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TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties 

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

W11a 
September 24, 1998 

SUBJECT: Permit Extension Request for the Pigeon Point Country Inn (Coastal 
Development Permit No. A-3-SMC-96-008, 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. 

Background: 

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, 
1996, 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 . 
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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. 

I. 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. 

II. 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 installation of water and wastewater infrastructure 
necessary to serve the project. Exhibit 8 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. 

• 

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. 

c. 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, 1998, 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: 

• Water quantity: the depth of water in the well shall be reported monthly for the first 6 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. 

• 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 shall 
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. 
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August 29, 1998 

Mr. Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director 
California Coastal Commission 
c/0 725 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
Attention: Lee Otter, District Chief Planner 

CA.UFC '''i L\ 
COASTAL CC · ,. u• r~ 
CENTRAL CL. _: '"''·-A 

Re: Extension Request of Kathleen McKenzie for Permit No. A-3-SMC-96-
008-El, at 921 Pigeon Poit:tt 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." 

. £1-~'>·._.,.,.. 

Please consider our August ~98 comments on the project's permit 
amendment as the basis fo~~= -~bjections to any approval by the 
Commission of the permit•without addressing the long-term ade:quacy 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. 

Sincerely, 
~~ (7~L.h 

Lennie Roberts, Legislative Advocatge 
Committee for Green Foothills 
339 La Cuesta 
Portola Valley, CA '1'1 ozy 

EXHIBIT NO. A J p.1 
APPLICATION NO. ~ 

lft-3-.S'MC- q G-oo?;-€~ 

Obie~f;"cvt fc:, 
v 
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August 29, 1998 

Chairman Rusty Areias and Members 
California Coastal Commission 
735 Front Street, Suite 300 
Santa Cruz, CA 95060 
Attention: Steve Monowitz 

SEP 0 1 1998 

CAL!FORNIA 
COt})TAL cn~u,iiiSSION 
CENTRAL COA~T ARE:A 

Re: Permit No. A-3-96-008-Al 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 
Commission (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 
~sed 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 production 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 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). The sustained 
yield of the well is crucial to the determination of the long term viability of 
the well for this project. 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 
facility, which will serve the equivalent of at least six single family residences 

A -3-s!Vlc -1 6 -oo ~- E 1 
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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. T~e 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 

1 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 yo~r Commission require the applicant to demonstrate 
long-term viability of the wellJ which has not been done to date. This would 

A-3 -SJ1'1C- q G-oo~-£ 1 
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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. 

If long-term viability of the groundwater resource can be demonstrated. the 
Coastal Commission should at a minimum require the following: 

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, 
mag:r;tesium 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 
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, 

L~ ~L'=-1 
Lennie Roberts, Legislative Advocate 
Committee for Green Foothills 
339 La Cuesta , 
Portola Valley, CA 94028 
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'lell eapac::iq, :ncl thus the true .st~Stainad (ar average) Jie!d •:r he hig-her 'than abse.....,.,.ed in this test. 

.. . "' 

S9h t'l!pgrt. ~his report c:-antai.D::! the -zole -ah:strVal:ians Ul.d c:out::lusions ~f th~ ~ampan:t pariain-; 
in; ta t:b.e te:stin; of th11: C'.tJ.Sta:mer's n!l. ln1 prior . .,t:;l;~ts of the ;aqcb or '!!:!lployee.s of the erm- -
p;nr vhi6 an nat eo.t~.ta.illad herei:a are .super:sedtd hr. this .report, ~d .shall be relied upon at t.h:e c.-. 
t:t:mer's. a-.m voluntary. risl:. . . . . . · _ ,, 

f~i: IimihHa.a.s •. 'file data and eonclusia:n.s provided. are based u-pcn the tests and mea.sur~t.s 
a£ tha Caltlptml' ll!ing standard and a.c:..~pted practices of the grtrue.d'.ll'ater i:adust.."'7. Eovever, C::m.ditians in 
nter vells are .suhje-:! to dramatic cb~ges ill ev'eo. .short _pedods of ti:me. Additionally, the techniques 
eplord mr be s'tlhjed to canride..'"ahle error due to fac:t::z:s lliilit: the ·veil md grounmtar formation 
which are beyond the eu.=pany 1s immediate·ec~trol· or ahserv~tion. !herefore, the dat4 are valid onl1 as 
of the date md to the extent af !:.he ahse..rntioual limitatiotl3 of the t!!st o~ installatia.o.-:ir:uiicated. 

!Jse gf test. The. test ecmclttsiolls are in~e:nded for g!!leral etlll!ParisQll of the vell in its pre­
S1l!lt etn'lliitiaa against know vate.r: well st..m.dards or -guidelilles, and· ·should not be relied upcm to predie!: 
either the futur.e quantity or ~lity of vatar that the tell vi!l produce. Rells should be periodically 
retasted. to .shov hath .susClli.l zd lcng-te..":::l .~luct::uatian.s. ·. · · . 

Disdai~e:,s. In llt!Se!lti.nq the data and cane!u:siai!S, the eampanr mcl:l::es no varrmties. either 
e:rpre:ss or implied, as to fub.tr:e v;.tu pradudion of the vell. !'Urther, the company, 1mle.ss e:pre.sslr 
sta!:e:i to the c:ontrarr, daes no!: rapl:'esmt (l) that t.he veil or pump srst!!l'l is ill any .-particular c:cndi• 
tian or state of repair, m: (2) that the t.est .re.sul ts nll satisfr.cognizan!: gover::lll!enta1 ordiuances or 
ngulatio:ns, cr (3) that the tast duration or: me.tb.odalogy is suffide.nt to m~t local vater system-or ne· 
censt..~..icm. per:ti t st:ndards {vhil:!l tiS'tlally reqaire '24 haur· or li!Ct'! tests). .ar ( 4) that the water is 
ade'1uah for ;, particular purpose c:onte:nt~lated br c:ustatn.er, (S) t.he ac:cu: · · 
report f"r cmr purpose mare t.hill 011e rear after tile tiate of t.ha test. EXHIBIT NO. A 

&l!Stpmgr'! te!ea:e. ln. ac:eptin; this report, the CustOlllet' relE 
har::Uess tram U-.bilitr tot C'Clll3ef:Jilent!al or ineid!!ltal dctm.qes aruiltg- I 
>e:rpr!:SS or implied varrut1 of fllture val:er produ.cticm, ar (2) in ~1 & 
u.tiaa of this ·report, -or its r::me!u.rious, by either Ctlst=er ar third p: 
liaa. is t'l!'quired tc complete the proj~t cir ether ac:tivitr for ~hir:.h ~he 
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. HEALTHSERVICESAGENCAecet 
May 14, 1998 · 

Ms. Kathleen McKenzie 
730 37th Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94127 

MAY 1 5.1998 

·CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST AREA 

SUBJECT: 921 PIGEON POINT AT HIGHWAY 1, PESCADERO, CALIFORNIA, SAN l\1.<.\.TEO 

COUNTY 

Dear Ms. McKenzie: 

I would like to thank you for your patience while we have been performing our review of the 
proposed water system for the subject site.l'or staff to issue approval of the water supply, minimum 
quality and quantity must be demonstrated. A number of potential concerns were raised early in the 
process that required a more in depth ~eview of the data obtained. In order to ensure a fair and 
ad~quate 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 issue$ raised are summarized below: 

1. Kleinfelder's June 6, 1996 Water Use Assessment concluded that a· peak consumption 
factor of 428 gallons pe;r 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 ofraw 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 t"ealistic 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 te:i:m 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 light 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 this 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) inrlicate~ that the ~v~em m~.y·be at it's 

upper .limit of sustainability. 

PUBLIC HEAJ.l'H AND ENVIRONM.ENTA 
Board of Supervisors: Ruben B:arrales • RichardS. Gordon • Mary Gdfin • Tom Hue 

590 Hamil!on Streer • Redwood City, C:ilifomi:t 94063 • PHO:\"t 6;0.: f f ' ; t reM.> i o V\.. 
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Salt-water intruSion was another concern. Due to the proximity to the ocean a.11d the extreme 
depth of the well and pump, there is a potential that the well may cause local saltwater 

~t.o::: intrusion concerns. Based on the information presented and known to my staff it is. 
inconcl~~~e,. as: to ~f. saltwater intrusion is a concem for this particular well. Regional 
damage ·~am.: s~tW~t~t~ 4f.trusion, however, is not a c;mcem based on the limited pumping 
that is proposed by thi~ well. The water analysis meets the rnjnimum water quality standard 
adopted by San Mateo County. Since there. is no concern for regio_nallong-term impact of 
salt-water intrusion, the risk to the system in inherent,upon you as the owner of well. 

Based on the above fmdings and the rigorous review this project has received, it is dete~ed that 
while the proposed system appears marginal it does meet the minimum quantity and quality 
requirements. Therefore, the proposed water system is approved. 

Due· to the marginal nature of the proposed water system, we intend to recommend .to the County 
Pla.nniJ;g Department to add the following conditions to the use permit: 

1. Water quality monitotdng 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 ~e system then 
strict water usage rates should be enforced. • . 

Ag • ~ank you for your patience and cooperation throughout thi~ process. If you have any questiqns 
e giv .me a call at (65 63-4305.. , 

ora, REHS, MPH 
ublic Health and Environmental Health 

cc: Supervisor Richard Gordon1 3rt1 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 
Janice Jagelski, County Planning . 
Norman Hantzsche, Questa Engineering 
Lennie Roberts, Commission for Green Foothills 
Ed Heber, Monterey Bay National Marine. Sanctuary 
Steve Monowitz, California Coastal Commission 
Robert Zatkin 
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