{2} Sustained Pumping Lavel: 672 fo
(3} Draveciowm (1-2) 532 ko
(4) Tost Duration: 1440 rrin.
(5) Observed Total Preductien 71250 gal:
(B) Avarage Yiaid fer Tast Fericd (5id): 503 gem--

- e P

(7} Finel Sustained Yisld: - gal.

(8 )Cai:dmd?:m Producien (4*?): 3%-‘*‘3-
PumprdcarSuctonDumgtss‘ ' Yes] ] N@\im
Bacheriological Analysis Atached: - Yes [X] No[ -] ’

. Chemical Analysis Atached: Yssw No[" ]

D. WaterSgsmmVsuathpe:sm (NIOb meansmtcbsamd} .

: Pump Cperation” - Nemmal (W] .  Deficlent [ ] NOB [ )
Elacirical Equip: Normal [ ] Deficiert [ ] - NOb K )
Pressure Tanks: Nermal [ ] Deficiant [ ] 1 —_—
Watac Pipex: Nemal [ ] Defictert [ ] " |EXHIBIT
Stz:ragaTardcs' Nemmai [ ] Deficient [ ] ' NO. A S
APPLICATION NO.’
E. Commentss ~ WELL STABLIZED AT § GPM AT THE TOP OF THE PUMP. 22-SPMC -6 008 E]

UPVJ ectiog

Extensis .

Datad:
. Rav.11r.94

' JUNE?, 1998 ,

Pags 1¢f2

PLEAS: ES DE"IM‘HONS AND ADDITIONAL TERMS OF THER |

. TV, :
ORILLING — Municipat, Industrial, Agriculrurd, Domessie, Foundation, Tesz Holes, Emj A AP PLIGATIONDNG.
o , \ W/ | R3S - H-0
, — , Jeh, aste &
I A . _ [ 8

PUMPS — Turbine. Submersible, Cantrifugal, [et, Split
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NELL TZST RFOORT

DEFINITIONS AND ADDITIOEAL TERKS -
Sustained vield. Sustained yield is the pumping rate at shich long~term puxping can be min-
tained, amd is the rate nermally used to compare wells. If the test is of sufficient duration (and
. assuxing the aquifer has u lacge storage capacity), sustaimed yiald is the dast indieator of leng temm
well productiom during reqular cperaticn. 2s used-in this report, sustaimed yield is the production rate
pezsured 2t the eanclusion of 3 test in which the pumping leyel im the well ix held constant for the
peciod of tive indicated., R T ' '

. " Rysrzee vield. In many wells, sspecially wells-with smll dizmeter casings, vatar levels camiot
be menitored during pumping, and sustained yiald eam enly be appraozimsted by szlemlating avarage yield
(=kich is total volume pumped divided by total yurping time including any peciod in which the pump braaks
soctien). Gines the puwping lavel may be declining while testing, and the weaswred sater production my
includs water in storaga in the vell and surrounding Tormation at the start of the test, average yield

- talealations way be significantly higher than the true sustzined yield (particularly where the pumping
tima is Jess than four hours). ' ‘ v o oo

i ditions. FWells vhich break suction while pumpdng, ‘or dave high drawdowns in
relation to the standing water level, are often indicative of marginal Jeng term watsr preducers. Thesa
Gells should alysys have protective shutoff devices on the pumps to prevest pump bormout from lack of
vatar. 1 smller capacity pump may improve electrical effieiency and sustain less wear by enabling
lenger pmaping eycles. Comversely in stromger wells, the puup itself may be too small to pump bhe full

_ ¥%ell capacity, and thus the true sustained (or average) yield mey be Righerthan cbserved in this test,

Sole vepgrt. This report contains the sole ohservabions and eemelusioms of the company pertain-
ing to the testing of the Customer's well. 2ny prior stabemests of the agents or wmployees of the com- -

-+ pamy which are not contained hersin ars superseded by this report, and shall be relied upom at the Cygla
siee tozer's oa volmtary risk. . . . ‘ - .

Tast limitations. The daka and conclusicms previded zre based upen the tests and measurements
of the cowpany using standard and accepted practices of the grwumdsater industry. EHowever, conditions in
water vells are subject to dramatic changes in esen shart pariods of time. Additionally, the techniques

- employed may be subject to comsiderzbls error due o factors withix the well ind growndwater farmation
sich are beyend the company's immediate ‘coatrol or observation. Therefore, the datz are valid omly as
of the date aud to the extent of the abservational limitations of the tast or imstallation indicated,

Use of test. The test camclusions are inbemded for gemeral eumparisan of the well in its pre-
seat condition against knowm water well standards or yuidelines, znd should mot be relied upon o predict
either the future quantity or guality of wstar that the well will produce. Fells should be periedically
retested to show both saasanal and leng-term fluctmations. - ' - .

Disclajmers. In presaating the data md eonclusions, the company makes no warranties, either
express or implied, as to fubwre watser production of the well. Purther, the company, wmless expressiy
stated to the contrary, does not represent (1) that the well or pump system is im amy particular condi-
tion or state of repair, or (2] that the test results will satisfy cognizant governmental erdimaneces or
requiations, er (3) that khe tast duration or methodology is sufficient bo mest locd! water system.or ne
construciion per=it standards (which usually require 24 hour or more tests), ar (4) that bhe watar is
adequate for 2 particular purpose contemplated by Customer, (5) the accus -

report for any purpose mare than eme year after the date of the test. EXHIBIT NO. A o o
. Lustomer's relsass. Iz accepting this reperk, the Customsr rele APPL&CATiON NO.
-haraless from lizbility for consequemtfal or imeidental damages arisiny | =3 -OMC - F6-

2 )

erprass or implied warranty of future water productianm, or {2) in amy mu - N
- patian of this report, or its comclusions, by either Customer or third p Objechion fo
o is required to complete the project er other activity for which the

' Page 2 of 2 {Rev L1/94)
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HFALTH SERVICES AGENCE o

May 14, 1998

- ]
Ms. Kathleen McKenzie : . COAS.%./{\LUFORNM
730 37% Avenue CENTRAL %%%ATI%S 10N

San Francisco, CA 94127

SUBJECT: 921 PIGEON POINT AT HIGEWAY 1, PESCADERO, CALIFORNIA, SAN MAaTEO
COUNTY

Dear Ms. McKenzie:

I would like to thank you for your patience while we have been performing our review‘ ?f the

proposed water system for the subject site. For staff to issue approval of the water su_pply, minimum

quality and quantity must be demonstrated. A number of potential concerns were rajsed early in the

process that required a more in depth review of the data obtained. In order to ensure a fair and

~ adéquate review and evaluation I asked several professionals to review and comment on the
proposed system. These professionals consisted of the County Contract Geologist, the Division’s
Registered Engineer, and consultation with a Registered Engineer from the State Office of Drinking

' Water and consultation with an Engineering Geologist with the California Department of Water

. Resources.. The issues raised are summarized below:

1. Kleinfelder’s June 6, 1996 Water Use Assessment concluded that 2 peak consumption
factor of 428 gallons per day (gpd) would be adequate for the project. This calculation
did not take into account a number of factors, most importantly the proposed “soak tubs."
Expected peak use is anticipated to be closer to double Kleinfelder's estimate. Taking
into account the estimated 50% efficiency of the proposed treatment unit, actual daily
need of raw water would climb to almost 1,800 gpd or a sustained rate of 1.25 gallons per -
minute (gpm). Since the designed water usage is the driving factor for other components

. of the project it is recommended that a more realistic usage rate be utilized. The other
components that are affected are the size of the storage tank and most importantly the
quantity of effluent from the treatment unit. ‘

2. The 24 hour pump test may be inadequate to predict long term sustainability of the water
well. This is due to the geology of the site. Bedrock systems do not lend themselves well
to modeling and even if a longer pump test is performed it may not shed more l%ght on the
long term viability of the water supply. However, some preliminary research in bedrock
aquifers has shown that a good rule-of-thumb is that long-term sustainability can be
estimated by using twenty-five percent (25%) of the tested pump rate. In t}ais case that
would be 25% of 5 gpm or 1.25 gpm. .Using this information coupled with the more

. realistic potential draw from the well (1.25 gpm) indicates that the svstem may be at it's
upper limit of sustainability.
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3. Salt-water intrusion was another concern. Due to the proximity to the ocean and the extreme
depth of the well and pump, there is a potential that the well may cause local saltwater

intrusion concerns. Based on the information presented and known to my staff it is

inconclusive asi ta if saltwater intrusion is a concern for this particular well. Regional

damage fmm saltwater intrusion, however, is not a concermn based on the limited pumping

that is proposed by this well. The water analysis meets the minimum water quality standard

adopted by San Mateo County. Since there is no concern for regional long-term impact of

salt-water intrusion, the risk to the system in inherent upon you as the owner of well.

Based on the above findings and the rigorous review this project has received, it is determined that
while the proposed system appears marginal it does meet the minimum quantzty and quality
requirements. Therefore, the proposed water system is approved.

Due to the margmal nature of the proposed water system, we intend to recommend to the County
Pla.nmng Department to add the following condmons to the use permit:

1. Water quality monitoring and water depth be measured monthly for the first 6 (six) months
and annually thereafter.

2. If water quality and water depth measurements mdmate potential failure of the system then
strict water usage rates should be enforced.

Director, Public Health and Environmental Health "

cc:  Supervisor Richard Gordon, 3% District
Margaret Taylor, Director, Health Services
- Dean Peterson, Program Supervisor, Environmental Health '
. Ken Robinson, REHS, Environmental Health
Harry O’Brien, Coblentz, Patch, Duffy, Bass, LLP
Michael Murphy, Deputy County Counsel

e

Janice Jagelski, County Planning . .

Norman Hantzsche, Questa Engineering =~ EXHIBITNO. A o.€
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