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Prior Commission Action 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On October 12.2000 the Commission found that the appeals submitted ofthe local government's 
action on this proposed project raised a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which 
they were filed. The Commission continued the de novo hearing to a future meeting to allow 
staff additional time to further address. in particular. sensitive habitat issues and to prepare a 
recommendation for Commission action on the appeal. This staff report represents the staffs 
recommendation to the Commission for action on the proposed Blank project. The standard of 
review for the proposed project is the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program. 

Summary of Staff Recommendation 
The staff recommends that the Commission approve the coastal development permit for the 
proposed project with conditions. The recommended conditions would change the proposed 
project to eliminate its visibility from Highway 1, Afio Nuevo State Reserve, and other public 
places, and would allow the project to comply with the sensitive habitat, visual resources, and 
agricultural policies of the LCP. 

The Motion to adopt the Staff Recommendation of Approval is found in Section 1.0. 

1.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
The staff recommends conditional approval of Coastal Development Permit Application Number 
A-2-SMC-00-028. 

Motion 
I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Application No. A-2-
SMC-00-028 pursuant to the staff recommendation. 

Staff Recommendation of Approval 
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage of this motion will result in approval of the permit as 
conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by 
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present. 

Resolution to Approve the Permit 
The Commission hereby approves a coastal development permit for the proposed development 
and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the development as conditioned will be in 
conformity with the policies of the certified San Mateo County LCP. Approval of the permit 
complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because either 1) feasible mitigation 
measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to substantially lessen any significant 
adverse effects of the development on the environment. or 2) there are no further feasible 
mitigation measures or alternatives that would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
impacts of the development on the environment. 

1.1 Standard Conditions 

• 

• 

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not • 
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the permittee or authorized agent, 

4 



• 

• 

• 

A-2-SMC-00-028 
Blank 

acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned 
to the Commission office. 

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two 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. 

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

4. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files 
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit. 

5. 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. 

1.2 Special Conditions 

Staff Note 
All previous conditions of approval imposed on the project by the San Mateo County pursuant to 
an authority other than the California Coastal Act remain in effect (San Mateo County File 
Number PLN 1999-00960; see Exhibit 1 ). To the extent such San Mateo County conditions 
conflict with the Coastal Commission's conditions for Coastal Development Permit Number A-
2-SMC-00-028, the applicant will be responsible for obtaining permit amendments to resolve 
any such conflicts. 

1. Future Development Deed Restriction 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall execute and record a 
deed restriction, subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director, stating that the 
permit is only for the development herein described in the coastal development permit and that 
on APN 089-221-090 any future additions or other development, as defined in San Mateo 
County Zoning Code Section 6328.3(h), including construction of fences, gates, additions, or 
outbuildings, that might otherwise be exempt under Zoning Code Section 6328.5, will require an 
amendment to this permit or will require an additional coastal development permit from San 
Mateo County. 

The deed restriction shall include a legal description of the applicant's entire parcel. This 
document shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free 
of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the 
restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Commission 
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is legally required. 

2. Submittal of Revised Plans 

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the 
Executive Director's review and approval, revised plans that incorporate the following 
specifications . 

5 
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A. Structures. The horse bam, equipment bam, and replacement farm labor housing unit shall be • 
clustered in the valley to the south of the proposed residence site as shown on Figures 22 and 
23. The existing farm labor housing unit may be repaired, remodeled, or renovated in its 
existing location, without a CDP if consistent with Section 30610 of the Coastal Act, Section 
13252 of Title 14, Section 13252 of the California Code of Regulations, and Section 6328.5 
of the zoning code. 

Structural Height. No structures shall be visible from public viewpoints, such as Afio 
Nuevo State Reserve, or scenic roads, such as Highway 1. The main residence, including the 
chimney, and all other structures shall be sited and designed so that no portion of any 
structure is visible from public viewpoints or scenic roads. The revised plans shall be 
submitted with evidence, such as photo simulations, representative staking, or architectural 
renderings, that the structures will not be visible from any public viewpoints or scenic roads. 

After construction is completed, the applicant shall submit photographs taken from the same 
four view corridor locations as shown on Figure 6, and listed below: 

• View corridor 1: Cascade Ranch Drive at Highway 1, 3,200 feet from site. 

• View corridor 2: Cascade Ranch Trail, 0.9 miles from site. 

• View corridor 3: Cascade Trail at Coast, 1.25 miles from site. 

• View corridor 4: Afio Nuevo dunes, 2.2 miles from site. 

The photographs should be taken using an 85 mm lens and a 460 mm lens. 

B. Driveway. Access to the main residence, horse bam, equipment bam, and replacement farm • 
labor housing unit shall be via an access road located along the same alignment as the 
existing emergency access road to the main residence as shown on Figure 5. All road 
surfaces shall be colored to blend in with the grassland. The driveway shall be no wider than 
12 feet. 

C. Berms. The revised plans shall include construction of two berms designed to screen 100 
percent of the main residence from Highway 1, the Cascade Trail, and Afio Nuevo, and shall 
be designed to appear part of the existing topography. Two options are possible for the 
berms: 1) seven to 12 feet high and vegetated with at minimum of five feet of native scrub, 
such as coyote brush, or 2) 12 to 17 feet high vegetated with native grass or forb species. The 
berms shall be in the locations shown on Figure 5. The frrst berm (Berm 1) will include a 20-
foot by 60-foot earth-covered storage area to reduce the amount of fill necessary. To reduce 
the fill in the second berm (Berm 4), three 20,000 gallon water tanks will be placed inside it. 

·D. Landscaping. The landscaping plan shall be prepared by a qualified professional with 
expertise in the field of landscaping with native plants, such as a landscape architect. The 
plan shall demonstrate the following: 

A. All vegetation planted on the site shall consist of native, drought-tolerant plants, except 
for those used in creation of the enhancement pond. The plan shall specify plant species 
and mature heights of all trees and shrubs. 

B. The location of all existing trees and shrubs on the property that will serve as landscape 
screening for the proposed structures. Except as provided for in the approved landscaping • 
plan, and any vegetation that must be removed for fire safety as required by the 
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California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, no existing vegetation on the site 
outside the building envelope or driveway shall be removed. Any existing trees or 
vegetation providing screening, which do not survive must be replaced on a one-to-one or 
higher ratio for the life of the project. Any future removal of trees shall require a new 
coastal permit or an amendment to Coastal Permit No. A-2-SMC-00-028. 

E. Revised plans shall show where water and septic lines will be located. 

The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final plans. Any 
proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No 
changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a Coastal Commission approved 
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is legally required. 

3. Exterior Materials and Lighting Deed Restriction 
Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall execute and record a 
deed restriction, subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director, stating that all 
exterior material and lighting for the life of the project shall be as unobtrusive as possible. 
Exterior materials, including roofs and windows, shall be non-reflective to minimize glare. 
Exterior lighting shall be unobtrusive, and limited to the minimum necessary for safety, shall be 
low wattage, non-reflective, shielded, and have a directional cast downward. All lighting, 
exterior and interior, must be placed, designed and shielded so that only the intended area is 
illuminated and off-site glare is fully controlled. Screening, fixture selection, and placement shall 
be such that no fixed direct light sources will be noticed by motorists on Highway 1 . 

The deed restriction shall include a legal description of the applicant's entire parcel. This 
document shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and shall be recorded free 
of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the 
restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed without a Commission 
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no 
amendment is legally required. 

4. Sensitive Habitat 

A. The temporary placement of the caretaker's trailer adjacent to the riparian vegetation along 
the unnamed drainage in Deluca Valley is authorized only until the residence is constructed. 

B. Grading and construction shall be conducted between August 1 and November 1 to minimize 
potential impacts to San Francisco garter snakes and red-legged frogs. 

C. No grading or construction activities shall occur within 650 feet of nesting loggerhead 
shrikes or raptors. If grading or construction takes place between March 1 and September 30, 
a qualified biologist shall survey: ( 1) the coastal scrub habitat within 0.25 miles of each work 
area to determine if loggerhead shrikes or northern harriers are nesting in the scrub habitat 
and; (2) the mixed evergreen forest and oak woodland habitats within 0.25 miles of each 
work area to determine if other special status raptor species (e.g. Coopers hawk, sharp­
shinned hawk) are nesting there. The surveys shall be conducted within 30 days prior to 
grading or construction and shall be submitted for review and approval of the Executive 
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Director. If active nests are found, no grading or construction work shall occur until all 
young have fledged. 

D. A qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys for the California red-legged 
frogs and San Francisco garter snakes at least two days prior to the beginning of site grading 
work. This survey shall be submitted to the Executive Director for review and approval prior 
to any grading work. If frogs or snakes are present in the work areas, construction work shall 
be postponed until they leave the area. 

E. A qualified biological monitor experienced with, at a minimum, San Francisco garter snake 
and California red-legged frog shall be present at the site during all grading and construction 
activities. The biological monitor shall complete daily monitoring reports that indicate the 
date and time of work, weather conditions, the monitoring biologist's name, project 
activity/progress, and any sensitive species observed. These reports shall be compiled and 
submitted to the Executive Director upon completion of construction as part of a construction 
monitoring report. 

F. Prior to construction at all sites, place a barrier fence (e.g. silt fence) around grasslands in the 
construction areas to prevent pond turtles from entering the construction work areas to nest. 
The fence shall bein place throughout the pond turtle nesting season (May-August). If the 
fence is placed after March 1, a qualified biologist shall conduct preconstruction surveys for 
pond turtles within 30 days prior to grading or construction and shall be submitted for review 
and approval of the Executive Director. If active nests are found, no grading or construction 
work shall occur until all hatchlings have left the nests. The bottom six inches of the fence 
should be buried in a shallow trench to prevent pond turtles from going under the fence . 

5. Grazing Plan 

A. Prior to issuance of the coasto.l development permit, the applicant shall submit a grazing 
plan showing where pastures are located, how horses would be rotated on a yearly and/or 
seasonal basis, and how the horse pasturing would be used to restore the native grasslands. A 
plan map shall indicate where pasture fencing will be located. No more than six horses shall 
be kept or allowed on the property at any one time. No grazing shall occur within 300 feet of 
any riparian corridor or wetland. Fencing shall be installed to prevent horses from entering 
sensitive habitat. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final plans. Any 
proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No 
changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a Coastal Commission approved 
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines that 
no amendment is legally required. 

6. Concrete Patio 
The concrete patio adjacent to Potato Patch Reservoir shall be buried to a depth of at least 
two feet and revegetated with native species represented in the adjacent riparian area within 
90 days of Commission action on this coastal development permit application, or within such 
additional time as the Executive Director may grant for good cause. 
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7. Enhancement Pond 

Prior to construction of the enhancement pond, the applicant shall submit a plan approved by 
USFWS and CDFG. The plan shall include maintenance and monitoring provisions. 

8. Construction Period Erosion Control Plan 

A. Erosion Control Plan 
Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicants shall provide, for the 
review and approval of the Executive Director, an Erosion Control Plan to reduce erosion 
and retain sediment on-site during construction. The plan shall be designed to minimize the 
potential sources of sediment, control the amount of runoff and its ability to carry sediment 
by diverting incoming flows and impeding internally generated flows, and retain sediment 
that is picked up on the project site through the use of sediment-capturing devices. The plan 
shall also limit application, generation, and migration of toxic substances, ensure the proper 
storage and disposal of toxic materials, and apply nutrients at rates necessary to establish and 
maintain vegetation without causing significant nutrient runoff to surface waters. The 
Erosion Control Plan shall incorporate the Best Management Practices (BMPs) specified 
below. 

(1) Erosion & Sediment Source Control 
(a) Sequence construction to install sediment-capturing devices first, followed by runoff 

control measures and runoff conveyances. Land clearing activities should only 
commence after the minimization and capture elements are in place . 

(b) Time the clearing and grading activities to avoid the rainy season (October 15 
through April 30). 

(c) Minimize the area of bare soil exposed at one time (phased grading). 

(d) Clear only areas essential for construction. 

(e) Within five days of clearing or inactivity in construction, stabilize bare soils through 
either non-vegetative BMPs, such as mulching or vegetative erosion control methods 
such as seeding with native or non-invasive species. Vegetative erosion control shall 
be established within two weeks of seeding/planting. 

(f) Construction entrances should be stabilized immediately after grading and frequently 
maintained to prevent erosion and control dust. 

(g) Control wind-born dust through site watering and/or the installation of wind barriers 
such as hay bales. Site watering shall be monitored to prevent runoff. 

(h) Place stockpiled soil and/or other construction-related material a minimum of 200 
feet from any drainages. Stockpiled soils shall be covered with tarps at all times of 
the year. 

(i) Excess fill shall not be disposed of in the Coastal Zone unless authorized through 
either an amendment to this coastal development permit or a new coastal 
development permit. 

(2) Runoff Control and Conveyance 
(a) Intercept runoff above disturbed slopes and convey it to a permanent channel by 

• using earth dikes, perimeter dikes or swales, or diversions. 
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(b) Provide protection for runoff conveyance outlets by reducing flow velocity and • 
dissipating flow energy. 

(3) Sediment-capturing Devices 
(a) Install stormdrain inlet protection that traps sediment before it enters the storm sewer 

system. This barrier could consist of filter fabric, straw bales, gravel, or sand bags. 

(b) Install sediment traps/basins at outlets of diversions, channels, slope drains, or other 
runoff conveyances that discharge sediment-laden water. Sediment traps/basins shall 
be cleaned out when 50 percent full (by volume). 

(c) Use silt fence and/or vegetated fllter strips to trap sediment contained in sheet flow. 
The maximum drainage area to the fence should be 0.5 acre or less per 100 feet of 
fence. Silt fences should be inspected regularly and sediment removed when it 
reaches one-third the fence height. Vegetated filter strips should have relatively flat 
slopes and be vegetated with erosion-resistant species. 

(4) Chemical Control 
(a) Store, handle, apply, and dispose of pesticides, petroleum products, and other 

construction materials properly. 

(b) Establish fuel and vehicle maintenance staging areas located at least 100 feet from all 
drainage courses, and design these areas to control runoff. 

(c) Develop and implement spill prevention and control measures. 

(d) Provide sanitary facilities for construction workers. 

(e) Maintain and wash equipment and machinery in confined areas specifically designed 
to control runoff. Washout from concrete trucks should be disposed of at a location 
not subject to runoff and more than 100 feet away from a drainage course, open ditch, 
or surface water. 

(f) Provide adequate disposal facilities for solid waste, including excess asphalt, 
produced during construction. 

(g) Develop and implement nutrient management measures. Properly time applications, 
and work fertilizers and liming materials into the soil to depths of four to six inches. 
Reduce the amount of nutrients applied by conducting soil tests to determine site 
nutrient needs. 

B. Erosion Control Monitoring and Maintenance 
(1) Throughout the construction period, the applicants shall conduct regular inspections of 

the condition and operational status of all structural BMPs provided in satisfaction of the 
approved Erosion Control Plan. Major observations to be made during inspections shall 
include: locations of discharges of sediment or other pollutants from the site; BMPs that 
are in need of maintenance; BMPs that are not performing, failing to operate, or 
inadequate; and locations where additional BMPs are needed. 

(2) Authorized representatives of the Coastal Commission and/or San Mateo County shall be 
allowed property entry as needed to conduct on-site inspections throughout the 
construction period. 

(3) Sediment traps/basins shall be cleaned out at any time when 50 percent full (by volume). 
(4) Sediment shall be removed from silt fences at any time when it reaches one-third the 

fence height. 
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(5) All pollutants contained in BMP devices shall be contained and disposed of in an 
appropriate manner. 

C. The applicants shall be fully responsible for advising construction personnel of the 
requirements of the Erosion O;mtrol Plan. 

D. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the final Erosion Control Plan 
approved by the Executive Director. No proposed changes to the approved final Erosion 
Control Plan shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development 
permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally required. 

9. Post-Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 

A. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicants shall submit to the 
Executive Director for review and written approval, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
with final drainage and runoff control measures, including supporting calculations. The plan 
shall demonstrate that runoff from the project shall be prevented from entering the unnamed 
drainage in Deluca Valley or any other riparian or wetland area. The plan shall detail specific 
measures to reduce runoff such as vegetative buffers, grassy swales, and pop-up drainage 
emitters. For the life of the project, runoff from all roofs, decks, and other impervious 
surfaces and slopes on the site shall be collected and discharged to avoid ponding or erosion 
either on or off the site. Splashguards shall be installed at the base of all downspouts. The 
plan shall be prepared by a licensed engineer and shall incorporate structural and non­
structural Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed to control the volume, velocity and 
pollutant load of stormwater leaving the developed site after completion of construction. The 
plan shall be reviewed and approved by the consulting engineering geologist to ensure the 
plan is in conformance with geologist's recommendations. The plan shall incorporate 
structural, flow-based, post-construction BMPs (or suites ofBMPs) designed to treat or filter 
storm water runoff from the project site for each storm event, up to and including the 85th 
percentile, 1-hour storm event, with an appropriate safety factor, prior to the runoffs entry 
into any stormwater conveyance systems or surface water bodies and shall assure that runoff 
will be conveyed offsite in a non-erosive manner. 

The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the final Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan approved by the Executive Director. No proposed changes to the 
approved final plan shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal 
development permit unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally 
required. 

The stormwater pollution prevention plan shall incorporate the BMPs described below: 

( 1) Landscaping and Irrigation 
(a) Native, drought-tolerant vegetation shall be selected, in order to minimize the need 

for fertilizer, pesticides/herbicides, and excessive irrigation . 
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(b) Throughout the project site, where irrigation is necessary. the system must be • 
designed with efficient technology. At a minimum, all irrigation systems shall have 
flow sensors and master valves installed on the mainline pipe to ensure system 
shutdown in the case of pipe breakage. Irrigation master systems shall have an 
automatic irrigation controller to ensure efficient Wl:}ter distribution. Automatic 
irrigation controllers shall be easily adjustable so that site watering. will be 
appropriate for daily site weather conditions. Automatic irrigation controllers shall 
have rain shutoff devices in order to prevent unnecessary operation on rainy days. 

B. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Maintenance and Monitoring 
(1) The plan shall include provisions for maintaining the drainage system, including 

structural BMPs, in a functional condition throughout the life of the approved 
development. Such maintenance shall include the following: 
(a) All structural BMPs shall be inspected prior to the start of the wet season (no later 

than October 15th), after the first storm of the wet season, and monthly thereafter until 
April 30th. 

(b) All BMP traps/separators and/or filters shall be cleaned prior to the onset of the wet 
season and no later than October 15th each year. All pollutants contained in BMP 
devices shall be contained and disposed of in an appropriate manner. 

(c) Should any of the project's surface or subsurface drainage/filtration structures or 
other BMPs fail or result in increased erosion, the applicants or successor-in-interest 
shall be responsible for any necessary repairs to the drainage/filtration system and 
BMPs and restoration of the eroded area. If repairs or restoration are necessary, prior 
to the commencement of such repair or restoration work, the applicants shall submit a • 
repair and restoration plan to the Executive Director to determine if an amendment or 
new coastal development permit is required to authorize such work. 

(2) The permittees shall conduct an annual inspection of the condition and operational status 
of all structural BMPs provided in satisfaction of the approved stormwater pollution 
prevention plan. The results of each annual inspection shall be reported to the Executive 
Director in writing by no later than June 30th of each year following the completion of 
construction for three years. Major observations to be made during inspections and 
reported shall include: locations of discharges of sediment or other pollutants from the 
site, BMPs that are in need of maintenance, BMPs that are not performing, failing to 
operate, or inadequate, and locations where additional BMPs are needed. Authorized 
representatives of the Coastal Commission and/or the San Mateo County shall be allowed 
property entry as needed to conduct on-site inspectiol}s of the detention basin and other 
structural BMPs. 

(3) Non-routine maintenance activities that are expensive but infrequent shall be performed 
as needed based on the results of the monitoring inspections described above. 

10. Drainage and Manure Management Plan 

A. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit a 
drainage and manure management plan for the proposed stable, detailing specific 
measures to prevent runoff from the horse stall, outdoor arena, and manure storage areas 
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for review and approval by the Executive Director. The drainage plan shall demonstrate 
that the surface area of all corrals and paddocks are well drained to prevent the 
accumulation of storm or casual waters. Waste liquids, including manure, wash water, 
and surface runoff from manured areas, must be diverted to retention facilities and 
effectively contained for later removal. Storage/retention facilities for waste liquids must 
be sized to provide a minimum of two feet freeboard beyond containing facility 
wastewater and runoff generated by the 25-year, 24-hour frequency storm. The manure 
management plan shall indicate daily cleaning and periodic spraying of stable and corral 
areas, thorough cleaning of corrals no less than once a week, storage of manure in a fly 
tight, metal or reinforced concrete manure bin, and the proper disposal of collected 
manure. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final 
drainage and manure management plans. Any proposed changes to the approved final 
plans shall be reported to the Executive Director. No changes to the approved final plans 
shall occur without a Commission amendment to this coastal development permit unless 
the Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally required. 

11. Grading 

A Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit a final 
proposed grading plan for review and approval by the Executive Director. Said plan shall 
conform to the requirements of the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance, and shall 
incorporate the recommendations to protect special status species under Special 
Conditions 2 and 4, above. 

B. The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the approved final plans. 
Any proposed changes to the approved final plans shall be reported to the Executive 
Director. No changes to the approved final plans shall occur without a Commission 
amendment to this coastal development permit unless the Executive Director determines 
that no amendment is legally required. 

12. Helicopter or Other Aircraft Deed Restriction 

A. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall execute and 
record a deed restriction, subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director, 
and consistent with the applicant's amended project description (Exhibit 2), that states 
that there will be no use of helicopters or other aircraft on the property for the life of the 
development approved by the coastal development permit. 

B. The deed restriction shall include a legal description of the applicant's entire parcel. The 
deed restriction document shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and 
shall be recorded free of prior liens that the Executive Director determines may affect the 
enforceability of the restriction. This deed restriction shall not be removed or changed 
without a Coastal Commission-approved amendment to the coastal development permit 
unless the Executive Director determines that no amendment is legally required . 
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13. Condition Compliance 

Within 90 days of Commission action on this coastal development permit application, or 
within such additional time as the Executive Director may grant for good cause, the applicant 
shall satisfy all requirements specified in the conditions hereto that the applicant is required 
to satisfy prior to issuance of this permit. Failure to comply with this requirement may result 
in the institution of enforcement action under the provisions of Chapter 9 of the Coastal Act. 

2.0 FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows: 

2.1 Project Location and Site Description 

The project approved by the County is located inland of State Highway Route 1 (Cabrillo 
Highway), about six miles south of Pescadero, in the unincorporated portion of San Mateo 
County, California (Figure 1). State Park lands surround the property on the east, north, and 
west, and State Coastal Conservancy lands are on the south side. The proposed building site of 
the residence is approximately three miles from Afio Nuevo Point and 2,400 feet from the closest 
portion of Highway 1 (Figure 2). The southern portion of the property is within the Highway 1 
State Scenic Corridor, as designated in the San Mateo General Plan, with the building site of the 
residence just outside the boundary and all other structures well outside the boundary. The 261-
acre property, known asK& S Ranch, is an irregular diamond shape, roughly one mile long by a 
half mile wide. Existing uses on the property include a farm labor housing unit, caretaker's 
trailer, dirt/gravel roads, agricultural fields, and undeveloped land (Biotic Resources Group 
2000). None of the existing buildings are visible from Highway 1 or Afio Nuevo State Reserve . 

The property is part of the Cascade Valley Ranch. A Natural Resource and Agricultural 
Conservation Easement, held by the State Coastal Conservancy (SCC), applies to the Cascade 
Valley Ranch, and therefore the K & S Ranch (SCC 1999). The purpose of the easement is to 
"protect the property's natural habitat, natural resources, and scenic values, and to conserve the 
property's open space character for agricultural use." The easement allows "limited residential 
use" as well as habitat preservation, agriculture, and ranching. The staff of the SCC has 
determined that the proposed project is consistent with the terms of the easement (Exhibit XXX). 

The property is designated in the County's LUP as Agriculture and is zoned Planned Agricultural 
District/Coastal Development District (PAD/CD). The proposed single-family dwelling 
complies with the PAD zoning of the lands within the coastal zone, which allows one density 
credit or one residential unit on the property. The proposed development conforms to the height 
limits and setback requirements for the PAD zoning district. A single-family residence is 
allowable within the PAD with the issuance of a Planned Agricultural Permit. The County 
determined that the project conforms to the substantive criteria for issuance of a PAD permit and 
the county's stable regulations (Section 6358.0 and 6359.0 PAD/CD of San Mateo County's 
Zoning Regulations and Section 7700 of the Stable Ordinance). Conformance with the PAD 
criteria and associated LUP policies is discussed in detail in Section 2.5.3 of this staff report. The 
substantive criteria address protection of agricultural uses on land in the PAD. The criteria 
include minimizing encroachment on land suitable for agricultural use, clustering development, 
availability of water supply, preventing or minimizing division or conversion of agricultural 
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land, and retention of agricultural land within public recreation facilities. The stable regulations 
address building code requirements, maintenance of stables, and drainage plans. 

The property consists of two flat to gently sloping elevated marine terraces cut by local streams. 
The broad lower terrace, with an elevation of 40 to 120 feet extends one mile west from the 
property to the ocean. This terrace includes Highway 1, farmland and parkland. The eastern 
edge of the lower terrace forms the western edge of the K and S Ranch. The upper terrace, with 
an elevation of 255 to 320 feet is deeply cut by local streams coming out of the Santa Cruz 
Mountains. The upper terrace is about 1/4 mile wide and ends in the steep slopes of the Santa 
Cruz Mountains, rising up to over 1,500 feet immediately behind the ranch. 

The elevation of the parcel ranges from approximately 110 feet above mean sea level (msl) along 
the southernmost portion of the property near Highway 1 and 380 feet above msl in the northern 
and western portions of the site. The proposed residential building site is on a flat terrace at 
approximately 300 feet above msl. The slopes below the proposed residence range from 23 to 40 
percent (Zinn Geology 1999). 

The parcel is within the central region of the Coast Ranges Geomorphic Province, and is 
underlain by marine and continental sedimentary rock units that have been deposited, folded, 
faulted, and uplifted to form the Santa Cruz Mountains (Romig Consulting Engineers 1999). 
Exhibit 6 presents the regional quaternary geology of the site. The property is within a state 
Earthquake Fault Zone (California Division of Mines and Geology 1982, as cited in Zinn 
Geology 1999). The active San Gregorio Fault lies along the break between the upper terrace and 
the mountains, approximately 300 to 500 feet northeast of the proposed residential development 
(Zinn Geology 1999). The parcel is within an active seismic area and may be subject to strong 
ground shaking. Landslide scars are found along the northern and eastern property boundaries. 
Although none of the proposed development is on a landslide deposit, surficial creep instabilities 
may affect the site, including shallow debris flows and slope creep, particularly near the auxiliary 
bedrooms (attached by tunnels) (Zinn Geology 1999 and 2000a). 

Soils at the site are primarily Lobitos loam in the northern portion of the property, Tierra loam in 
the southern portion, Santa Lucia loam in the southeastern portion, Lockwood loam soils along 
the drainages, and Colma loam in the steep portions of the southern-central portion of the 
property. The Lobitos loams range from slight erosion hazard to very high. The Santa Lucia soils 
pose moderate to very high erosion potential. The erosion hazard of the Lockwood soils is slight. 
The Colma loams have a high to very high erosion potential (US Department of Agriculture 
1961 ). The Lockwood soils and a small adjacent area of Botella loam are Class II or Class ill 
soils (capable of growing artichokes or brussel sprouts), which are considered prime agricultural 
soils. 

The parcel includes diverse habitat types (Figure 3). The steep 100 to 160-foot high slopes 
between the lower and upper terrace are covered with approximately 25 acres of mixed 
evergreen forest on the north facing slopes, approximately 42 acres of coastal scrub. and three 
acres of oak woodland on the south facing slopes. The mixed evergreen forest is dominated by 
Douglas fir. Deluca Valley runs east through the center of the ranch and has about 26 acres of 

• fallow agricultural fields. Along the unnamed creek is approximately eight acres of riparian 
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woodland dominated by willow (Salix sp.) and alder (Alnus rubra). At the east end of the valley • 
is the 8.6-acre-foot "Potato Patch" reservoir, which was apparently used for stock watering. 
There are two areas of wet meadow, one at each end of the valley, totaling approximately seven 
acres. The flatter areas of the upper terrace are dominated by 168 acres of non-native grasses, 
particularly flax left over from farming during the 1930's and 40's. Eight acres of native grasses 
are found, mostly on the terrace northeast of the valley CNade 2000a). 

These habitats support many plant and wildlife species, including some special status species. No 
special status plant species were observed at the site. Special status wildlife species that occur in 
nearby habitat include California red-legged frog, a federally-listed threatened species; western 
pond turtle, a federal species of concern; and San Francisco garter snake, a federally- and state 
listed species. One California red-legged frog was observed in the man-made pond (Potato Patch 
Reservoir) on the eastern portion of the property (Wade 2000b). Loggerhead·shrike and raptors, 
such as Cooper's hawk, and sharp-shinned hawk, may nest at the site, and are protected because 
they are California Special Concern species (Biotic Resources Group and Dana Bland & 
Associates 2000). Loggerhead shrike is also a Federal Species of Special Concern (CDFG 2001). 

Records at the California Historical Resources Information Center at Sonoma State University 
· indicate that the entire parcel was previously studied and no prehistoric cultural materials, such 

as midden, shells, hearths, fire-affected rock, artifacts, or other features were located on the site 
(chavez 1982 [S-4937] and ACRS 1979 [S-3104]). No further archaeological surveys were 
recommended (San Mateo County 2000a). 

2.2 Project Description 

The project approved by the County consisted of construction of a three-story, 15,000-square­
foot single-family residence (6,000 square feet underground) with outlying bedrooms and 
underground tunnels, a 2,500-square-foot equipment barn, a 3,200-square-foot horse barn1

, and 
replacement of an existing farm labor housing unit with a 1 ,250-square-foot unit on a 261-acre 
parcel (Exhibit 3). 

The basic description of the currently proposed project remains the same as described above for 
the County-approved project, except that a more precise size and breakdown of the components 
of the residence were provided and the square footage of the horse barn was revised to be 3,040 
square feet. The more precise area of the residential complex is shown in Appendix B, 
amounting to 15,780 square feet of residential development2• The following areas are additional 
developed areas that are not included in the description above: swimming pool ( 1,100 square 
feet), terraces (7 ,546 square feet), driveway and parking, including the existing gravel driveway 
at the base of the hill to the garage door (8,064 square feet), walkways (956 square feet), and the 
septic field area (1,725) (Sagan-Pichota Architecture 2000a). Therefore, the gross square footage 
of developed area is 41,620 (slightly less than one acre), not including three acres to be planted 
in raspberries and peas, areas where horses are pastured, trails, and habitat restoration areas. 

1 At County's request the horse barn was moved to a hillside, necessitating an increase from 2,700 square feet to 
3,200 square feet. The square footage was revised again for the Commission's review to 3,040 (Kim McCormick, 
staff communication). 
2 The 15,780 square feet reflects a refinement of the estimate in the County's reports, but not a change, to the project 
description. 
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Since the project was initially approved by San Mateo County and appealed to the Commission, 
the applicant has made changes to the project. The applicant was advised through the appeal 
notice and during meetings with Coastal Commission staff that one of the primary objectives in 
making the project consistent with the LCP would be to site it in the least visible location on the 
261-acre parcel, compatible with all other LCP requirements. In response to this and other scenic 
resources policies the applicant revised his proposed project and provided additional information 
on the constraints analysis. Revisions to the project include lowering the height of the residence 
by four feet eight inches as compared to the project approved by San Mateo County, so that the 
residence roofline is at 30 feet five inches high (Figure 4). In addition, the applicant proposes 
berms to screen the house with minimal reliance on vegetation for screening. Initially, the 
applicant proposed four berms ranging in height from 15 feet to 25 feet, to fully screen the 
house, without relying on vegetation for screening. Because of the amount of grading and 
landform alteration berms of this size would require, the applicant proposed a revised berming 
plan. The revised plan combined the four berms so that there would be two berms ranging from 
seven feet to twelve feet (Figure 5). The first berm (Berm 1) would include a 20-foot by 60-foot 
earth-covered storage area to reduce the amount of fill necessary. To reduce the fill in the second 
berm (Berm 4), three 20,000-gallon water tanks would be placed inside it. The two berms would 
require 3,019 cubic yards of fill, which takes into account a 30 percent compaction factor for the 
native fill. This fill material would come in part from the 2,800 cubic yards of available from 
excavation for the main residence and tunnels. In total, the main residence, berms, tanks, 
emergency road, and driveway would require 1,152 cubic yards of fill. The latter berming plan is 
the proposed plan considered in this de novo review. In addition to the changes related to visual 
impacts, the applicant also amended his project description to indicate that there would be no use 
of helicopters or other aircraft on the property for the life of the development approved by the 
coastal development permit (see Exhibit 2). 

The highest portion of the proposed structures. aside from the residence, range from 21 feet to 31 
feet above the ground. The peak of the roof of the horse barn would be 31 feet above the natural 
grade. The highest portion of roof of the equipment barn would be 21 feet above the natural 
grade. The farm labor housing is proposed to rise 24.5 feet above the ground. 

A water line and septic system are proposed on-site, and an existing domestic well in the 
southeast corner of the property would be used (Figure 6). The water line would extend 
approximately 3,300 feet and include a creek crossing at the bridge near the farm labor housing. 
The septic system would include approximately 3,300 feet of pipe plus three septic tanks and a 
leachfield. The new leachfield would be located to the south of the proposed residence on non­
prime soils. 

The farm labor housing and the equipment barn would be on prime soils. The residence and 
horse barn are not proposed on prime soils. The farm labor housing would be replaced in the 
same location as the existing farm labor housing. 

Access to the site would be provided by an existing private access road from Highway 1 that 
serves the farm labor housing. The road would be extended 400 feet to access the county­
approved residential development. The road crosses the creek between Potato Patch Reservoir 
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and Lake Elizabeth in two places. An existing dirt frre road extends all the way to the approved • 
residential site, without crossing the creek. The proposed project includes installation of turf 
block and grass seed on the fire road to reduce visibility from Highway 1 and Afio Nuevo State 
Reserve while still providing an emergency access route for fire vehicles. 

The proposed residence and other structures would use earth tones, such as dark gray walls and a 
dark brown roof. All of the structures, including the residence, are designed to resemble barns. 

The proposed project would include perimeter and internal pasture fencing (Figure 7). A five­
strand fence would extend around the entire property, which is currently fenced around 
approximately half of its perimeter. Sections of the existing fence that are in poor condition 
would be replaced. The fence would include 48-inch horse fencing that is designed to prevent 
feral pigs from entering the property. Digging by feral pigs destroys native vegetation and harms 
ground-nesting animals - feral pigs have rooted in as much as 30 percent of the property to a 
depth of 6 to 24 inches. Horse fencing would be a gray, galvanized smooth wire with two by 
four-inch rectangles. The bottom 12 inches would be folded over, thereby providing a skirt to 
discourage pigs from digging under the fence. The top wire of the fence would be electrified to 
discourage livestock from approaching it. The internal fencing will be a poly-coated, five-wire 
fence. 

To provide habitat for California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snakes and replace a 
dammed pond that was washed out during heavy storms, the applicant proposes to construct a 
seasonal pond in the wet meadow adjacent to Potato Patch Reservoir (Figures 6 and 8). The 
dammed pond was constructed for cattle watering and pasture irrigation within the intermittent 
creek in the Deluca Valley and provided habitat for California red-legged frogs and San 
Francisco garter snakes (Wetlands Research Associates, Inc. 2001). Because of the potential for 
heavy storms again destroying a dam, the applicant does not propose to replace the pond where it 
was formerly located (McGinnis 2000). Potato Patch Reservoir provides habitat for the 
California red-legged frogs, but the presence of introduced fish reduces its potential as breeding 
habitat because the trout eat the frog tadpoles. The proposed pond would be modeled after a 
pond designed by Dr. McGinnis for a Caltrans project at Devil's Slide. The pond would have 
sufficient depth and duration of ponding to allow breeding by California red-legged frogs, but 
would not be ponded perennially, thereby reducing use by bullfrogs, a predator of California red­
legged frogs, and predatory fish. The presence of California red-legged frogs and other native 
amphibians attracts San Francisco garter snakes, which forage on these species. The pond would 
include the following features: 

• The pond would be approximately 50 feet in diameter gradually grading from a shallow 
inshore zone to a center depth of five feet; 

• A bentomat (or similar semi-impervious layer) would be placed at the bottom of the pond 
to retain water; 

• A standpipe with float valve would provide water to the pond from the Potato Patch 
Reservoir. A fish screen would be placed on the intake to eliminate fish introduction to 
the pond; and 

• Non-invasive aquatic plants would be planted along the edges of the pond. 
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The pond would require maintenance. The intake pipe would be monitored and maintained on a seasonal 
basis, such as four times per year, to ensure that water flows into the pond between November and July 
each year. Through draining or natural evaporation, the pond would be allowed to dry out for at least two 
weeks each year during October (Wetlands Research Associates, Inc. 2001 ). 

The proposed project includes 2.77 miles of 36-inch wide walking trails (FiguJ:e 9). Trail building would 
require clearing vegetation and a minor amount of grading (less than 100 cubic yards) to create a level 
path. The trails would be sloped to minimize erosion. Water bars would be placed every 50 feet and straw 
would be placed on the path in the winter, when necessary. Grading would be minimized, with most cuts 
less than four inches and no more than 12 inches. Where possible, trails would follow old farm paths 
(Wade 2000c ). Of the proposed trails, the applicant seeks after-the-fact authorization for approximately 
1.17 miles of trails, which were built between April 2000 and June 2000 without the benefit of a coastal 
development permit 

In September 1999, the applicant replaced a collapsing 36-inch culvert at the eastern end of the 
intermittent creek in Deluca Valley without obtaining a coastal development permit. The 
applicant is therefore requesting that the Commission grant after-the-fact approval for the culvert 
replacement. The work conducted in 1999 included (1) removal of the existing 36-inch culvert, 
(2) installation of a new 48-inch plastic culvert in the same location, (3) construction of a 
stronger headwall, and (4) concrete grouting around the sides to prevent undermining. The 
applicant undertook the following measures to avoid significant adverse impacts to the creek. 
During construction, disturbance to the stream and riparian vegetation were minimized. Concrete 
was prevented from entering the stream by piping the stream flow (less than one quart per 
minute) around the work area. Straw bales were placed upstream and downstream to collect 
sediment. To prevent changes in the pH of the water in the stream, the concrete remained 
wrapped for four months. 

The applicant also constructed a concrete patio with a 20-foot diameter for picnics at the top of 
Potato Patch dam, directly adjacent to Potato Patch Reservoir without obtaining a coastal 
development permit for these activities in May 2000. During a site visit, US Fish and Wildlife 
Service and California Department of Fish and Game representatives expressed concerns about 
adverse impacts to California red-legged frogs from the patio. To address these concerns, the 
applicant removed construction materials and recreation equipment from the area and buried and 
revegetated the concrete patio and footings. However, as of a site visit by Coastal Commission 
staff on November 12,2000, the patio was only partially buried and revegetated, and most of it 
remained exposed. The applicant seeks after-the-fact authorization for installation and burial of 
the patio. 

The caretaker's trailer was placed adjacent to the riparian vegetation along the unnamed drainage 
in the Deluca Valley without a coastal development permit. The applicant seek after-the-fact 
authorization for the temporary placement of this structure. 

2.3 Ability of Applicant to Site Residence Where Proposed 

The residential complex is proposed to be located south of the unnamed drainage in the Deluca 
• Valley, as shown on Figure 5, although this location conflicts with a 1985 coastal development 
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• 
permit issued by San Mateo County (Exhibit 4). The 1985 permit (CDP 85-80) for the • 
subdivision of a 694-acre parcel, which includes the Blank property, from the 4,088-acre 
Cascade Ranch required that an agricultural easement be granted to the County covering all of 
the property except specific areas designated as residential homesites (see Exhibit 4, Master 
Land Division Plan, Exhibit C). The area on the Blank parcel identified as a homesite by the 
conditions of local CDP 85-80 is on the southernmost portion of the property, clustered with the 
Cascade Ranch buildings. An Irrevocable Offer to Dedicate Agricultural Preservation Easement 
and Declaration of Restrictions (Recorded March 10, 1986, 86025099) carried out the permit 
conditions of local CDP 85-80. There is no record at the County of the offer being accepted to 
date. 

A 1996local permit (CDP 96-0003) and permit application for the subdivision of a 679-acre 
parcel, which included the Blank property, into two lots did not reference or amend the 1985 
permit regarding the homesite location (Exhibit 5). However, the local record for this permit 
application did include a tentative map showing the proposed residence location as a homesite. 

The County and SCC do not oppose the newly proposed homesite location. Although neither the 
local permit application or local permit findings indicate an intention to revise the homesite 
locations established by CDP 85-80, San Mateo County concludes that CDP 96-0003 
"effectively amended the Master Land Division Plan for this property to (a) revise the property 
line between the two Conservancy parcels and (b) relocate the house site on the east parcel to the 
location of the proposed Blank residence."(see March 20, 2001letter in correspondence). The 
intent of the fee owners to relocate the house site on the east parcel is also reflected in the SCC's • 
March 12, 2001letter from Dick Wayman (see correspondence). The Conservancy concluded 
that expanding the farmable acreage on the 679-acre parcel was not possible and decided to 
subdivide the property so that most of the fields suitable for crop production were on one parcel, 
which is not the Blank property. 

2.4 Sensitive Habitats 

The Commission approves the permit application because the proposed project, as 
conditioned, will avoid significant adverse impacts to sensitive habitats. 

2.4.1 Issue Summary 
The project site provides habitat for a number of sensitive species, including San Francisco 
garter snake, California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, and loggerhead shrike. The 
applicant proposes to site development in these sensitive habitat areas, inconsistent with the 
habitat protection policies of the LCP. The staff, therefore, recommends special conditions 
requiring that some of the proposed development be re-sited as well as other measures necessary 
to avoid significant adverse impacts to sensitive habitat areas. 

2.4.2 Standard of Review 
Chapter 7 of the LCP contains policies that are very protective of sensitive habitats. In general, 
these LCP policies define and protect sensitive habitats, allowing only a limited type and amount 
of development in or near these areas. The full text of LCP policies discussed in this section are 
cited in Appendix C. • 
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LUP Policy 7.1 defines sensitive habitats, which "include, but are not limited to, riparian 
corridors, wetlands, marine habitats, sand dunes, sea cliffs, and habitats supporting rare, 
endangered, and unique species." LUP Policy 7.3 provides development standards for projects 
within or adjacent to sensitive habitats. The uses permitted in sensitive habitat are listed in LUP 
Policy 7.4. LUP Policy 7.5 describes appropriate permit conditions to protect such areas from 
adverse impacts. 

LUP Policies 7.7 through 7.13 address riparian corridors and their buffer zones and LCP Policies 
7.14 through 7.19 address wetlands and their buffer zones. 

LUP Policies 7.32 through 7.36 address designation of habitats, permitted uses, permit 
conditions, and preservation of critical habitats that apply to likely rare and endangered species 
on the site. LUP policies 7.34 and 7.36 require that a qualified biologist prepare a report that 
discusses the natural and physical requirements of all endangered species on the property. LCP 
policy 7.36 specifically protects San Francisco garter snake habitat, including migration 
corridors. 

2.4.3 Discussion 

Introduction 
Much of the project site is sensitive habitat. The applicant has conducted a number of surveys 
and consulted with specialists in various biological fields that have documented the presence of 
habitat for listed species and other special status species and wetlands on the property and 
adjacent properties (Biotic Resources Group and Dana Bland & Associates 2000, McGinnis 
2000 and 2001). The Potato Patch Reservoir, the riparian corridor surrounding it and extending 
to Lake Elizabeth, and much of the grassland-scrub savanna are considered critical habitat for the 
San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog. On-site visits with United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), 
representatives from both agencies concurred with this assessment of critical habitat. One 
California red-legged frog was observed at the Potato Patch Reservoir during a site visit with 
USFWS and CDFG representatives. Wetlands on the site include the reservoir, the riparian 
corridor along the unnamed drainage between Potato Patch Reservoir and Lake Elizabeth, the 
riparian corridor along Cascade Creek along the southern site boundary, and several other swales 
with riparian and coastal scrub vegetation (Map 3 of Exhibit 5). 

In addition, the property provides potential habitat for several other special status species. 
Besides the red-legged frog, no other special status species have been observed at the property. 
No special status plant species are expected to be found in the grassland areas where the 
proposed and alternative development sites are located. Sensitive species observed at the site or 
likely to use habitat at the site are listed below: 

Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status State Status Presence at Site 

California red- Rana aurora draytonii Threatened 
legged frog 

San Francisco garter Thamnophis sirtalis Endangered 
snake tetrataenia 

Special Concern 
Species 

Endangered 

Western pond turtle Clemys marmorata Species of Special Special Concern 
Concern Species 
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Yellow warbler Dendroica petechia None Special Concern Likely 
Species 

Loggerhead shrike lo.nius ludovicianus Species of Special Special Concern Likely 
(nesting) Concern Species 

Cooper's hawk Accipiter cooperi None Special Concern Likely 
(nesting) Species 

Sharp-shinned hawk Accipiter striatus None Special Concern Likely 
(nesting) Species 

Northern harrier Circus cyaneus None Special Concern Likely 
(nesting) Species 

Monarch butterfly Danaus plexipus None None Likely 

Source: Biotic Resources Group and Dana Bland & Associates 2000; CDFG 2001. 

Any portion of the site that provides habitat for the special status species listed above is 
considered sensitive habitat in accordance with LUP Policy 7.1, which defines sensitive habitat, 
among additional factors, as "habitats containing or supporting 'rare and endangered' species as 
defined by the State Fish and Game Commission. In particular, the areas considered critical 
habitat for the San Francisco garter snake and the red-legged frog are sensitive habitat. The 
sensitive habitats map for the LCP indicates that rare, endangered, or unique reptiles and 
amphibians and plants have been found near the Blank property. LUP Policy 7.36 includes the 
riparian and wetland habitats as well as migration corridors of the San Francisco garter snake as 
sensitive habitat. The wetlands and riparian areas are also categorically defined in the LCP as 

• 

sensitive habitats (LUP Policies 7.1, 7.7, 7.8, 7.14, and 7.15). The proposed (and existing) farm • 
labor housing unit would be approximately 50 feet from the riparian area. The equipment bam 
would be adjacent to the farm labor housing and is also approximately 50 feet from the riparian 
area. The proposed stable would be approximately 400 feet north of the riparian area, within the 
valley that contains the creek corridor. The proposed residence is on a hill approximately 325 
feet above the riparian area. · 

California red-legged frogs and San Francisco Garter Snakes 
Background 
California red-legged frogs have been extirpated or nearly extirpated from over 70 percent of 
their former range and are federally listed as threatened. Habitat loss, competition with and 
direct predation by exotic species, such as bullfrogs, and fragmentation of habitat due to 
encroachment of development are the primary causes for the decline of this species throughout 
its range. The remaining populations are primarily in central coastal California and are found in 
aquatic areas that support substaiitial riparian and aquatic vegetation and lack non-native 
predators. Habitat for red-legged frogs is typically deep-water pools with fringes of dense, 
emergent vegetation or dense shrubby vegetation, such as cattails and willows. Frogs hibernate 
in small mammal burrows, leaf litter, or other moist sites in or near (within a few hundred feet 
of) riparian areas (USFWS 1994, USFWS 1996, cited in NatureServe 2000). According to the 
final rule designating critical habitat for the red-legged frog, the project site is within critical 
habitat Unit 14, San Mateo-Northern Santa Cruz Unit (50 CFR Part 17, March 13, 2001). This 
rule provides guidance on the physical and biological features that are considered essential to the 
conservation of the species, as cited below: 
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In summary, the primary constituent elements consist of three components. At a 
minimum, this will include two (or more) suitable breeding locations, a permanent water 
source, associated uplands surrounding these water bodies up to 90 m (300ft) from the 
water's edge, all within 2 km ( 1.25) miles of one another and connected by barrier-free 
dispersal habitat that is at least 90 m (300ft) in width. When these elements are all 
present, all other suitable aquatic habitat with 2 km ( 1.25 mi.), and free of dispersal 
barriers, is also considered critical habitat. 

San Francisco garter snakes are federally and state listed as endangered. The San Francisco 
garter snake's preferred habitat is densely vegetated ponds near open hillsides where it can sun 
itself, feed, and find cover in rodent burrows. The species is extremely shy, difficult to locate 
and capture, and quick to flee to water when disturbed. On the coast, the snake hibernates during 
winter in rodent burrows, and may spend the majority of the day during the active season in the 
same burrows. San Francisco garter snakes have been found up to 590 feet away from water in 
rodent burrows on dry, grassy hillsides (NatureServe 2000). McGinnis (2000) recorded, in 1988, 
one adult male traveling over a ridgeline between two sag ponds that were approximately 1,320 
feet apart. 

California red-legged frogs are an essential prey species to the San Francisco garter snake, and 
the snakes have not been found in areas where red-legged frogs are absent. In addition, newborn 
and juvenile San Francisco garter snakes depend heavily on Pacific tree frogs. Adult snakes may 
also feed on juvenile bullfrogs. The decline of San Francisco garter snake is due principally to 
habitat loss, the loss of red-legged frogs, illegal collection, and the introduction of bullfrogs. 
Adult bullfrogs prey on both San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged frogs . 

The presence of San Francisco garter snakes and red-legged frogs is well-documented in the site 
vicinity. Between 1983 and 1985 a comprehensive biological survey was undertaken on the 
entire Cascade Ranch, which includes the subject property (now know as K & S Ranch and 
formerly comprising most of Cascade Valley Ranch, as shown on Figure 19). The purpose of the 
study was to identify the range of the San Francisco garter snake and develop adequate measures 
for its protection. Because the snake forages in shallow moist areas, the survey focused on eight 
selected pond or marsh areas on the original ranch property. During the survey, San Francisco 
garter snakes were found in the marsh habitat at the north end of Lake Elizabeth and in the 
riparian scrub adjacent to Artichoke Pond, west of Highway 1 (Figure 20). San Francisco garter 
snakes were found by Berry in 1978 in the vicinity of White House Creek Road Pond, but no 
snakes were found during extensive trapping conducted for the 1983-1985 study. Between the 
1978 survey and the mid-1980 survey, the pond and vegetation along the pond margin were 
severely degraded by cattle grazing and trampling. This degradation of the habitat adversely 
affected San Francisco garter snakes by eliminating vegetation that provided cover during 
foraging, protecting the snakes from predation by raptors. In addition, the cattle trampling 
reduced the populations of frogs by physically destroying the eggs, tadpoles, and adults 
(McGinnis 1987). Since cattle grazing ceased in 1988, the White House Creek Road Pond and 
vegetation has recovered and resulted in a marked increase in the population of California red­
legged frogs. A San Francisco garter snake was observed in 1996 at the pond by Paul Keel, a 
ranger at Afio Nuevo State Reserve who had assisted Dr. McGinnis previously with San 
Francisco garter snake research (McGinnis 2001). Although habitat at the White House Creek 
Road Pond since the mid-1980's, habitat at Coppock Pond and Lake Elizabeth is no longer as 
suitable for San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog. At both Coppock Pond 
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and Lake Elizabeth, vegetation has become so dense that it no longer provides ideal habitat. In • 
addition, at Lake Elizabeth, introduced predatory fish and periodic drawdowns have limited frog 
populations. Therefore, although grazing has ceased at Cascade Ranch and the area includes 
ideal movement corridors (intermittent drainages that connect all three ponds), due to the 
degradation of habitat at Coppock Pond and Lake Elizabeth, Dr McGinnis concludes that the 
"Cas.cade Ranch SFGS population may not be any better off than it was in the prid-1980' s." 
(McGinnis 2000, 2001). 

As described above, the habitats for San Francisco garter snakes and red-legged frogs overlap. 
Habitat for these species is primarily in the northern and western portions of the property where 
there are ponds and riparian corridors on the property and adjacent properties, as shown in Figure 
21 and described by McGinnis (2001): 

.. . any riparian drainage pathway which connects two potential habitat sites for 
the CRF (and therefore the SFGS as well) occasionally support movements of 
both species. These would include the shallow ravine between Whitehouse Road 
Pond and the north marsh of Lake Elizabeth, the riparian drainage channel 
between the CRF breeding habitat at Potato Patch Reservoir and the east shore 
of Lake Elizabeth, the irrigation ditch between Coppock Pond and Cascade 
Creek ... 

There must also be occasional movement of both species along the irrigation 
channel which passes from the west side of Lake Elizabeth to its eventual junction 
with Cascade Creek west of Rout 1. Support for this idea is given by the presence 
of both species at «Artichoke Pond, " a small irrigation water holding basin 
located west of Route 1 and which is supplied by this channel ... 

As for extensive movements of either species southward from the Cascade Ranch 
area to the ponds on the Hinman and Lee properties I believe that this would be 
an unlikely event since there is no direct riparian connection between these two 
regions. Over time, however, gene flow most likely occurs along Cascade Creek 
westward to the terminal Pacific shore marsh area which it shares with Green 
Oaks Creek. Snakes and frog may then wander, perhaps through several 
generations, eastward along Green Oaks Creek which would eventually lead them 
to smaller drainages which pass to or near the Hinman and Lee ponds. 

With respect to SFGS upland movements to winter retreat (hibernation) sites, any 
hillside which supports a good rodent burrow system complex and is located near 
a feeding pond (CRFIPCF habitat) must be considered a potential use area. The 
area between such retreats and the pond/marsh edge would therefore comprise 
the movement corridor. Currently such movement areas most likely exist between 
the shoreline areas and adjacent uplands at Whitehouse Road Pond and perhaps 
the north marsh and shores of Lake Elizabeth. However, with the apparent loss of 
the former Coppock Pond site as a viable CRF breeding habitat, the current use 
by SFGSs of the hillside which passes west from the proposed Blank Property 
home site to the level area adjacent to this former pond seems unlikely. 
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Impacts and Consistency with Applicable LCP Policies 
Development of the residential complex at the proposed site would not impact sensitive habitat, 
including habitat for San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged frogs. Although the 
house would be sited in an upland grassland area, which can provide upland retreat habitat for 
the San Francisco garter snake and the California red-legged frog, certain factors suggest that 
this particular upland grassland area would not be habitat. According to the applicant's 
consultant and San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog expert, Dr. Sam 
McGinnis (McGinnis 2000), the mixed conifer woodland to the south and the dense stand of 
Douglas fir to the north are not known retreat sites for either species and the riparian corridor 
below the proposed house site would provide the "logical movement corridor." In addition, 
California meadow vole burrow systems, which provide upland retreat habitat, are relatively 
scarce on the proposed house site. The flat area where the house is proposed does not have good 
drainage that is necessary for burying rodents in normal to heavy rainfall years. Dr. McGinnis 
(McGinnis 2000) notes that "my previous radio tracking studies with the SFGS have never 
documented this species using flat-land retreat areas." The vole burrows are, however, relatively 
abundant on the west-facing slope below the proposed house site. Dr. McGinnis (McGinnis 
2000) concludes: 

Given these findings, sound biological reasoning dictates that SFGSs which may 
be seeking upland retreats from the Lake Elizabeth south marsh area would 
utilize some of the numerous meadow vole burrows on the extensive west facing 
hillside area between the marsh and tl)e proposed building site area instead of 
traversing this entire slope in order to seek out lesser retreats in the greater 
proposed house site region . 

Based on these findings, the Commission finds that the proposed location of the house on the 
terrace will not adversely affect habitat and can be found consistent with the habitat policies of 
the certified LCP. The location of other components of the proposed project, however, require 
further analysis. 

Trenching necessary for installation of the 3,300-foot long water line and septic line of similar 
length would temporarily impact San Francisco garter snake and red-legged frog habitat. As 
proposed, the water line and septic line would cross the unnamed drainage in the Deluca Valley 
at the road crossing. The drainage is a riparian corridor as well as habitat for the listed snake and 
frog. 

The horse bam, equipment barn, and farm labor housing are proposed within the flat floodplain 
area approximately 50 to 400 feet from the riparian corridor, which connect two ponds, and 
would, therefore, be within the dispersal corridor of San Francisco garter snakes and red-legged 
frogs. According to the final rule designating critical habitat for the California red-legged frog, 
the dispersal corridor should be at least 300 feet wide. Activity associated with the proposed 
development may disturb frogs and snakes and/or lead directly to injury and mortality (e.g., 
trailers or cars driving to the barns. trampling by horses). Horses can affect snakes and frogs by 
trampling small mammal burrows that provide refugia and compacting soil, as well as altering 
the density and composition of plant species that provide shelter for snakes and frogs and food 
for small mammals (Gardner 1950; Bock et al. 1984). One recent study found that small 
mammals were 50 percent more abundant on plots where livestock were excluded. Because 
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small mammals are food for predators such as snakes and hawks, their abundance can affect 
species at higher tropic levels, including endangered species (Hayward et al. 1997). 

Grading and construction activities and noise may adversely affect nesting birds. These activities 
may cause birds to abandon nests, reduce the number of broods they produce, or cause other 
behaviors that result in reducing population numbers. Sensitive species, such as loggerhead 
shrikes, Cooper's hawks, sharp-shinned hawks, and northern harriers, whose population levels 
are already of concern, would be particularly vulnerable to disturbance by grading and 
construction activities. The recommended distance from nesting raptors varies from 50 feet to 
1,600 feet. The distance for Cooper's hawk and sharp-shinned hawk ranges from 400 to 600 feet 
(Richardson and Miller 1997). Loggerhead shrike and Cooper's hawk breeds from March 
through August. Sharp-shinned hawk breeds from April through August. Northern harrier breeds 
April to September. 

Pond turtles, a federal and state Species of Special Concern, may wander from the Potato Patch 
pond or riparian area into the proposed development areas to nest. Turtles at the site where 
grading or construction is occurring may be killed and injured by equipment, their burrows 
crushed, or the activity and noise associated with construction and grading may prevent them 
from nesting. All of these consequences could adversely affect the population numbers of pond 
turtles, which are already of concern. Female turtles move overland, including climbing hillsides, 
for as much as 325 feet to find suitable sites for laying eggs. Females lay eggs from March 
through August, depending on weather conditions (CDFG 2001). 

LUP Policies 7.1 and 7.36 define the San Francisco garter snake/California red-legged frog 

• 

habitat as sensitive habitat. LUP Policy 7.4 permits only resource-dependent uses in sensitive • 
habitats, and barns and farm labor housing are not considered resource-dependent in the LCP. 
LUP Policy 7.33 describes very limited types of uses that are permitted in habitats of rare and 
endangered species, and does not include barns or farm labor housing, as cited below: 

Permit only the following uses: ( 1) education and research, (2) hunting, fishing, 
pedestrian and equestrian trails that have no adverse impact on the species or 
its habitat, and ( 3) fish and wildlife management to restore damaged habitats and to 
protect and encourage the survival of rare and endangered species. 

The proposed horse barn, equipment barn, and new farm labor housing would be located in 
sensitive habitat in direct conflict with LUP Policies 7.4 and 7.33. LUP Policy 7.3 prohibits any 
land use or development that would have a significant adverse impact on sensitive habitat areas, 
and requires adjacent development to be sited and designed to avoid impacts and maintain the 
biologic productivity of the habitats. Because the proposed barns and farm labor housing are in 
sensitive habitat, this proposed development is inconsistent with LUP Policies 7.3. In addition, as 
discussed further below, the impermissible impacts to sensitive habitat can be avoided by siting 
the barns and farm labor housing outside sensitive habitat (see discussion of alternative site 
below). 

LUP Policy 7.36 protects habitat for San Francisco garter snake. LUP Policy 7.36a prohibits 
development "where there is known to be a riparian or wetland location for the San Francisco 
garter snake," except for man-made impoundments, which does not apply in this case because 
Lake Elizabeth is a naturally-formed pond, and the riparian corridor on-site connect to this 
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natural pond. The proposed water and sewer lines are inconsistent with LUP Policy 7 .36a . 
because they are proposed to cross through the riparian corridor. The intermittent drainage meets 
the definition of riparian corridor under LUP Policy 7.7. The proposed pipelines would also be 
inconsistent with LUP Policy 7.9 because pipelines are permitted in riparian corridors only 
"when no feasible or practicable alternative exists." To be consistent with LUP Policy 7.9 and 
7.11, which defines buffer zones of riparian corridors, the applicant would have to demonstrate 
that there is no feasible or practicable alternative to locating the water and sewer lines in the 
riparian corridor or the pipelines would need to installed so that they are 30 feet from the limit of 
riparian vegetation, such as being placed under a bridge that begins and ends outside the riparian 
corridor and buffer zone. To be consistent with LUP Policies 7.36 as well as 7.9, all structures 
should be clustered on the south side of the property, such as the alternative location for the 
barns and farm labor housing as described below, to avoid having the sewer line cross the creek. 
Because the water well is on the north side of the property, the water line would still have to 

In addition, much of the proposed driveway would be located within 30 feet of the riparian 
corridor and within the dispersal corridor of the San Francisco garter snake. Although a gravel 
road exists where the driveway is proposed, the increase in traffic and other activity along the 
riparian corridor would be inconsistent with LUP Policy 7.36b, which requires mitigation 
measures that would provide appropriate migration corridors of San Francisco garter snakes. As 
discussed above, San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged frogs likely migrate 
between the Potato Patch Reservoir on the project site and Lake Elizabeth along the intermittent 
drainage. Any increase in vehicular traffic along the driveway, would potentially cause frog and 
snake mortality. The current edition of the Trip Generation handbook by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (1997) estimates that a single-family detached dwelling generates an 
average of 10 trips per day on weekdays and Saturdays, with nine trips per day on Sundays. The 
handbook notes that the data used in their studies varies widely in terms of dwelling unit size, 
price, and location, and ranges from five to 22 average trips on weekdays. In addition, the 
handbook states that within this group, single-family units that were larger and further away 
from the corresponding central business district generated a higher number of trips than units that 
are smaller and closer to the central business district. Based on this data, the proposed large 
residential development, farm labor housing, equestrian activities, and raspberry or pea fields in 
a remote location (approximately 12 miles from the Pescadero town center) would generate more 
vehicular trips than the average of ten trips per day of an average single-family dwelling. Thus, 
the impacts of the proposed development to the listed frogs and snakes due to traffic would be 
greater than that of a smaller house. Because the barns, farm labor housing, and driveway are not 
designed to avoid or minimize such impacts, they are inconsistent with Policies 7.3, 7.4, 7.33 and 
7.36b. 

Special Conditions 2 and 4 are required to avoid significant adverse impacts to special status 
species that are known to be found in adjacent sensitive habitat consistent with Policies 7.3, 7.4, 
7 .33, and 7 .36b. Most of the parcel is sensitive habitat. The wetlands, riparian areas, and much of 
the grasslands are critical habitat for San Francisco garter snake and red-legged frog. Much of 
the dispersal habitat for these species is on the north side of the property. One of the few areas 
that does not meet the LCP definition of sensitive habitat and does not have any other major 
constraints is the terrace where the residence is proposed and the valley to the south of the 
residence. Special Condition 2 addresses the submittal of revised plans and Special Condition 4 
addresses conditions related to sensitive habitat that do not require submittal of revised plans. 
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Special Condition 2A requires clustering the residence as well as all of the other proposed • 
development south of the riparian corridor. Clustering all of the other proposed development 
with the proposed residence south of the riparian corridor would avoid or minimize impacts to 
sensitive habitat. Siting the house at this location would avoid loss of habitat for San Francisco 
garter snake and California red-legged frog and maintain dispersal corridors of these species. 
Development sited on the terrace would not only avoid the direct loss of habitat for the listed 
frog and snake but also would minimize both traffic and disturbance impacts. By moving the 
barns and farm labor housing to the valley southwest of the residence, the driveway along the 
riparian corridor and two creek crossing would no longer be used to serve this development. 
Traffic on the roadway and driveway would be out of the dispersal corridor between the Potato 
Patch Reservoir on the Blank property and Lake Elizabeth. Special Condition 2B requires that 
access to the main residence, horse barn, equipment barn, and replacement farm labor housing 
unit occur via an access road located along the same alignment as the existing dirt fire road to the 
main residence on the plateau to the south of the riparian corridor as shown on Figures 22 and 
23. In addition, with all of the structures clustered on the south side of the unnamed drainage in 
the Deluca Valley, the proposed septic line would not have to cross the riparian corridor. 

With regard to the caretaker's trailer that was placed adjacent to the riparian vegetation along the 
unnamed drainage in the Deluca Valley without a coastal development permit, Special Condition 
4A clarifies that the placement of this trailer is only authorized until the proposed residence is 
constructed. 

Special Conditions 4B, C, D, E, and F mitigate potential impacts from development adjacent to 
sensitive habitat areas on the site. The nesting period for sensitive bird species, such as 
loggerhead shrike, Cooper's hawk, and sharp-shinned hawk, is approximately February 1 • 
through August 1. Therefore, Special Condition 4C requires that construction should not occur 
within 650 feet of nests of these birds. The San Francisco garter snake is active between May 1 
and November 1. Therefore, Special Condition 4D requires that grading and construction should 
be conducted during this active time to prevent harm to hibernating snakes. Because of the 
endangered status of the San Francisco garter snake, the elusiveness of the species, and that the 
species has been observed in habitat nearby, no grading is allowed between November 1 and 
May 1. In addition, Special Condition 4D requires that two days prior to grading, surveys shall 
be conducted for San Francisco garter snake as well as California red-legged frogs to ensure that 
neither the frogs nor the snakes will be present during grading activities. Special Condition 4E 
requires that a biological monitor be present throughout grading and construction activities to 
ensure that San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged frogs are continually 
protected. To prevent pond turtles from nesting in construction areas or otherwise being harmed, 
Special Condition 4F requires that a barrier fence be placed around the construction areas prior 
to the beginning of the pond turtle nesting season. 

Special Condition 5 requires submittal of a grazing plan to ensure that horses do not adversely 
impact the sensitive habitat. 

Special Condition 6 requires that the concrete patio be buried to a depth of at least two feet and 
revegetated with native species represented in the adjacent riparian area because, as of a site visit 
by Coastal Commission staff on November 12, 2000, the patio was only partially buried and 
revegetated, and most of it remained exposed. Burying the patio adjacent to California red-
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legged frog and San Francisco garter snake pond habitat ensures that the patio will not be used 
for activities inconsistent with the protection of the habitat. 

2.4.4 Conclusion 
In conclusion, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development is consistent 
with the sensitive habitat protection policies of the LCP. As conditioned, the proposed 
development is sited to avoid any direct impacts to sensitive habitat and includes appropriate 
mitigation measures to avoid and minimize significant adverse impacts that could result from 
development adjacent to sensitive habitat areas on the site. 

2.5 Land Use - Agriculture 

The Commission finds that the proposed development as conditioned conforms to the LCP 
policies regarding conversion of agricultural land. 

2.5.1 Issue Summary 
The parcel was used for agriculture in the past and includes prime agricultural land and lands 
suitable for agriculture as defined in the LCP. The farm labor housing unit is a conditional use 
that is proposed to be sited in prime agricultural land, but which may be sited elsewhere. The 
other development is sited within land suitable for agriculture and meets the criteria to allow 
conversion of agricultural land. 

2.5.2 Standard of Review 
The LCP protects agricultural lands and is reflective of the policies of the Coastal Act by its 
encouragement of agricultural uses to the exclusion of other land uses that may conflict with 
agriculture. In short, the policies of the LCP acknowledge that coastal agricultural lands are an 
irreplaceable natural resource and the protection of their economic integrity as economic farm 
units is vital. In order to accomplish this, the LCP sets forth a number of requirements. These 
include, but are not limited to, defining allowable agricultural uses, and identifying principal and 
conditional uses, development standards, and easement requirements. 

Chapter 5 of the LCP contains policies designed to keep agricultural land in agricultural 
production. In general, these LCP policies define and protect agricultural lands, allowing only 
certain uses in or near these areas. Applicable portions of the text of LCP policies discussed in 
this section are cited in Appendix C. 

LUP Policies 5.1 and 5.3 define prime agricultural lands and lands suitable for agriculture, 
respectively. LUP Policies 5.5 and 5.6 describe uses that are permitted on prime agricultural 
lands and lands suitable for agriculture, respectively. Single-family residences are conditional 
uses in both of these areas. LUP Policies 5.8 and 5.10 provide criteria for development of prime 
agricultural lands and lands suitable for agriculture, respectively. LUP Policy 5.11 provides 
density limits on agricultural land. 

Section 6353 of the LCP Implementation Plan requires issuance of a Planned Agricultural Permit 
for farm labor housing on prime agricultural lands and for a single-family residence and horse 
barn on lands suitable for agriculture. Section 6355 defines substantive criteria that must be 
addressed to ensure that land uses are consistent with the purpose of the PAD. The substantive 
criteria address protection of agricultural uses on land in the PAD. The criteria include 
minimizing encroachment on land suitable for agricultural use, clustering development, 
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availability of water supply, preventing or minimizing division or conversion of agricultural 
land, and retention of agricultural land within public recreation facilities. 

2.5.3 Discussion 

Background 
The project site was originally part of the larger Steele Ranch that at one time encompassed 
roughly 7,000 acres dedicated primarily to dairy operations. The original Steel Ranch, dating 
back to the 1870's, extended from Gazos Creek to the Santa Cruz border along the south and east 
(LeBoeuf and Kaza 1981). The properties were subdivided in the 1950s creating the Blank 
parcel and its neighboring properties. When dairy operations declined, the Cascade Ranch, which 
was part of the Steele Ranch and includes the Blank property, was used for cattle grazing in the 
uplands and crop farming in the low areas along Highway 1. In 1981, approximately 50 acres of 
the Cascade Ranch were used for crops, ''yielding a substantial harvest of artichokes and Brussel 
sprouts" (San Mateo County 1981). Historic grazing on the Blank parcel has long since ceased. 
The site where the residence is proposed appears to have been cleared for grazing. The site 
includes 26 acres that are prime agricultural land because they have Lockwood soils, which are 
Class II soils or Class III soils with good or better suitability for growing artichokes or brussel 
sprouts3 (Blank 1999; Coastal Conservancy 1998). The prime agricultural land along the riparian 
corridor was used for growing crops. The cropland is now fallow. 

Impacts and Consistency with Applicable LCP Policies 
The farm labor housing and equipment barn are proposed on prime agricultural land and the 
residence and horse barn are proposed on lands suitable for agriculture. The land where the 
equipment barn and farm labor housing are proposed has with Class II soils and Class m soils 
with good or better suitability for growing artichokes or brussel sprouts, which is prime 
agricultural lands in accordance with the definition in LUP Policy 5.1a. The land where the 
residence and horse barn are proposed do not have Class I or II soils and there is no evidence that 
artichokes or Brussel sprouts were ever grown in these locations. However, the land where the 
residence and horse barn are proposed was previously used for grazing. The soils at the 
residential site, Santa Lucia and Tierra loam, are considered, respectively, "best suited for range 
use" with a "fair carrying capacity," and "best suited to shallow-rooted crops, such as irrigated 
pasture, hay, grain, and some row crops" and irrigated pastures provide high yield of forage 
according to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (U.S. Department of Agriculture 1961). The 
Lobitos loam soils where the horse barn is proposed are commonly used for range and provides 
good forage in winter and spring months, however it becomes puddled and crusted when 
trampled by livestock when wet and may result in increased runoff. Therefore, as historic grazing 
land and land that has the potential to be used for grazing in the future, the site where the house 
and horse barn are proposed would be considered "lands suitable for agriculture" under the 
definition in LUP Policy 5.3, which includes "lands on which existing or potential agricultural 
use is feasible, including dry farming, animal grazing. and timber harvesting." 

3 Class II soils are those that "can be cultivated regularly, but do not have quite so wide range of suitability as Class 
I soils." Class III soils are those that .. can be cropped regularly, but have a narrower range of use" than Class II soils. 
Soil classes are part of a capability grouping of soils based on the relative suitability of soils for crops, grazing, 
forestry, and wildlife, as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service (U.S. Department 
of Agriculture 1961). 
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The farm labor housing, residence, and horse barn are not a principally permitted use and are 
allowed only as a conditionally permitted use under LUP Policies 5.5 and 5.6 and Section 6353 
of the Implementation Plan. As such, the allowance of the proposed uses is not a right under the 
LCP and is subject to discretionary review for consideration. 

Reasons for the conditional use designation for residential structures are rooted in the inherent 
incompatibility of residential and agricultural land uses. Typical incompatibility issues raised 
where urban and agricultural lands meet include noise, dust, and odors from agricultural 
operations~ trespass and trash accumulation on agriculture lands; road-access conflicts between 
agriculturally related machinery and automobiles; limitations of pesticide application, urban 
garden pest transfer, theft, vandalism; and human encroachment from urban lands. Such 
incompatibilities can threaten continued agricultural cultivation when its proximity to non­
agricultural uses (such as residential) raises issues and/or concerns that standard agricultural 
practices (such as chemical spraying and fertilizing) or ongoing agricultural by-products (such as 
dust and noise from machine operations associated with cultivating, spraying, and harvesting) are 
a threat to the non-agricultural uses. 

The incompatibility of horses barns and pasturing with agricultural uses is demonstrated by the 
fact that LUP Policy 11.19, part of standards for recreation and visitor-serving facilities, requires 
that horses be kept off agricultural land. Accordingly, the County does not consider the keeping 
of horses, either for a private stable or a commercial stable, to be an agricultural use. Section 
6102.3 of the Implementation Plan defines agriculture as "the tilling of soil, the raising of crops, 
horticulture, viticulture, small livestock farming, dairying, or animal husbandry." Livestock is 
defined under Section 6102.51.3 as "domestic animals, excluding dogs and cats, that are 
customarily kept for productive home use or for profit, including, but are not limited to cows, 
sheep, pigs, or goats." Agricultural commodity is defined in Title 5, Section 51201 as "any and 
all plant and animal products produced in this state for commercial purposes." The horses 
proposed as part of this project will be kept for recreational use. The horses will not be involved 
in any agricultural production and are not proposed to be raised for profit or commercial 
purposes. Therefore, the horses are not considered livestock and pasturing horses is not 
considered agriculture. 

Uses ancillary to agriculture is defined as "agricultural grading equipment supplies, agricultural 
rental supplies, topsoil stockpiling, and other similar uses determined to be appropriate by the 
Planning Director." Because the horses are not an agricultural use, the horse barn is not ancillary 
to agriculture. Under Section 6351F non-residential development that is considered accessory to 
agriculture includes "Barns, storage/equipment shed, stables for farm animals ... and other 
similar uses." Similarly, because horses are not considered livestock or an agricultural use, a 
horse barn would not be considered accessory to agricultural uses. 

The equipment barn would be a permitted use within the prime agricultural land under Section 
6352A.(2) of the Implementation Plan because it is a "non-residential development customarily 
considered accessory to agricultural uses." Although agriculture is not a primary focus of the 
proposed project, three acres of peas and raspberries are proposed. Therefore, the equipment barn 
can be considered accessory to agricultural uses. 

As stated above, the equipment barn and farm labor housing are proposed on prime agricultural 
land. LUP Policy 5.8a lists four criteria that must be met before prime agricultural land can be 
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built upon ("converted"), for a conditionally permitted use. Failure to meet any one of these • 
criteria requires that the proposed conversion be prohibited. The project as proposed would 
convert agricultural land to a non-agricultural use, but fails to meet one of the criteria for 
permitting such a conversion. LUP Policy 5.8a.(l) specifies as a prerequisite to conversion of 
agricultural lands "That no alternative site exists for the use." The proposed replacement of 
the farm labor housing would be in prime agricultural land, but there are feasible alternative 
locations on the property. For example, the farm labor housing could be clustered with the barns 
to the southwest of the residence on lands suitable for agriculture, as described under alternative 
site subsection in Section 2.4.3. Therefore, the proposed conversion of agricultural lands for farm 
labor housing does not meet the first criteria of LUP Policy 5.8. ·condition 2A requires that the 
farm labor housing unit be located where it would not be on prime agricultural land. The farm 
labor housing unit would be clustered with the horse bam and equipment bam in the valley to the 
south of the proposed residence site as shown on Figures 22 and 23. 

With regard to the residence and horse bam, which are proposed on lands suitable for 
agriculture, the criteria for conversion of land suitable for agriculture is the same as the criteria 
for prime agricultural land, except that the first criteria is slightly different and there is one 
additional criteria. The first criteria under LUP Policy 5.10a requires demonstration that "All 
agriculturally unsuitable lands on the parcel have been dev-eloped or determined to be 
undevelopable." The entire site is either prime agricultural land or lands suitable for agriculture. 
Therefore, there are no agriculturally unsuitable lands on the parcel. Therefore, the proposed 
conversion of agricultural lands to residential use meets the first criteria ofLUP Policy 5.10a.(l). 
LUP Policy 5.1 Oa.(2) requires a finding that "Continued or renewed agricultural use of the • 
soils is not feasible as defined by Section 30108 of the Coastal Act." The parcel is currently 
not used for agricultural purposes. but has been in the past. The applicant proposes to plant three 
acres of raspberries and peas in an undefined location. The proposed development would not 
prevent renewed agricultural use of the soils. Therefore, the proposed residential development 
and horse bam meet the second criteria ofLUP Policy 5.10a. 

Finally, as stated above, a single-family residence, farm labor housing, and horse bam are not 
allowable as a principally permitted structure within the PAD, but may be allowed with the 
issuance of a Planned Agricultural Permit. The equipment bam does not need a PAD because as 
a use accessory to agriculture it is a permitted use. However, residential development is a 
conditional, discretionary use in the PAD zone applicable to the parceL Specific findings to 
allow such a use must be made pursuant to LCP Implementation Plan Section 6355. As 
explained in the site description, the proposed single-family dwelling complies with the PAD 
zoning of the lands within the coastal zone, which allows one density credit or one residential 
unit on the property. In accordance with Section 6356 of the Implementation Plan, farm labor 
housing is exempt from the density provisions. The substantive criteria for conversion of prime 
agricultural land to allow issuance of a Planned Agricultural Permit (Section 63550 of the LCP 
Implementation Plan) is essentially the same as under LUP Policy 5.8a. Therefore, the proposed 
location of the farm labor housing would not qualify for issuance of a Planned Agricultural 
Permit unless the farm labor housing unit would not be located on prime agricultural land. As 
discussed above, Condition 2A requires that the farm labor housing unit be located where it 
would not be on prime agricultural land. The farm labor housing unit would be clustered with the 
horse bam and equipment barn in the valley to the south of the proposed residence site as shown • 
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on Figures 22 and 23. The substantive criteria for conversion of the lands suitable for agriculture 
to allow issuance of a Planned Agricultural Permit (Section 6355F of the LCP Implementation 
Plan) is also essentially the same as under LUP Policy 5.10a. as discussed above, the proposed 
residential development and horse barn meet the second criteria of LUP Policy 5.10a. Therefore, 
the proposed development, as conditioned, meets the criteria to allow issuance of a Planned 
Agricultural Permit. 

2.5.4 Conclusion 
In conclusion, the Commission finds that the proposed development, as conditioned, is consistent 
with the agricultural policies of the LCP. Because the development is sited within prime 
agricultural land and land suitable for agriculture and meets the criteria to allow conversion of 
either prime agricultural land or land suitable for agriculture or is conditioned to be resited, it is 
consistent with LUP Policy 5.10 and Section 6355F of the Implementation Plan. 

2.6 Visual Resources 

The Commission finds that the proposed development as conditioned conforms to the LCP 
policies concerning the protection of the scenic qualities of the hills visible from a scenic 
highway and public viewpoints. 

2.6.1 Issue Summary 
The LCP presents two primary tests that address the conformity of the proposed development 
with the visual resource policies of the certified LCP. The first test addresses siting of 
development in scenic areas and where it is visible from public viewpoints. This first test is 
based on LUP Policy 8.5, which requires that new development be located where it is least 
visible from State and County Scenic Roads, is least likely to significantly impact views from 
public viewpoints, and consistent with all other LCP requirements best preserves the visual and 
open space qualities overall. The second test addresses the design of development to avoid or 
minimize impacts to visual resources. The second test requires that development be designed to 
be as unobtrusive as possible and relate in size and shape to adjacent buildings and landforms. 

Highway 1 is a State Scenic Road, as defined and designated in LUP Policies 8.28 and 8.29, and 
Afio Nuevo State Reserve is designated as a reserve because of its "outstanding natural and 
scenic characteristics." The Blank property, which comprises 261 acres, includes ridge lines and 
existing, mature trees and other vegetation that block views of some portions of the property 
from the highway and the reserve. However, in accordance with LUP Policy 8.5, because some 
of the less visible alternative sites are in sensitive habitat, the least visible site that is consistent 
with all other LCP requirements must be ascertained. The applicant conducted a constraints 
analysis and alternatives assessment to address LUP Policy 8.5. As discussed below, based on 
the constraints analysis and visibility survey conducted by the applicant, the Commission 
concludes that the residence is proposed to be sited at the least visible location that is consistent 
with all other LCP requirements. 

In addition, the large, tall, sprawling design of the residence, barns, and farm labor housing does 
not conform to the requirement that the development in scenic areas shall be as unobtrusive as 

• possible through design, siting, layout, size, height, and shape. Even with the use of berms 
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(without scrub vegetation), at least five feet of the 31 foot high, 15,780-square-foot main • 
residence would be visible (see Figures 11-18). The farm labor housing is proposed to be two 
stories and 24 feet high. The proposed development is a very large residence and includes large 
artificial berms. 

Condition 10 of COP 85-80, a local coastal development permit involving the subdivision of the 
subject site, requires that "Future development requests be conditioned to: ... limit non­
agricultural structures to 16 feet in height unless additional height would not be substantially 
visible from Highway 1 and would not adversely affect the scenic qualities of the area." (Exhibit 
4; see also Section 2.3 of this staff report). 

The barns and farm labor housing would not be visible where they are proposed, but, as 
discussed above in the section on habitat, to avoid significant adverse impacts to sensitive habitat 
they would have to be moved to a location where as designed they would be visible. The 
surrounding area is agricultural in character and very sparsely developed. The closest visible 
developments are farmhouses and associated structures that are located at the base of hills. The 
proposed two-story, 3,040-square-foot horse barn is 31 feet high and significantly taller and 
larger than most non-commercial barns or stables in the area Similarly, the 2,500-square-foot, 
21-foot tall equipment barn appears larger than most in the vicinity. 

2.6.2 Standard of Review 
The proposed project is within the California Coastal Zone of San Mateo County, and the County 
has a certified Local Coastal Program (LCP). Section 30604(b) of the Coastal Act states that 
after certification of an LCP, a coastal development permit shall be issued if the issuing agency 
or the Commission on appeal finds that the proposed development is in conformity with the 
certified LCP. Accordingly, the standard of review for the proposed project is the San Mateo 
County LCP. Applicable policies are cited in Appendix C. 

Several of the policies of the LUP regarding visual resources are applicable to the proposed 
development. LUP Policy 8.5 requires that development be sited in the least visible location that 
is consistent with all other LCP requirements. LUP Policies 8.18a. and 8.20 require that the 
development be designed to avoid or minimize impacts to visual resources. LUP Policy 8.17a. 
requires that development be located and designed to conform with rather than change 
landforms. State scenic roads and corridors are defined and designated in LUP Policies 8.28 and 
8.29. Development regulations along scenic corridors in rural areas are described in LUP Policy 
8.31. LUP Policy 8.31a incorporates the policies of the Scenic Road Element of the County 
General Plan, of which the applicable policies are 4.46, 4.47, 4.48, and 4.58. General Plan Policy 
4.46 allows the County to regulate both site and architectural design of structures in rural scenic 
corridors to protect the visual quality of those areas. General Plan Policy 4.58 also requires that 
development be located so that it does not obstruct views from scenic roads or disrupt the visual 
harmony of the landscape. As with LUP Policy 8.17a, landform alteration is discouraged in 
General Plan Policy 4.47. Similarly, General Plan Policy 4.48 contains language that is similar to 
8.20 regarding size and scale of development. 
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2.6.3 Discussion 

Test 1: Siting 
Visibility of Proiect from Highway 1 and Ano Nuevo Reserve 
The proposed development site for the residence is on the top of a southwest-facing coastal 
terrace hillside east of Highway 1, in an unincorporated area of south San Mateo County. This 
portion of the coast is very sparsely developed, with grazing and row crops occurring on the 
coastal shelf surrounded by forested lands. The coastal mountains provide a dramatic backdrop 
to the coastline, rising to elevations of about 1 ,450 feet. The mountains have dense stands of 
conifers and shrubs in the drainages and on the upper slopes, but are otherwise covered with 
grasses that are green in the winter and spring and a golden color in the summer. It is one of the 
most spectacular, scenic coastal areas in San Mateo County. The California Department of Parks 
and Recreation's brochure for Afio Nuevo State Reserve describes the reserve and vicinity as 
follows: 

Fifty-five miles south of San Francisco and the Golden Gate, a low, rocky, windswept 
point juts out into the Pacific Ocean. The Spanish maritime explorer Sebastian Vizcaino 
named it for the day on which he sighted it in 1603- Punta de Aiio Nuevo- New Year's 
Point. 

Today, the point remains much as Vizcaino saw it from his passing ship • lonely, 
undeveloped, wild. Elephant seals, sea lions, and other marine mammals come ashore to 
rest, mate, and give birth in the sand dunes or on the beaches and offshore islands. It is a 
unique and unforgettable natural spectacle that hundreds of thousands of people come 
to witness each year.[Emphasis added] 

The elevation of the parcel ranges from approximately 110 feet above mean sea level (msl) along 
the southernmost portion of the property near Highway 1 and 380 feet above msl in the northern 
and western portions of the site. The proposed residential building site is on a flat terrace at 
approximately 300 feet above msl. Much of the property is located within the Highway 1 and 
Afio Nuevo State Reserve viewshed, with the proposed residential development visible from 
several locations. 

As proposed, the residential complex would be visible from trails in Afio Nuevo State Reserve. 
State Reserves are the highest level of protection classification of the California State Park 
System. The Public Resources Code describes State Reserves as "consisting of areas of 
embracing outstanding natural and scenic characteristics of statewide significance" (California 
Department of Parks and Recreation 2000). In addition, Afio Nuevo Point is designated as a 
National Natural Scenic Landmark. Afio Nuevo State Reserve currently is visited by over 
200,000 people from around the world annually with more expected in the future (California 
Department of Parks and Recreation 2000, Enge 1999). Visitors to the Reserve come to see the 
thousands of elephant seals that breed there as well as to enjoy pristine coastal views looking 
inland that are not possible from many locations along the coast (Enge 1999). The project site is 
visible from dunes near the main public trail in the Reserve. It is also visible from the Cascade 
Creek trail and the Cascade-Whitehouse Creek trail to the east. The project site is also visible for 

• a short distance along Chalks Road to the south, just east of the Cascade Ranch buildings. 
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Although this road is not currently a public road, it may be acquired at some time in the future • 
and used for a trail. According to California Department of Parks and Recreation, from the 
Reserve "visitors view pristine coastal mountains with no current intrusive visual impacts" 
(California Department of Parks and Recreation 2000). 

• 

• 
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Constraints Analysis and Visual Assessment 

To develop a site plan for the residence and other structures, the applicant conducted a 
constraints analysis and visual assessment of the entire property. This analysis was refined 
during the coastal development permit application process with the County and further updated 
for the Commission. The analysis and assessment address LUP Policy 8.5, which requires that 
the development be sited in the least visible location, consistent with all other LCP requirements. 
This constraints analysis and visual assessment is described in Exhibit 6 (Wade 2000) and is 
summarized herein. 

The constraints analysis and visual assessment included four phases: 

• Phase 1: Constraints Analysis and Mapping. 
• Phase 2: Site Selection 
• Phase 3: Visual Analysis 
• Phase 4: Visual Protection 

In Phase 1, the applicant analyzed constraints related to scenic corridors, prime soils, sensitive 
habitats, geologic stability, and slopes. These constraints are presented on maps. Map 1 of 
Exhibit 5 shows the areas visible from public roads and trails (Highway 1, Cascade Creek Trail, 
Cascade Creek-Whitehouse Trail, and Afio Nuevo trails). Initially the applicant looked at land 
that would be visible at ground level. Then, in response to discussions with Commission staff, 
they considered areas where a 12-foot-high object would be seen, simulating a structure that 
might be built on the property. The resulting map demonstrates that much of the property would 
be seen from public roads and trails. 

The prime soils map (Map 2 of Exhibit 5) shows the Lockwood soils and Botella loam, which 
are Class II and III (capable of growing artichokes or brussel sprouts) (US Department of 
Agriculture 1961 ). Only buildings necessary for agriculture are allowed in prime soils. On the 
property, sensitive habitats, as defined in LCP Policy 7.1, include those that contain or support 
rare or endangered species, perennial and intermittent streams and their tributaries, and lakes and 
ponds and adjacent shore habitat. Map 3 of Exhibit 5 shows the location of creeks and ponds and 
riparian habitat, which are considered sensitive habitats because of the functions and values they 
provide, including providing habitat for sensitive species found in the area, such as San 
Francisco garter snake, red-legged frogs, and pond turtles4

. The Geologic Stability map (Map 4 
of Exhibit 5) shows geologic hazard zones, ranging from low to high, based primarily on the 
location of faults and landslides. Exhibit 7 explains the rationale in greater detail (Zinn 2000b ). 
The slopes map (Map 5 of Exhibit 5) shows that approximately 28 percent of the property, or 
74.25 acres, has slopes over 30 percent. Overlaying all the constraints maps together, only six 
areas remained that would provide building sites (Map 6 of Exhibit 5). 

The six remaining building sites were examined in greater detail in Phase 2. The potential sites 
were eliminated, except for Site D for the horse barn and Site E for the house, because they were 
too small, too steep, higher geologic risk, or inaccessible (see Exhibit 5). To minimize visual 

4 Map 3 of Exhibit 5 shows only wetlands and riparian areas and does not indicate upland habitat for snakes, frogs, 
and turtles. 
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impacts, the house was placed in the farthest northeast comer of the building site where it would • 
be screened to the maximum extent by the broad coastal terrace in front and the forest behind. 
The house would be placed near the edge of the slope on the northeast side of the coastal terrace, 
as close to the edge as was recommended by the geologic consultants (Zinn Geology). Further 
east would have put the house too close to the San Gregorio fault, in the opinion of the 
applicant's geologist (Zinn 2000b). 

Once the house site was chosen, the applicant conducted a visual analysis (Phase 3) with the aid 
of a 34-foot story pole. This analysis revealed four public locations from which the house could 
be seen, as shown on Figure 10 and described below: 

• View corridor 1: Cascade Ranch Drive at Highway 1, 3,200 feet from site; 
• View corridor 2: Cascade Ranch Trail, 0.9 miles from site; 
• View corridor 3: Cascade Trail at Coast, 1.25 miles from site; and 
• View corridor 4: Afio Nuevo dunes, 2.2 miles from site. 

In Phase 4, the applicant developed methods to screen the portion of the house that would be 
visible from the view corridors identified in Phase 3. For the county-approved project, the 
applicant proposed to plant 67 trees that were 10 to 16 feet tall (24 to 36-inch boxes), and to 
install an irrigation system. In addition, he proposed four-foot high berms behind the planted 
trees and 33 additional trees to be planted on top of the berms. However, four-foot berms, which 
were included in the county-approved project, would only partially hide the residential 
structures. 

The revised plan presented to the Commission includes revisions to the berms, the design of the 
house, and the landscaping. First, the revised plans combine the four berms so that there would 
be two berms ranging from seven feet to twelve feet. The first berm (Berm 1) would include a 
20-foot by 60-foot earth-covered storage area to reduce the amount of fill necessary. To reduce 
the fill in the second berm (Berm 4), three 20,000-gallon water tanks will be placed inside it. 
Secondly, the roofline would be four feet, eight inches lower than on the county-approved house. 
Figures 11 through 18 show that approximate! y five feet of the roof would be visible with the 
berms alone. To completely screen the house, shrubs that reach at least five feet at maturity 
would be planted on top of the berm to completely screen the house. Trees would also be planted 
to further screen the house. 

In conclusion, the applicant has demonstrated that he did a thorough analysis of the entire 261-
acre parcel to determine the least visible location for siting the house taking into account sites 
that are constrained by greater visibility, prime soils, sensitive habitats, geologic hazards, steep 
slopes, and access difficulties. 

Least VIsible Site Consistent with All Other LCP Policies 
LUP Policy 8.5 requires that development be located where it is least visible consistent with all 
other LCP requirements. In its location on one of the higher plateaus on the property, and 
given its large size and three-story height, approximately five feet of the roofline of the 

• 

residential complex would be visible behind the proposed berms to vehicles traveling south and • 
north on Highway 1, which is a state scenic road, and from Afio Nuevo State Reserve. The 
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property, which comprises 261 acres, includes ridge lines and existing, mature trees and other 
vegetation that block views of some portions of the property from the highway and the reserve. 
Consequently, it appears that the property contains potential alternative building sites that are 
less visible from the highway and reserve. However, other potential alternative sites present 
conflicts with sensitive habitat. agricultural, and hazards policies of the LCP. As explained in 
Section 2.4.3 of this staff report, the site where the residence is proposed is not considered 
sensitive habitat. Based on a constraints analysis and visibility survey conducted by the 
applicant, the Commission concludes that the residence is proposed for the least visible location 
that is consistent with all other LCP requirements, in accordance with LUP Policy 8.5. 

However, as discussed in Section 2.4.3 of this staff report, the horse bam, equipment bam, and 
(new) farm labor housing would be sited in sensitive habitat and therefore, would not be 
consistent with sensitive habitat policies of the LCP. Because the proposed siting location of the 
barns and farm labor housing would be inconsistent with sensitive habitat policies of the LCP, 
the proposed locations would also be inconsistent with LUP Policy 8.5. The wetland areas as 
well as grasslands provide critical habitat for San Francisco garter snake and California red­
legged frog. The barns and farm labor housing would be 50 to 400 feet from the creek channel 
on the side of the property where most of the dispersal routes for the listed snake and frog take 
place. Therefore, the barns and farm labor housing would be in sensitive habitat. Hence, locating 
the barns and farm labor housing along the creek where proposed would be inconsistent with 
LUP Policy 8.5 because it would not be consistent with sensitive habitat and visual policies of 
the LCP. Therefore, the barns and farm labor housing must be resited to the least visible site 
consistent with all other LCP policies . 

Special Condition 2A requires that the barns and farm labor housing be sited in the valley south 
of the proposed residence, which would be the least visible site, based on the constraints analysis 
and Commission staff review, that would not conflict with sensitive habitat, agricultural, or any 
other policies of the LCP. 

Test 2: Scale, Design, and Landform Alteration 
Development Should Be As Unobtrusive As Possible 
The proposed main residence is inconsistent with LUP Policy 8.18a. and 8.31a. because it is not 
designed to protect views from Highway 1 and Afio Nuevo State Reserve, is not visually 
compatible with the character of the surrounding area, and would not be subordinate to the 
character of its setting. 

Policy 8.18a. requires development to blend with and be subordinate to the environment and the 
character of the area and be as unobtrusive as possible through, but not limited to, siting, 
design, layout, size, height, shape, materials, colors, access, and landscaping. General Plan 
Policy 4.46, which is incorporated by reference in Policy 8.3la, allows the County to regulate 
both site and architectural design of structures in rural scenic corridors to protect the visual 
quality of those areas. General Plan Policy 4.58, also incorporated by reference in Policy 8.3la., 
also requires that development be located so that it does not obstruct views from scenic roads or 
disrupt the visual harmony of the landscape. As modified for purposes of the Commission • s de 
novo review, the proposed residence is a 15,780-square-foot, three-story residential development 
that is approximately 30.5 feet high. The main residence, including sleeping bam, living bam, 

• and pool house, extends approximately 184 feet across (does not include mostly below ground 
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portion between the living barn and pool house) facing southeast towards Highway 1 and Afio • 
Nuevo State Reserve. Despite the proposed berms, without scrub vegetation approximately five 
feet of the roof of the proposed sleeping barn and living barn would be visible from public 
viewpoints. From end to end, the length of the five outer bedrooms facing southwest towards 
Highway 1 and Afio Nuevo State Reserve is approximately 213 feet, including open space 
between the bedroom buildings. The outer bedrooms appear as five separate cottages rather than 
part of the main development, but are considered part of the main residence because they are 
connected to it and each other by underground tunnels. As proposed, the satellite bedrooms have 
no impact to public scenic views. 

Existing vegetation and landforms would not completely screen the main residence as proposed. 
The proposed screening relies on trees to fully hide the residence. Trees may develop diseases 
that kill or weaken them, revealing structures placed behind them. The Commission finds that the 
proposed residence is inconsistent with LUP Policy 8.18b because additional screening could be 
added to minimize the visibility of the development from Highway 1 and Afio Nuevo State 
Reserve. Conditions to bring the proposed residence into conformity with Policies 8.18 and 8.31 
are addressed below. 

The proposed development is consistent with LUP Policy 8.17 regarding landform alteration. 
8.17b requires that pre-existing topographic contours be restored, "except to the extent necessary 
to comply with the requirements of Policy 8.18." The proposed development requires berms to 
screen the residential complex from scenic roads and public viewpoints. Condition 2C requires 
that the berms be designed to appear part of the existing topography and to be vegetated with 
native plants. As seen from Highway 1, the Cascade Trail, and Afio Nuevo State Reserve the • 
berms will appear natural. Therefore, as conditioned, the Commission fmds that the proposed 
berms will not result in significant alteration of natural landforms, consistent with the 
requirements of LUP Policy 8.17. 

Structure Does Not Relate In Size and Scale to Ad/scent Buildings or Landforms 
LUP Policy 8.20 requires development to be related in size and scale to adjacent buildings and 
landforms. There are very few structures visible from Highway 1 and the State Reserve within 
several miles of the site. Developments to the north, starting just north of Gazos Creek, are the 
Vlasic Mushroom Farm, a gas station and restaurant, and the Coastanoa resort. To the south are 
the Cascade Ranch farm buildings, a ranch house, and a flower operation on the west side. 
Further south is a berry farm and the Boling house. The Coastanoa campsite is partially hidden 
behind a berm, but the white canvas roofs and main buildings make it fairly visible. The 6,000 
square-foot Boling residence is inland (to the southeast) of K & S Ranch at APN 057-061-17 on 
14 acres. The Boling house is within the view corridor of the highway, and its visibility is · 
tempered somewhat by its greater inland distance (approximately 0.6 mile from Highway 1) and 
relatively narrower view corridor between the house and the highway as compared to the 
approved residence at the K & S Ranch. In fact, despite its distance from the highway, the Boling 
house helps to provide a benchmark for understanding the potential for adverse impact from such 
large residential development within this critical viewshed area. The most prominent structure 
visible from within the Park is the Aiio Nuevo visitor's center itself. The visitor's center 
approximates a large agricultural barn and is compatible with the overall Park ethic. Most of • 
these developments are either on the lower coastal terrace, screened from view, and/or directly 
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associated with agriculture. Therefore, the K & S Ranch residence would be the first very large 
residence not associated with commercial agriculture in the immediate area that would be visible 
from the highway, and would be visible from distant views at Afio Nuevo State Reserve. 
Given the size and scale of the proposed structures and the fact that there are few existing 
buildings in the area, the Commission finds that the proposed project is inconsistent with LUP 
Policy 8.20. Accordingly, as discussed further below, the Commission finds it necessary to 
impose conditions to bring the proposed residence into conformity with the above-identified 
visual resource policies. 

The proposed 31-foot-high, 3,040-square-foot horse barn and 21-foot tall, 2,500-square-foot 
equipment barn are significantly taller and larger than most non-commercial barns or stables in 
the area. According to a review of past Commission actions and local notices, the average size of 
horse barns that were granted coastal development permits in San Mateo County is 
approximately 2,300 square feet and 22 feet high. The average size of equipment barns in San 
Mateo County and Marin County is 1,387 square feet and 19 feet high. According to San Mateo 
County, the average size of a stall is 16 feet by 12 feet, but 12 feet by 12 feet is acceptable. Tack 
rooms and feed/grain storage areas are usually included in the barn and vary in size. With six 
horses and each stall being 192 square feet, the barn would be 1,152 square feet without a tack 
room and storage area. The proposed horse barn includes two stalls for each horse, thereby 
providing a separate grooming stall for each horse. However, according to commercial and 
private stable operators, horses usually stay outside, even in the rain, and structures are generally 
used just for grooming and feeding (Mayer 2001 ). Therefore, it does not appear necessary to 
have more than one stall per horse, which would significantly reduce the size of the barn . 

Special Conditions 2 and 3 address potential impacts to visual resources associated with scale, 
design, and landform alteration as well as siting, which is described above. To ensure that no 
portion of the house, including the chimney, and all other structures will not be visible from 
Highway 1 or Afio Nuevo State Reserve, Special Condition 2A requires the submittal of building 
plans and other evidence to demonstrate that no portion of the structures are visible from public 
viewpoints or scenic roads. In accordance with Special Condition 2B the driveway is required to 
be colored to blend in with the grassland. To screen the residence from public viewshed and 
scenic roads, berming plans are also required in Special Condition 2C. Special Condition 2D 
specifies requirements for the types of vegetation to be used in landscaping plans to make the 
berms look more natural, as well as maintain existing vegetation. Special Condition 3 requires 
the applicant to record a deed restriction on the property to notify successors in interest 
restrictions on exterior materials and lighting to reduce visual impacts. 

2.6.4 Conclusion 
In conclusion, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development is consistent 
with the visual and scenic resource policies of the LCP as the project has been sited and designed 
to minimize visual impacts, will be subordinate to the character of its setting, and will provide 
for the protection of coastal views . 
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2. 7 Water Quality/Polluted Runoff 

The Commission approves the permit application because the proposed project, as 
conditioned, protects sensitive habitats from water quality impacts associated with erosion 
and runoff and therefore maintains the biologic productivity of habitats. 

2. 7.1 Issue Summary 
Development is proposed 100 to 400 feet from a riparian corridor. Special conditions to protect 
water quality in the tributary and open water areas address runoff and erosion control to ensure 
that the sensitive habitat of the unnamed drainage in Deluca Valley is not adversely affected. 

2. 7.2 Standard of Review 
The standard of review is LCP policy 7 .3, which states: 

7.3 Protection of Sensitive Habitats 

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. 

Runoff from construction areas and developed areas may contain sediment and pollutants that 
may adversely affect water quality in sensitive habitats. 

2. 7.3 Discussion 
An unnamed tributary to Cascade Creek crosses the site from east to west in Deluca Valley. Two 
man-made ponds are connected to this tributary. The riparian habitat and open water/freshwater 
wetlands of the tributary and ponds provide habitat for a diversity of plant and wildlife species, 
including special status species, as discussed in Section 2.4 above. The existing access road runs 
along the north side of the tributary. The proposed (and existing) farm labor housing would be 
located 50 feet from the tributary. The proposed stable would be in the creek valley 
approximately 400 feet north of the tributary. The proposed residence would be on a hill 
approximately 325 feet above the tributary. 

Due to the proximity of the development to the riparian corridor, water quality may be adversely 
affected. For instance, during grading and construction, bare soils could erode and sediment 
could be transported into the riparian area. The residence, other structures, and paved areas may 
increase local runoff due to the creation of impervious areas. This runoff could carry with it 
pollutants such as suspended solids, oil and grease, nutrients, and synthetic organic chemicals. 
An increase in the volume and/or velocity of water in the riparian area or an increase in sediment 
entering the area may decrease the riparian vegetation bordering the tributary. This decrease in 
riparian vegetation could result in changes, such as an increase in water temperature, which 
would adversely affect ;1quatic organisms in the creek. Pollutants would also adversely affect 
aquatic organisms. Animal wastes, such as from the proposed stables, could lead to an increase 
in nutrients in the riparian system and eutrophication. All of these impacts may adversely affect 
the biological productivity of the riparian area. 
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As discussed above in the section on habitat protection, Special Condition 2A requires that the 
horse barn, equipment barn, and farm labor housing unit be moved out of sensitive habitat to an 
area approximately 1,200 feet south of the unnamed drainage in the Deluca Valley. This 
alleviates some of the potential water quality impacts, but the house is still approximately 350 
feet from the unnamed drainage in the Deluca Valley. 

Special Conditions 7, 8, and 9 are designed to ensure that the proposed project-complies with 
LCP Policy 7.3 by reducing erosion and associated sediment loads, and reducing the amount of 
pollutants that enter sensitive habitats, such as riparian corridors and wetlands on the property. 
These conditions would therefore allow the proposed uses to be compatible with the maintenance 
of biologic productivity of the habitats. Special Condition 8 addresses water quality impacts that 
may occur during the construction period. It requires the applicant to submit plans for erosion 
control that show how the transport and discharge of sediment and pollutants from the site will 
be minimized, thereby reducing potential effects to biologic productivity. BMPs required by 
Special Condition 8A(4) reduce the potential for pollutants, such as oil and grease from 
construction vehicles, to enter the unnamed drainage in Deluca Valley. Special Condition 8B 
requires monitoring and maintenance during the construction period. Special Condition 9 
addresses post-construction drainage and runoff control. It requires submittal of a Stormwater 
Pollution and Prevention Plan to demonstrate how the volume and water quality of runoff from 
the development will be controlled. Special Condition 9B requires post-construction 
maintenance and monitoring to be included in the plan. The manure management plan required 
by Special Condition 9 reduces the potential for degradation of water quality from animal 
wastes . 

2.7.4 Conclusion 
The Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development is consistent with the 
sensitive habitat policy of the LCP through which water quality is protected. As conditioned, 
impacts associated with erosion and runoff have been minimized so as to prevent impacts that 
could significantly degrade sensitive habitats. 

2.8 Development Review 

Although the proposed development will likely use more water than a smaller residence, it is in 
conformance with LUP Policy 1.8. 

2.8.1 Issue Summary 
The proposed development has one density credit, thereby allowing the development of one 
single-family residence, as proposed. 

2.8.2 Standard of Review 
LUP Policy 1.8 requires the determination of density credits for new or expanded non­
agricultural development. Essentially, one density credit allows the development of one single­
family residential dwelling. LUP Policy 1.8c.(2)(a) states that "a single-family dwelling unit 
shall be deemed to use 315 gallons of water per day during the two months of highest water use 
in a year (including landscaping, swimming pools and all other appurtenant uses)." 
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LUP Policy 1.23 and associated Table 1.4 define the number of developments that can occur in a • 
year within particular watersheds. The purpose is to limit development in rural areas so that it 
does not overburden coastal resources or public services. 

In accordance with Section 6356 of the Implementation Plan, farm labor housing is exempt from 
the density provisions. 

2.8.3 Discussion 
San Mateo County determined that the Blank. property qualified for one density credit, (Exhibit 
5, Condition 4). This means that on the entire parcel, only one residence can be constructed. 
Smaller lot sizes and increased multi-family housing generally lower per capita water use 
(Department of Water Resources 2001). Conversely,larger dwellings, such as the one proposed, 
are likely to use more water than the average household and more than the 315 gallons per day 
allowed per density credit. Nevertheless, the LCP does not define the size of the house and 
appurtenances allowable per density credit. There is no provision of the LCP that requires 
additional density credits based on the scale of a single-family residential development. In 
addition, farm labor housing is exempt from the density provisions. 

2.8.4 Conclusion 
Although the proposed single family residence will likely use more water than a smaller 
residence, it is in conformance with LUP Policy 1.8. 

2.9 Alleged Violation 

Development consisting of construction of a culvert replacement, patio, 1.17 miles of trails, and 
the placement of a caretaker's trailer along the unnamed drainage in Deluca Valley has taken 
place without the benefit of a coastal development permit. Although development has taken 
place prior to receipt of a coastal development permit from the County or Commission, 
consideration of the application by the Commission has been based solely on the policies of the 
San Mateo County LCP. Approval of the permit application does not constitute a waiver of any 
legal action with regard to the alleged violation, nor does it constitute an admission as to the 
legality of any development undertaken on the site without a coastal development permit. 

2.10 California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires Commission approval of Coastal 
Development Permit applications to be supported by a finding showing the application, as 
conditioned by any conditions of approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Section 21080.5( d)(2)(A) of CEQA 
prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures available that would substantially lessen any significant adverse 
effects that the activity may have on the environment. 

The Commission incorporates its preceding findings on consistency of the proposed project with 
the San Mateo County LCP policies at this point as if set forth in full. These findings address and 
respond to public comments regarding potential significant adverse environmental effects of the 
project that were received prior to preparation of the staff report. As conditioned, there are no 

• 

feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available, beyond those required, which • 
would substantially lessen any significant adverse impacts that the development may have on the 
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environment. Therefore, the Commission finds that the proposed project has been conditioned to 
mitigate the identified impacts and can be found consistent with Coastal Act requirements to 
conform to CEQA. 
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• Appendix B 
Summary of Areas of Residential Complex 

Room Room Name Square 
Number Feet 

Sleeping Barn and Bedrooms B11 Bedroom 1 329.61 
B12 Bathroom 1 63.25 
B21 Bedroom 2 432.44 
B22 Bathroom 2 88 
B31 Bedroom3 291.85 
B32 Bathroom 3 95.12 
B41 Bedroom4 291.48 
B42 Bathroom4 96.18 
BSO BedroomS 115.83 
B51 Sitting area 339.74 
B52 Bathroom 5 59.73 
S202 Hallway 246.75 
S203 Family room 265.23 
S204 Bathroom6 57.21 
S205 Laundry 66.91 
S206 Master bedrm. (6) 496.3 
S207 Master bath (7) 176.14 
S208 Closet 87.67 

• S303 Bedroom 7 219.92 
S304 Bathroom 8 176.77 
S305 BedroomS 219.73 

Subtotal 4215.86 

Living Barn 
109 T.V. room 454.12 
110 Bathroom 9 61.83 
203 Living room 1,039.50 
204 Dining room 483 
205 Corridor 267.97 
207 Closet 47.7 
208 We 67.17 
209 Kitchen 311.97 
210 Breakfast nook 190.94 
211 Pantry 49.94 
301 Office 100.04 
302 Connector 79.28 
304 Loft 629.21 
305 Sleeping porch 192.3 
306 Bathroom 10 58.73 

Subtotal 4,033.70 

• 
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Library L201 Stairs 66.65 • L202 Library 392.56 
L203 Office 222.44 
L204 Vest. 54 
L205 Bathroom 11 49.98 

Subtotal 785.63 

Pool House P202 Bathroom 12 75.01 
P203 Changing 46.03 
P204 Laundry 74.58 

Subtotal 195.62 

Sum of Living Areas 9,230.1fl 

Basements required by Seismic 104 Electrical 84.67 
Structure 
and Unconditioned Circulation Space 105 Trash 83.34 

106 Stairs 87.18 
107 Corridor 126.97 
108 Garage 1,355.04 

L102 Structural space 704.93 
P101 Equipment room 737.85 • S102 Stairs 136.27 
S103 Structural space 357.15 
B101 Tunnel 932.69 
B103 Tunnel 1,310.78 
212 Atrium 632.65 

Subtotal 6549.52 

Total All Areas 15,780.33 
Source: Sagan-Pichota Architecture 2000c. 
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COASTAL ACT 
Section 30604 

Appendix C 
Referenced Policies 

(b) After certification of the local coastal program, a coastal development permit shall be 
issued if the issuing agency or the commission on appeal finds that the proposed development is 
in conformity with the certified local coastal program. 

Section 30610 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this division, no coastal development permit shall 
be required pursuant to this chapter for the following types of development and in the following 
areas: 

(a) Improvements to existing single-family residences; provided, however, that the 
commission shall specify, by regulation, those classes of development which involve a risk of 
adverse environmental effect and shall require that a coastal development permit be obtained 
pursuant to this chapter. 

(b) Improvements to any structure other than a single-family residence or a public works 
facility; provided, however, that the commission shall specify, by regulation, those types of 
improvements which (1) involve a risk of adverse environmental effect, (2) adversely affect 
public access, or (3) involve a change in use contrary to any policy of this division. Any 
improvement so specified by the commission shall require a coastal development permit. 

(c) Maintenance dredging of existing navigation channels or moving dredged material 
from those channels to a disposal area outside the coastal zone, pursuant to a permit from the 
United States Army Corps of Engineers. 

(d) Repair or maintenance activities that do not result in an addition to, or enlargement or 
expansion of, the object of those repair or maintenance activities; provided, however, that if the 
commission determines that certain extraordinary methods of repair and maintenance involve a 
risk of substantial adverse environmental impact, it shall, by regulation, require that a permit be 
obtained pursuant to this chapter. 

(e) Any category of development, or any category of development within a specifically 
defined geographic area, that the commission, after public hearing, and by two-thirds vote of its 
appointed members, has described or identified and with respect to which the commission has 
found that there is no potential for any significant adverse effect, either individually or 
cumulatively, on coastal resources or on public access to, or along, the coast and, where the 
exclusion precedes certification of the applicable local coastal program, that the exclusion will 
not impair the ability of local government to prepare a local coastal program . 

51 



A-2-SMC-OO-Q28 
Blank 

(f) The installation, testing, and placement in service or the replacement of any necessary • 
utility connection between an existing service facility and any development approved pursuant to 
this division; provided, however, that the commission may, where necessary, require reasonable 
conditions to mitigate any adverse impacts on coastal resources, including scenic resources. 

(g) (1) The replacement of any structure, other than a public works facility, destroyed by 
a disaster. The replacement structure shall conform to applicable existing zoning requirements, 
shall be for the same use as the destroyed structure, shall not exceed either the floor area, height, 
or bulk of the destroyed structure by more than 10 percent, and shall be sited in the same location 
on the affected property as the destroyed structure. 

(2) As used in this subdivision: 

(A) "Disaster" means any situation in which the force or forces which destroyed the 
structure to be replaced were beyond the control of its owner. 

(B) "Bulk" means total interi<?r cubic volume as measured from the exterior surface of the 
structure. 

(C) "Structure" includes landscaping and any erosion control structure or device which is 
similar to that which existed prior to the occurrence of the disaster. 

(h) Any activity anywhere in the coastal zone that involves the conversion of any existing 
multiple-unit residential structure to a time-share project, estate, or use, as defined in Section • 
11003.5 of the Business and Professions Code. If any improvement to an existing structure is 
otherwise exempt from the permit requirements of this division, no coastal development permit 
shall be required for that improvement on the basis that it is to be made in connection with any 
conversion exempt pursuant to this subdivision. The division of a multiple-unit residential 
structure into condominiums, as defined in Section 783 of the Civil Code, shall not be considered 
a time-share project, estate, or use for purposes of this subdivision. 

(i) (1) Any proposed development which the executive director finds to be a temporary 
event which does not have any significant adverse impact upon coastal resources within the 
meaning of guidelines adopted pursuant to this subdivision by the commission. The commission 
shall, after public hearing, adopt guidelines to implement this subdivision to assist local 
governments and persons planning temporary events in complying with this division by 
specifying the standards which the executive director shall use in determining whether a 
temporary event is excluded from permit requirements pursuant to this subdivision. The 
guidelines adopted pursuant to this subdivision shall be exempt from the review of the Office of 
Administrative Law and from the requirements of Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) 
of Part 1 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code. 

(2) Exclusion or waiver from the coastal development permit requirements of this 
division pursuant to this subdivision does not diminish, waive, or otherwise prevent the 
commission from asserting and exercising its coastal development permit jurisdiction over any 
temporary event at any time if the commission determines· that the exercise of its jurisdiction is • 

52 



• 

• 

• 

A-2-SMC-00-028 
Blank 

necessary to implement the coastal resource protection policies of Chapter 3 (commencing with 
Section 30200). 

(Amended by Ch. 1075, Stats. 1978.) 
(Amended by Ch. 919, Stats. 1979.) 
(Amended by Ch. 43, Stats. 1982.) 
(Amended by Ch. 1470, Stats. 1982.) 
(Amended by Ch. 1088, Stats. 1992.) 

SAN MATEO LOCAL COASTAL PLAN 

Land Use Plan 

*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 up to the densities specified in Tables 1.2 and 1.3 . 

c. (1) Require Density Credits for Non-Agricultural Uses 

(2) 

Require density credits for all new or expanded non-agricultural land uses 
in rural areas, including all residential uses, except affordable housing (to 
the extent provided in Local Coastal Program Policy 3.23) and farm labor 
housing, as defined in Local Coastal Program Policy 3.28, mining in 
accordance with General Plan Policies 3.11 and 3 .12, and solid waste 
facilities under the policies in General Plan Chapter 13. The existence and 
number of density credits on a parcel shall be determined by applying Table 
1.3. 

Expanded or additional non-agricultural uses shall only be permitted on a 
parcel when there are enough density credits available to that parcel to meet 
the density credit requirements of this policy for both (a) existing uses, and 
(b) any expanded or additional uses, and only where such development 
meets all other applicable policies of the Local Coastal Program. 

Amount of Development Allowed for Non-Agricultural Uses. Except 
Visitor-Serving. Commercial Recreation. and Public Recreation Uses 

For new or expanded non-agricultural uses, except visitor-serving, 
commercial recreation, and public recreation uses, one density credit shall 
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be required for each 315 gallons, or fraction thereof, of average daily water • 
use during the two months of highest water use in a year. This requirement 
applies to water use by or resulting from the non-agricultural use, including 

*5.1 

landscaping, swimming pools and all other appurtenant uses. 

(a) Residential Uses 

For new or expanded residential uses, a single-family dwelling unit 
shall be deemed to use 315 gallons of water per day during the two 
months of highest water use in a year (including landscaping, 
swimming pools and all other appurtenant uses). 

(b) Non-Agricultural Uses Except Visitor-Serving, Commercial 
Recreation, and Public Recreation Uses 

For non-agricultural uses, except visitor-serving, commercial 
recreation, and public recreation uses, the amount of development 
allowed for each density credit in accordance with the requirements 
of this policy shall be the amount stated in Table 1.5 in the column 
headed "Number of Measuring Units Per Density Credit Based on 
Peak Daily Water Use With Conservation Fixtures." 

Definition of Prime Agricultural Lands 

Define prime agricultural lands as: 

a. All land which qualifies for rating as Class I or Class II in the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture Soil Conservation Service Land Use Capability Classification, as well 
as all Class III lands capable of growing artichokes or Brussels sprouts. 

b. All land which qualifies for rating 80-100 in the Storie Index Rating. 

c. Land which supports livestock for the production of food and fiber and which has 
an annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as 
defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

d. Land planted with fruit or nut bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops which have a 
non-bearing period of less than five years and which normally return during the 
commercial bearing period, on an annual basis, from the production of 
unprocessed agricultural plant production not less than $200 per acre. 

e. Land which has returned from the production of an unprocessed agricultural plant 
product an annual value that is not less than $200 per acre within three of the five 
previous years. 
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*5.3 

The $200 per acre amount in subsections d. and e. shall be adjusted regularly for 
inflation, using 1965 as the base year, according to a recognized consumer price 
index. 

Definition of Lands Suitable for Agriculture 

Define other lands suitable for agriculture as lands on which existing or potential 
agricultural use is feasible, including dry farming, animal grazing, and timber 
harvesting. 

*5.5 Permitted Uses on Prime Agricultural Lands Designated as Agriculture 

a. Permit agricultural and agriculturally related development on prime agricultural 
lands. Specifically, allow only the following uses: (1) agriculture including, but 
not limited to, the cultivation of food, fiber or flowers, and the grazing, growing, 
or pasturing of livestock; (2) non-residential development customarily considered 
accessory to agricultural uses including barns, storage/equipment sheds, stables 
for farm animals, fences, water wells, well covers, pump houses, and water 
storage tanks, water impoundments, water pollution control facilities for 
agricultural purposes, and temporary roadstands for seasonal sale of produce 
grown in San Mateo County; (3) soil-dependent greenhouses and nurseries; and 
(4) repairs, alterations, and additions to existing single-family residences . 

b. Conditionally permit the following uses: {1) single-family residences, (2) farm 
labor housing, (3) public recreation and shoreline access trails, (4) non-soil­
dependent greenhouses and nurseries, (5) onshore oil and gas exploration, 
production, and minimum necessary related storage, (6) uses ancillary to 
agriculture, (7) permanent roadstands for the sale of produce, provided the 
amount of prime agricultural land converted does not exceed one-quarter (1/4) 
acre, (8) facilities for the processing, storing, packaging and shipping of 
agricultural products, and (9) commercial wood lots and temporary storage of 
logs. 

*5.6 Permitted Uses on Lands Suitable for Agriculture Designated as Agriculture 

a. Permit agricultural and agriculturally related development on land suitable for 
agriculture. Specifically, allow only the following uses: (1) agriculture including, 
but not limited to, the cultivation of food, fiber or flowers, and the grazing, 
growing, or pasturing of livestock; (2) non-residential development customarily 
considered accessory to agricultural uses including barns, storage/equipment 
sheds, fences, water wells, well covers, pump houses, water storage tanks, water 
impoundments, water pollution control facilities for agricultural purpose, and 
temporary roadstands for seasonal sale of produce grown in San Mateo County; 
(3) dairies; (4) greenhouses and nurseries; and (5) repairs, alterations, and 
additions to existing single-family residences . 
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b. Conditionally permit the following uses: (1} single-family residences, (2} farm 
labor housing, (3) multi-family residences if affordable housing, (4) public 
recreation and shoreline access trails, (5) schools, (6} fire stations, (7) commercial 
recreation including country inns, stables, riding academies, campgrounds, rod 
and gun clubs, and private beaches, (8) aquacultural activities, (9) wineries, 
(10) timber harvesting, commercial wood lots, and storage oflogs, (11) onshore 
oil and gas exploration, production, and storage, (12) facilities for the processing, 
storing, packaging and shipping of agricultural products, (13) uses ancillary to 
agriculture, (14) dog kennels and breeding facilities, (15) limited, low intensit}' 
scientific/technical research and test facilities, and (16) permanent roadstands for 
the sale of produce. 

*5.8 Conversion of Prime Agricultural Land Designated as Agriculture 

a. Prohibit conversion of prime agricultural land within a parcel to a conditionally 
permitted use unless it can be demonstrated: 

(l) That no alternative site exists for the use, 

(2) Clearly defined buffer areas are provided between agricultural and non­
agricultural uses, 

• 

(3) The productivity of any adjacent agricultural land will not be diminished, • 
and 

(4) Public service and facility expansions and permitted uses will not impair 
agricultural viability, including by increased assessment costs or degraded 
air and water quality. 

b. In the case of a recreational facility on prime agricultural land owned by a public 
agency, require the agency: 

(1) To execute a recordable agreement with the County that all prime 
agricultural land and other land suitable for agriculture which is not needed 
for recreational development or for the protection and vital functioning of a 
sensitive habitat will be permanently protected for agriculture, and 

(2) Whenever legally feasible, to agree to lease the maximum amount of 
agricultural land to active farm operators on terms compatible with the 
primary recreational and habitat use. 

*5.10 Conversion of Land Suitable for Agriculture Designated as Agriculture 

a. Prohibit the conversion of lands suitable for agriculture within a parcel to 
conditionally permitted uses unless all of the following can be demonstrated: 
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(1) All agriculturally unsuitable lands on the parcel have been developed or 
determined to be undevelopable; 

(2) Continued or renewed agricultural use of the soils is not feasible as defined 
by Section 30108 of the Coastal Act; 

(3) Clearly defined buffer areas are developed between agricultural and non­
agricultural uses; 

(4) The productivity of any adjacent agricultural lands is not diminished; 

(5) Public service and facility expansions and permitted uses do not impair 
agricultural viability, including by increased assessment costs or degraded 
air and water quality. 

b. For parcels adjacent to urban areas, permit conversion if the viability of 
agricultural uses is severely limited by conflicts with urban uses, the conversion 
of land would complete a logical and viable neighborhood and contribute to the 
establishment of a stable limit to urban development, and conditions (3), (4) and 
(5) in subsection a. are satisfied. 

*5.11 Maximum Density of Development Per Parcel 

a. Limit non-agricultural development densities to those permitted in rural areas of 
the Coastal Zone under the Locating and Planning New Development 
Component. 

b. Further, limit non-agricultural development densities to that amount which can be 
accommodated without adversely affecting the viability of agriculture. 

c. In any event, allow the use of one density credit on each legal parcel. 

d. A density credit bonus may only be allowed for the merger of contiguous parcels 
provided that ( 1) the density bonus is granted as part of a Coastal Development 
Permit, (2) a deed restriction is required as a condition of approval of that Coastal 
Development Permit, (3) the deed restriction requires that any subsequent land 
division of the merged property shall be consistent with all other applicable LCP 
policies, including Agriculture Component Policies, and shall result in at least one 
agricultural parcel whose area is greater than the largest parcel before 
consolidation, and ( 4) the Coastal Development Permit is not in effect until the 
deed restriction is recorded by the owner of the land. The maximum bonus shall 
be calculated by: 

(1) Determining the total number of density credits on all parcels included in a 
master development plan; and 
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(2) Multiplying that total by 25% if the merger is entirely of parcels of 40 acres • 
or less, or by 10% if some or all of the parcels combined are larger than 40 
acres. 

The merged parcel shall be entitled to the number of density credits on the 
separate parcels prior to merger plus the bonus calculated under this subsection. 
The total number of density credits may be used on the merged parcel. Once a 
parcel or portion of a parcel has been part of a merger for which bonus density 
credit has been given under this subsection, no bonus credit may be allowed for 
any subsequent merger involving that parcel or portion of a parcel. 

e. Density credits on parcels consisting entirely of prime agricultural land, or of 
prime agricultural land and land which is not developable under the Local Coastal 
Program, may be transferred to other parcels in the Coastal Zone, provided that 
the entire parcel from which credits are transferred is restricted permanently to 
agricultural use by an easement granted to the County or other governmental 
agency. Credits transferred may not be used in scenic corridors or on prime 
agricultural lands; they may be used only in accordance with the policies and 
standards of the Local Coastal Program. 

*7 .1 Definition of Sensitive Habitats 

Define sensitive habitats as any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are • 
either rare or especially valuable and any area which meets one of the following criteria: 
( 1) habitats containing or supporting "rare and endangered" species as defined by the 
State Fish and Game Commission, (2) all perennial and intermittent streams and their 
tributaries, (3) coastal tide lands and marshes, (4) coastal and offshore areas containing 
breeding or nesting sites and coastal areas used by migratory and resident water-
associated birds for resting areas and feeding, (5) areas used for scientific study and 
research concerning fish and wildlife, (6) lakes and ponds and adjacent shore habitat, (7) 
existing game and wildlife refuges and reserves, and (8) sand dunes. 

Sensitive habitat areas include, but are not limited to, riparian corridors, wetlands, 
marine habitats, sand dunes, sea cliffs, and habitats supporting rare, endangered, and 
unique species .. 

*7 .3 Protection of Sensitive Habitats 

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 . 
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*7.4 Permitted Uses in Sensitive Habitats 

a. Permit only resource dependent uses in sensitive habitats. Resource dependent 
uses for riparian corridors, wetlands, marine habitats, sand dunes, sea cliffs and 
habitats supporting rare, endangered, and unique species shall be the uses 
permitted in Policies 7.9, 7.16, 7.23, 7.26, 7.30, 7.33, and 7.44, respectively, of the 
County Local Coastal Program on March 25, 1986. 

b. In sensitive habitats, require that all permitted uses comply with U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife and State Department of Fish and Game regulations. 

7.5 Permit Conditions 

a. As part of the development review process, require the applicant to demonstrate 
that there will be no significant impact on sensitive habitats. When it is 
determined that significant impacts may occur, require the applicant to provide a 
report prepared by a qualified professional which provides: ( 1) mitigation 
measures which protect resources and comply with the policies of the Shoreline 
Access, RecreationNisitor-Serving Facilities and Sensitive Habitats Components, 
and (2) a program for monitoring and evaluating the effectiveness of mitigation 
measures. Develop an appropriate program to inspect the adequacy of the 
applicant's mitigation measures . 

b. When applicable, require as a condition of permit approval the restoration of 
damaged habitat(s) when in the judgment of the Planning Director restoration is 
partially or wholly feasible. 

7. 7 Definition of Riparian Corridors 

Define riparian corridors by the "limit of riparian vegetation" (i.e., a line determined by 
the association of plant and animal species normally found near streams, lakes and other 
bodies of freshwater: red alder, jaumea, pickleweed, big leaf maple, narrow-leaf cattail, 
arroyo willow, broadleaf cattail, horsetail, creek dogwood, black cottonwood, and box 
elder). Such a corridor must contain at least a 50% cover of some combination of the 
plants listed. 

7.8 Designation of Riparian Corridors 

Establish riparian corridors for all perennial and intermittent streams and lakes and other 
bodies of freshwater in the Coastal Zone. Designate those corridors shown on the 
Sensitive Habitats Map and any other riparian area meeting the definition of Policy 7.7 
as sensitive habitats requiring protection, except for manmade irrigation ponds over 
2,500 sq. ft. surface area . 
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7.9 Permitted Uses in Riparian Corridors 

a. Within corridors, permit only the following uses: (1) education and research, (2) 
consumptive uses as provided for in the Fish and Game Code and Title 14 of the 
California Administrative Code, (3) fish and wildlife management activities, (4) 
trails and scenic overlooks on public land(s), and (5) necessary water supply 
projects. 

b. When no feasible or practicable alternative exists, permit the following uses: ( 1) 
stream dependent aquaculture, provided that non-stream dependent facilities locate 
outside of corridor, (2) flood control projects, including selective removal of 
riparian vegetation, where no other method for protecting existing structures in the 
floodplain is feasible and where such protection is necessary for public safety or to 
protect existing development, (3) bridges when supports are not in significant 
conflict with corridor resources, (4) pipelines, (5) repair or maintenance of 
roadways or road crossings, (6) logging operations which are limited to temporary 
skid trails, stream crossings, roads and landings in accordance with State and 
County timber harvesting regulations, and (7) agricultural uses, provided no 
existing riparian vegetation is removed, and no soil is allowed to enter stream 
channels. 

7.10 Performance Standards in Riparian Corridors 

• 

• 

Require development permitted in corridors to: ( 1) minimize removal of vegetation, (2) • 
minimize land exposure during construction and use temporary vegetation or mulching 
to protect critical areas, (3) minimize erosion, sedimentation, and runoff by 
appropriately grading and replanting modified areas, (4) use only adapted native or non-
invasive exotic plant species when replanting, (5) provide sufficient passage for native 
and anadromous fish as specified by the State Department ofFish and Game, (6) 
minimize adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment, (7) prevent 
depletion of groundwater supplies and substantial interference with surface and 
subsurface waterflows, (8) encourage waste water reclamation, (9) maintain natural 
vegetation buffer areas that protect riparian habitats, and (10) minimize alteration of 
natural streams. 

7.11 Establishment of Buffer Zones 

a. On both sides of riparian corridors, from the "limit of riparian vegetation" extend 
buffer zones 50 feet outward for perennial streams and 30 feet outward for 
intermittent streams. 

b. Where no riparian vegetation exists along both sides of riparian corridors, extend 
buffer zones 50 feet from the predictable high water point for perennial streams 
and 30 feet from the midpoint of intermittent streams. 
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c. Along lakes, ponds, and other wet areas, extend buffer zones 100 feet from the 
high water point except for manmade ponds and reservoirs used for agricultural 
purposes for which no buffer zone is designated. 

7.12 Permitted Uses in Buffer Zones 

7.13 

7.14 

Within buffer zones, permit only the following uses: (1) uses permitted in riparian 
corridors, (2) residential uses on existing legal building sites, set back 20 feet from the 
limit of riparian vegetation, only if no feasible alternative exists, and only if no other 
building site on the parcel exists, (3) in Planned Agricultural, Resource Management and 
Timber Preserve Districts, residential structures or impervious surfaces only if no feasible 
alternative exists, (4) crop growing and grazing consistent with Policy 7.9, (5) timbering 
in "streamside corridors" as defined and controlled by State and County regulations for 
timber harvesting, and (6) no new residential parcels shall be created whose only building 
site is in the buffer area. 

Performance Standards in Buffer Zones 

Require uses permitted in buffer zones to: ( 1) minimize removal of vegetation, (2) 
conform to natural topography to minimize erosion potential, (3) make provisions (i.e., 
catch basins) to keep runoff and sedimentation from exceeding pre-development levels, 
(4) replant where appropriate with native and non-invasive exotics, (5) prevent discharge 
of toxic substances, such as fertilizers and pesticides, into the riparian corridor, (6) 
remove vegetation in or adjacent to manmade agricultural ponds if the life of the pond is 
endangered, (7) allow dredging in or adjacent to manmade ponds if the San Mateo 
County Resource Conservation District certified that siltation imperils continued use of 
the pond for agricultural water storage and supply, and (8) require motorized machinery 
to be kept to less than 45 dBA at any wetland boundary except for farm machinery and 
motorboats. 

Definition of Wetland 

Define wetland as an area where the water table is at, near, or above the land surface 
long enough to bring about the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of 
plants which normally are found to grow in water or wet ground. Such wetlands can 
include mudflats (barren of vegetation), marshes, and swamps. Such wetlands can be 
either fresh or saltwater, along streams (riparian), in tidally influenced areas (near the 
ocean and usually below extreme high water of spring tides), marginal to lakes, ponds, 
and manmade impoundments. Wetlands do not include areas which in normal rainfall 
years are permanently submerged (streams, lakes, ponds and impoundments), nor 
marine or estuarine areas below extreme low water of spring tides, nor vernally wet 
areas where the soils are not hydric. 

In San Mateo County, wetlands typically contain the following plants: cordgrass, 
pickleweed, jaumea, frankenia, marsh mint, tule, bullrush, narrow-leaf cattail, broadleaf 
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cattail, pacific silverweed, salt rush, and bog rush. To qualify, a wetland must contain at • 
least a 50% cover of some combination of these plants, unless it is a mudflat. 

7.15 Designation of Wetlands 

a. Designate the following as wetlands requiring protection: Pescadero Marsh, Pillar 
Point Marsh (as delineated on Map 7.1), marshy areas at Tunitas Creek, San 
Gregorio Creek, Pomponio Creek and Gazos Creek, and any other wetland 
meeting the definition in Policy 7 .14. 

b. At the time a development application is submitted, consider modifying the 
boundary of Pillar Point Marsh (as delineated on Map 7.1) if a report by a qualified 
professional, selected jointly by the County and the applicant, can demonstrate that 
land within the boundary does not meet the definition of a wetland. 

7.16 Permitted Uses in Wetlands 

Within wetlands, permit only the following uses: (1) nature education and research, (2) 
hunting, (3) fishing, ( 4) fish and wildlife management, (5) mosquito abatement through 
water management and biological controls; however, when determined to be ineffective, 
allow chemical controls which will not have a significant impact, (6) diking, dredging, 
and filling only as it serves to maintain existing dikes and an open channel at Pescadero 
Marsh, where such activity is necessary for the protection of pre-existing dwellings from 
flooding, or where such activity will enhance or restore the biological productivity of the • 
marsh, (7) diking, dredging, and filling in any other wetland only if such activity serves 
to restore or enhance the biological productivity of the wetland, (8) dredging manmade 
reservoirs for agricultural water supply where wetlands may have formed, providing· 
spoil disposal is planned and carried out to avoid significant disruption to marine and 
wildlife habitats and water circulation, and (9) incidental public service purposes, 
including, but not limited to, burying cables and pipes or inspection of piers and 
maintenance of existing intake and outfall lines. 

7.17 Performance Standards in Wetlands 

Require that development permitted in wetlands minimize adverse impacts during and · 
after construction. Specifically, require that: (1) all paths be elevated (catwalks) so as 
not to impede movement of water, (2) all construction takes place during daylight hours, 
(3) all outdoor lighting be kept at a distance away from the wetland sufficient not to 
affect the wildlife, (4) motorized machinery be kept to less than 45 d.BA at the wetland 
boundary, except for farm machinery, (5) all construction which alters wetland 
vegetation be required to replace the vegetation to the satisfaction of the Planning 
Director including "no action" in order to allow for natural reestablishment, ( 6) no 
herbicides be used in wetlands unless specifically approved by the County Agricultural 
Commissioner and State Department of Fish and Game, and (7) all projects be reviewed 
by the State Department ofFish and Game and State Water Quality Board to determine 
appropriate mitigation measures. • 
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• 7.18 Establishment of Buffer Zones 

• 

• 

Buffer zones shall extend a minimum of 100 feet landward from the outermost line of 
wetland vegetation. This setback may be reduced to no less than 50 feet only where ( 1) 
no alternative development site or design is possible; and (2) adequacy of the alternative 
setback to protect wetland resources is conclusively demonstrated by a professional 
biologist to the satisfaction of the County and the State Department of Fish and Game. 
A larger setback shall be required as necessary to maintain the functional capacity of the 
wetland ecosystem. 

7.19 Permitted Uses in Buffer Zones 

Within buffer zones, permit the following uses only: (1) uses allowed within wetlands 
(Policy 7.16) and (2) public trails, scenic overlooks, and agricultural uses that produce 
no impact on the adjacent wetlands. 

7.32 Designation of Habitats of Rare and Endangered Species 

7.33 

Designate habitats of rare and endangered species to include, but not be limited to, those 
areas defined on the Sensitive Habitats Map for the Coastal Zone. 

Permitted Uses 

a. Permit only the following uses: (1) education and research, (2) hunting, fishing, 
pedestrian and equestrian trails that have no adverse impact on the species or its 
habitat, and (3) fish and wildlife management to restore damaged habitats and to 
protect and encourage the survival of rare and endangered species. 

b. If the critical habitat has been identified by the Federal Office of Endangered 
Species, permit only those uses deemed compatible by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service in accordance with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, 
as amended. 

7.34 Permit Conditions 

In addition to the conditions set forth in Policy 7.5, require, prior to permit issuance, that 
a qualified biologist prepare a report which defines the requirements of rare and 
endangered organisms. At minimum, require the report to discuss: ( 1) animal food, 
water, nesting or denning sites and reproduction, predation and migration requirements, 
(2) plants life histories and soils, climate and geographic requirements, (3) a map 
depicting the locations of plants or animals and/or their habitats, ( 4) any development 
must not impact the functional capacity of the habitat, and (5) recommend mitigation if 
development is permitted within or adjacent to identified habitats . 

63 



A-2-SMC-00-028 
Blank 

7.35 Preservation of Critical Habitats 

Require preservation of all habitats of rare and endangered species using criteria 
including, but not limited to, Section 6325.2 (Primary Fish and Wildlife Habitat Area 
Criteria) and Section 6325.7 (Primary Natural Vegetative Areas Criteria) of the 
Resource Management Zoning District. 

7.36 San Francisco Garter Snake 

a. Prevent any development where there is known to be a riparian or wetland location 
for the San Francisco garter snake with the following exceptions: (1) existing 
manmade impoundments smaller than one-half acre in surface, and (2) existing 
manmade impoundments greater than one-half acre in surface providing mitigation 
measures are taken to prevent disruption of no more than one half of the snake's 
known habitat in that location in accordance with recommendations from the State 
Department of Fish and Game. 

b. Require developers to make sufficiently detailed analyses of any construction 
which could impair the potential or existing migration routes of the San Francisco 
garter snake. Such analyses will determine appropriate mitigation measures to be 
taken to provide for appropriate migration corridors. 

7.44 Permitted Uses 

Permit only the following uses: (1) education and research, (2) hunting, fishing, 
pedestrian and equestrian trails that have no adverse impact on the species or its habitat, 
and (3) fish and wildlife management to the degree specified by existing governmental 
regulations. 

7.48 Monterey Pine 

a. Require any development to keep to a minimum the number of native Monterey 
pine cut in the natural pine habitat near the San Mateo-Santa Cruz <;ounty line. 

b. Allow the commercial cutting of Monterey pine if it: (1) perpetuates the long-term 
viability of stands, (2) prevents environmental degradation, and (3) protects the 
viewshed within the Cabrillo Highway Scenic Corridor. 

c. To preserve the productivity of prime agricultural soils, encourage the control of 
invasive Monterey pine onto the soils. 

7.51 Voluntary Cooperation . 

Encourage the voluntary cooperation of private landowners to remove 
from their lands the undesirable pampas grass, French, Scotch and other 
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8.5 

invasive brooms. Similarly, encourage landowners to remove blue gum 
seedlings to prevent their spread. 

Location of Development 

a. Require that new development be located on a portion of a parcel where the 
development (1) is least visible from State and County Scenic Roads, (2) is least 
likely to significantly impact views from public viewpoints, and (3) is consistent 
with all other LCP requirements, best preserves the visual and open space qualities 
of the parcel overall. Where conflicts in complying with this requirement occur, 
resolve them in a manner which on balance most protects significant coastal 
resources on the parcel, consistent with Coastal Act Section 30007.5. 

b. 

Public viewpoints include, but are not limited to, coastal roads, roadside rests and 
vista points, recreation areas, trails, coastal accessways, and beaches. 

This provision does not apply to enlargement of existing structures, provided that 
the size of the structure after enlargement does not exceed 150% of the pre­
existing floor area, or 2,000 sq. ft., whichever is greater. 

This provision does not apply to agricultural development to the extent that 
application of the provision would impair any agricultural use or operation on the 
parcel. In such cases, agricultural development shall use appropriate building 
materials, colors, landscaping and screening to eliminate or minimize the visual 
impact of the development. 

Require, including by clustering if necessary, that new parcels have building sites 
that are not visible from State and County Scenic Roads and will not significantly 
impact views from other public viewpoints. If the entire property being subdivided 
is visible from State and County Scenic Roads or other public viewpoints, then 
require that new parcels have building sites that minimize visibility from those 
roads and other public viewpoints. 

*8.17 Alteration of Landforms; Roads and Grading 

a. Require that development be located and designed to conform with, rather than 
change landforms. Minimize the alteration of landforms as a consequence of 
grading, cutting, excavating, filling or other development. 

c. Control development to avoid the need to construct access roads visible from State 
and County Scenic Roads. Existing private roads shall be shared wherever 
possible. New access roads may be permitted only where it is demonstrated that 
use of existing roads is physically or legally impossible or unsafe. New roads shall 
be ( 1) located and designed to minimize visibility from State and County Scenic 
Roads and (2) built to fit the natural topography and to minimize alteration of 
existing landforms and natural characteristics. 
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This provision does not apply to agricultural development to the extent that 
application of the provision would impair any agricultural use or operation, or 
convert agricultural soils. In such cases, build new access roads to minimize 
alteration of existing landforms and natural characteristics. 

8.18 Development Design 

a. Require that development (1) blend with and be subordinate to the environment 
and the character of the area where located, and (2) be as unobtrusive as possible 
and not detract from the natural, open space or visual qualities of the area, 
including but not limited to siting, design, layout, size, height, shape, materials, 
colors, access and landscaping. 

The colors of exterior materials shall harmonize with the predominant earth and 
vegetative colors of the site. Materials and colors shall absorb light and minimize 
reflection. Exterior lighting shall be limited to the minimum necessary for safety. 
All lighting, exterior and interior, must be placed, designed and shielded so as to 
confine direct rays to the parcel where the lighting is located. 

Except for the requirement to minimize reflection, agricultural development shall 
be exempt from this provision. Greenhouse development shall be designed to 

• 

minimize visual obtrusiveness and avoid detracting from the natural characteristics • 
of the site. 

b. Require screening to minimize the visibility of development from scenic roads and 
other public viewpoints. Screening shall be by vegetation or other materials which 
are native to the area or blend with the natural environment and character of the 
site. 

8.20 Scale 

Relate structures in size and scale to adjacent buildings and landforms. 

8.28 Definition of Scenic Corridors 

Define scenic corridors as the visual boundaries of the landscape abutting a scenic 
highway and which contain outstanding views, flora, and geology, and other unique 
natural or manmade attributes and historical and cultural resources affording pleasure 
and instruction to the highway traveler. 

8.29 Designation of Officially Adopted State Scenic Roads and Corridors 

Recognize officially adopted State Scenic Roads and Corridors as shown on the Scenic 
Roads and Corridors Map for the Coastal Zone. These are: Coast Highway south of 
Half Moon Bay city limits (State Route 1) and Skyline Boulevard (State Route 35). • 
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8.31 Regulation of Scenic Corridors in Rural Areas 

a. Apply the policies of the Scenic Road Element of the County General Plan. 

b. Apply Section 6325.1 (Primary Scenic Resources Areas Criteria) of the Resource 
Management (RM) Zoning District as specific regulations protecting Scenic Corridors in the 
Coastal Zone. 

c. Apply the Rural Design Policies of the LCP. 

d. Apply the Policies for Landforms and Vegetative Forms of the LCP. 

e. Require a minimum setback of 100 feet from the right-of-way line, and greater where 
possible; however, permit a 50-foot setback when sufficient screening is provided to shield 
the structure from public view. 

f. Continue applying special regulations for the Skyline Boulevard and Cabrillo Highway State 
Scenic Corridors. 

Implementation Plan 

SECTION 6102.3 AGRICULTURE. The tilling of the soil, the raising of crops, horticulture, 
viticulture, small livestock farming, dairying, or animal husbandry. 

SECTION 6102.51.3 LIVESTOCK. Domestic animals, excluding dogs and cats, that are 
customarily kept for productive home use or for profit, including, but not limited to, cows, sheep, 
pigs, or goats. 

SECTION 6325. SUPPLEMENTARY REVIEW CRITERIA FOR PRIMARY RESOURCE AREAS. 

These supplementary review criteria shall apply to developments that fall within Primary Resource Areas 
as designated or defined in the Conservation and Open Space Element of the San Mateo County General 
Plan. These criteria are in addition to all other Development Permit Review Criteria. 

SECTION 6325.1 PRIMARY SCENIC RESOURCES AREAS CRITERIA. 

The following criteria shall apply within Scenic Corridors and other Primary Scenic Resource Areas as 
defined or designated in the Open Space and Conservation Element of the San Mateo County General 
Plan: 

(a) Public views within and from Scenic Corridors shall be protected and enhanced, and 
development shall not be allowed to significantly obscure, detract from, or negatively affect 
the quality of these views. Vegetative screening or setbacks may be used to mitigate such 
impacts ... 
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(c) Within a corridor, pathway pavements should be colored or selected to blend in with the surroundingA 
landscape... W' 

(e) Curved approaches to Scenic Corridors shall be used in conjunction with native planting to screen 
access roads from view. Additional planting may be required where existing planting is considered 
insufficient. Planting shall be placed so that it does not constitute a safety hazard. 

(f) The number of access roads to a Scenic Corridor shall be minimized wherever possible. Development 
access roads shall be combined with the intent of minimizing intersections with scenic roads, prior to 
junction with a Scenic Corridor unless severely constrained by topography. Traffic loops shall be 
used to the maximum extent possible so that dead-end roads may be minimized. 

(g) Colors and plant materials shall be selected as necessary to minimize visual impact of development 
upon Scenic Corridors. 

(h) Selective clearing of vegetation which allows the display of important public views may be permitted. 

(i) Scenic Corridor development should include vista points and roadside rests which provide an 
opportunity to view scenic amenities and natural features. 

(k) No development, with the exception of agricultural uses, shall be permitted on grass and/or brush land 
in Scenic Areas unless such development will be screened effectively from existing or proposed 
public viewing areas of Scenic Corridors ... • (m)No development shall be permitted to obstruct or significantly detract from views of any Scenic Area 
or Landscape Feature from a Scenic Corridor. 

(n) Screening as required under this section should not consist of solid fencing, rather it should be of 
natural materials of the area, preferably natural vegetation in conjunction with low earth berms. 

SECTION 6328.3 DEFINIDONS ... 

(h) "Development" means, on land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any solid material or 
structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or of any gaseous, liquid, solid, or thermal 
waste; grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any materials; change in the density or 
intensity of use of land, including, but not limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act 
(commencing with Section 66410 of the Government Code), and any other division of land including 
lots splits, except where the division of land is brought about in connection with the purchase of such 
land by a public agency for public recreational use; change in the intensity of use of water, or of 
access thereto; construction, reconstruction, demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure, 
including any facility of any private, public, or municipal utility; and the removal or harvesting of 
major vegetation other than for agricultural purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber operations which 
are in accordance with a timber harvesting plan, submitted pursuant to the provisions of the Z'berg­
Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973 (commencing with Section 4511). 

• 
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As used in this section, "structure" includes, but is not limited to, any building, road, pipe, 
flume, conduit, siphon, aqueduct, telephone line, and electrical power transmission and 
distribution line. 

SECTION 6328.5. EXEMPTIONS. The projects listed below shall be exempt from the 
requirement for a Coastal Development Permit. Requirements for any other permit are 
unaffected by this Section. 

(a) The maintenance, alteration, or addition to existing single-family dwellings; however, the 
following classes of development shall require a permit because they involve a risk of 
adverse environmental impact: 

(1) Improvements to a single-family structure on a beach, wetland or seaward of the 
mean high tide line. 

(2) Any significant alteration of landforms including removal or placement of 
vegetation, on a beach, wetland or sand dune, or within 50 feet of the edge of a 
coastal bluff. 

(3) The expansion or construction of water wells or septic systems. 

( 4) On property located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or 
within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the mean high tide of the sea 
where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance, or in scenic road 
corridors, an improvement that would result in an increase of 10% or more of 
internal floor area of an existing structure, the construction of an additional story 
(including lofts) in an existing structure, and/or any significant non-attached 
structure such as garages, fences, shoreline protective works, docks or trees. 

(5) In areas determined to have critically short water supply that must be maintained for 
the protection of coastal resources or public recreational use, the construction of any 
specified major water using development not essential to residential use including 
but not limited to swimming pools, or the construction or extension of any 
landscaping irrigation system. 

(d) Repair or maintenance activities that do not result in an addition to, or enlargement or 
expansion of, the object of such repair or maintenance activities; however, the following 
classes of development shall require a permit because they involve a risk of adverse 
environmental impact: 

( 1) Any method of repair or maintenance of a seawall, revetment, bluff retaining wall, 
breakwater, groin, or similar shoreline work that involves: 

a) Repair or maintenance involving substantial alteration of the foundation of the 
protective work including pilings and other surface or subsurface structures; 
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b) The placement, whether temporary or permanent, of riprap, artificial berms of • 
sand or other beach materials, or any other forms of solid materials, on a beach or 
in coastal water, streams, wetlands, estuaries and lakes or on a shoreline 
protective work; 

c) The replacement of 20% or more of the materials of an existing structure with 
materials of a different kind; or 

d) The presence, whether temporary or permanent, of mechanized construction 
equipment or construction materials on any sand area or bluff or within 20 feet of 
coastal waters or streams. 

(2) The replacement of 50% or more of a seawall, revetment, bluff retaining wall, 
breakwater, groin or similar protective work under one ownership. 

SECTION 6351. DEFINITIONS. For the purposes of this Chapter, certain terms used herein are 
defined as follows: 

F. Non-Residential Development Customarily Considered Accessory to Agricultural Uses 
Barns, storage/equipment sheds, stables for farm animals, fences, water wells, well covers, pump houses, 
water storage tanks, water impoundments, water pollution control facilities for agricultural purposes, and 
other similar uses determined to be appropriate by the Planning Director. 

SECTION 6353. USES PERMriTED SUBJECT TO THE ISSUANCE OF A PLANNED 
AGRICULTURAL PERMIT. The following uses are permitted in the PAD subject to the 
issuance of a Planned Agricultural Permit, which shall be issued in accordance with the criteria 
set forth in Section 6355 of this Ordinance. 

Applications for Planned Agricultural Permits shall be made to the County Planning Commission 
and shall be considered in accordance with the procedures prescribed by the San Mateo County 
Zoning Ordinance for the issuance of use permits and shall be subject to the same fees prescribed 
therefore. 

A. On Prime Agricultural Lands 

1. Single-family residences. 

2. Farm labor housing 

3. Public recreation/shoreline access trail (see Section 6355D.2). 

4. Non..:soil dependent greenhouses and nurseries if no alternative building site on the 
parcel exists. 
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5. Onshore oil and gas exploration, production, and minimum necessary related storage 
subject to the issuance of an oil well permit, except that no wells shall be located on 
prime soils. 

6. Uses ancillary to agriculture. 

7. Permanent roadstands for the sale of produce, providing that the amount of prime 
agricultural land converted does not exceed one-quarter {1/4) acre, and subject to the 
findings required for the approval of use permits established in Section 6503 of the 
San Mateo County Zoning Ordinance. 

8. Facilities for the processing, storing, packaging, and shipping of agricultural products. 

9. Commercial woodlots and temporary storage of logs. 

B. On Lands Suitable for Agriculture and Other Lands 

1. Single-family residences. 

2. Farm labor housing. 

3. Multi-family residences if for affordable housing . 

4. Public recreation/shoreline access trail (see Section 63550.3 and 4). 

5. Schools. 

6. Fire stations. 

7. Commercial recreation. 

8. Aquacultural activities. 

9. Wineries, subject to the findings required for the approval of use permits established in 
Section 6503 of the San Mateo County Zoning Ordinance. 

10. Timber harvesting, commercial woodlots subject to the issuance of a timber harvesting 
permit, and storage of logs. 

11. Onshore oil and gas exploration, production, and storage subject to the issuance of an 
oil well permit. 

12. Facilities for the processing, storing, packaging, and shipping of agricultural products. 

13. Uses ancillary to agriculture . 
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14. Kennels or catteries, .subject to a kennel/cattery permit. 

15. Scientific/technical research and test facilities, provided a Planned Agricultural Permit 
shall only be issued for this use upon the following findings ... 

16. Permanent roadstands for the sale of produce, subject to the findings required for the 
approval of use permits established in Section 6503 of the San Mateo County Zoning 
Ordinance. 

SECTION 6355. SUBSTANTIVE CRITERIA FOR ISSUANCE OF A PLANNED 
AGRICULTURAL PERMIT. It shall be the responsibility of an applicant for a Planned Agri­
cultural Permit to provide factual evidence which demonstrates that any proposed land division 
or conversion of land from an agricultural use will result in uses which are consistent with the 
purpose of the Planned Agricultural District, as set forth in Section 6350. In addition, each 
application for a division or conversion of land shall be approved only if found consistent with 
the following criteria: 

D. Criteria for the Conversion of Prime Agricultural Lands 

1. General Criteria 

Prime Agricultural Land within a parcel shall not be converted to uses permitted by a 
Planned Agricultural Permit unless it can be demonstrated that: 

a. No alternative site exists on the parcel for the use, 

b. Clearly defined buffer areas are provided between agricultural and non-agricultural 
uses, 

c. The productivity of an adjacent agricultural land will not be diminished, and 

d. Public service and facility expansions and permitted uses will not impair 
agricultural viability, including by increased assessment costs or degraded air and 
water quality. 

F. Criteria for the Conversion of Lands Suitable for Agriculture and Other Lands 

All lands suitable for agriculture and other lands within a parcel shall not be converted to 
uses permitted by a Planned Agricultural Permit unless all of the following criteria are 
met: 

1. All agriculturally unsuitable lands on the parcel have been developed or determined 
to be undevelopable, and 

• 

• 

2. Continued or renewed agricultural use of soils is not capable of being accomplished • 
in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account 
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economic, environmental, social, and technological factors (Section 30108 of the 
Coastal Act), and 

3. Clearly defined buffer areas are developed between agricultural and non-agricultural 
uses, and 

4. The productivity of any adjacent agricultural lands is diminished, including the ability 
of the land to sustain dry farming or animal grazing, and 

5. Public service and facility expansions and permitted uses do not impair agricultural 
viability, either through increased assessment costs or degraded air and water quality, 
and 

For parcels adjacent to urban areas, permit conversion if the viability of agricultural uses 
is severely limited by conflicts with urban uses, and the conversion of land would 
complete a logical and viable neighborhood and contribute to the establishment of a 
stable limit to urban development, and conditions 3, 4, and 5 of this subsection are 
satisfied. 

SECTION 6356. MAXIMUM DENSITY OF DEVELOPMENT. In the Planned Agricultural 
District, for purposes of determining the maximum total number of density credits accumulated 
on any parcel, the following system shall be used: 

The total parcel shall be compared against the criteria of this Section in the order listed. Once 
considered under a criterion, a segment of the parcel shall not be considered under subsequent 
criteria. When the applicable criteria have been determined for each of the areas, any portion of 
the parcel which has not yet been assigned a maximum density accumulation shall be assigned a 
density of one density credit per 40 acres. 

The sum of densities accrued under all applicable categories shall constitute the maximum 
density of development permissible under this Section. If the fractional portion of the number of 
density credits allowed is equal to or greater than .5, the total number of density credits allowed 
shall be rounded up to the next whole density credit. If the fraction is less than .5, the fractional 
unit shall be deleted. All legal parcels shall accumulate at least one density credit. 

In order to equate the density accrued for different uses permitted in the PAD, one density credit 
shall equal 630 gallons/day of water for Public and Commercial Recreation uses, and 315 
gallons/day of water for all other uses. For the purposes of this ordinance, a single-family 
dwelling shall be deemed to use 315 gallons per day. Any uses requiring more than 630 or 315 
gallons/ day of water shall consume the number of additional whole credits needed. Water use 
shall be calculated based upon the best available information and shall include all appurtenant 
uses, e.g., landscaping, swimming pools, etc. When a Master Land Division Plan is approved, 
more than one density credit may be assigned to a new non-agricultural parcel if the number of 
permitted divisions is reduced accordingly; however, only one credit may be assigned to a new 
agricultural parcel. 
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The provisions of this Section will not apply to agriculture, farm labor housing, or affordable 
housing to the extent authorized in Policy 3.27 of the Local Coastal Program on March 25, 1986, 
or other structures considered to be accessory to agriculture under the same ownership. 

A. Prime Agricultural Lands 

One density credit for that portion of a parcel which is Prime Agricultural Land as defined 
in Section 6351. For parcels with less than 160 acres of such land, density accumulation is 
proportioned on the basis of one credit per 160 acres (i.e., shall be that fraction of one 
density credit which equals the number of acres of prime land divided by 160). 

B. Lands with Landslide Susceptibility 

One density credit for that portion of a parcel which lies within any of the three least stable 
categories (categories V, VI, and L) as shown on the U.S. Geological Survey Map MF 360, 
"Landslide Susceptibility in San Mateo County," or its current replacement. For parcels 
with less than 160 acres of such land, density credits shall be proportioned on the basis of 
one credit per 160 acres. 

C. Land with Slope 50% or Greater 

One density credit for that portion of a parcel which has a slope 50% or greater. For parcels 

t 

• 

with less than 160 acres of such land, density credits shall be proportioned on the basis of I • 
credit per 160 acres. 

D. Remote Lands 

One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel over 112 mile from a public 
road that was an existing, all-weather, through public road before the County Local Coastal 
Program was initially certified in November, 1980. 

E. Land With Slope 30% But Less Than 50% 

One density credit per 80 acres for that portion of a parcel which has a slope in excess of 
30% but less than 50%. 

F. Lands Within Rift Zones or Active Faults 

One density credit per 80 acres for that portion of a parcel which is located within the rift 
zone or zone of fractured rock of an active fault as defined by the U.S. Geological Survey 
and mapped on USGS Map MF 355, "Active faults, probably active faults, ~d associated 
fracture zones in.San Mateo County," or its current replacement~ 
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G. Lands Within Flood Hazard Areas 

One density credit per 60 acres for that portion of a parcel falling within a 100 year flood 
plain as most recently defined by the Federal Emergency Management Agency, the U.S. 
Geologic Survey, or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. · 

H. Land With Slope 15% But Less Than 30% 

One density credit per 60 acres for that portion of a parcel with a slope in excess of 15% but 
less than 30%. 

I. Land Within Agricultural Preserves or Exclusive Agricultural Districts 

One density credit per 60 acres for that portion of a-parcel within agricultural preserves or 
the exclusive Agricultural Districts as defined in the adopted Resource Conservation Area 
Density Matrix policy. 

J. All Other Lands 

One density credit per 40 acres for that portion of a parcel not within the above areas. 

If the same portion of a parcel is covered by two or more of the subsections A. and J., the 
density credit for that portion shall be calculated solely on the basis of the subsection which 
permits the least density credit. 

SECTION 6358. MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF STRUCTURES. In the Planned Agricultural Dis­
trict, no residential or commercial structure shall exceed three stories or 36 feet in height, except 
as allowed by use permit provisions in Chapter 22, Article 2, Section 6405, of the San Mateo 
County Ordinance Code. 

SECTION 6359. MINIMUM YARDS. In the absence of more restrictive provisions within this 
Ordinance, the minimum yards required in the Planned Agricultural District shall be as follows: 

A. Agricultural Development 

Front: 30 feet 
Side: 20 feet 
Rear: 20 feet 

B. Non-agricultural Development 

Front: 50 feet 
Side: 20 feet 
Rear: 20 feet 
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SAN MATEO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
The following policies of the Scenic Road Element of the San Mateo County General Plan are 
incorporated in the LCP by reference in LUP Policy 8.3la. 

4.46 Regulation of Development in Scenic Corridors 

Institute special controls to regulate both site and architectural design of structures 
located within rural scenic corridors in order to protect and enhance the visual quality of 
select rural landscapes. 

4.47 Topography and Vegetation 

Design structures which conform to the natural topography and blend rather than conflict 
with the natural vegetation. 

4.48 Scale 

Design structures which are compatible in size and scale with their building site and 
surrounding environment, including adjacent man-made or natural features. 

4.58 Views 

• 

To the extent practicable, locate development in scenic corridors so it does not obstruct • 
views from scenic roads or disrupt the visual harmony of the natural landscape. 

• 
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Figure 1. 
A segment of the USGS 7.5 minute Franklin Point Quadrangle showing the features in the greater 
original Cascade Ranch area. Dashed lines show probable SFGS/CRF movement routes. (-- --) 
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Environmental Services ! .:ncy Board of Supervisors 
Rosa Jacobs Gibson 
Richard S. Gordon 
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Mary Griffin 

Planning and Building Division Jerry Hill 
Michael D. Nevin 

County of San Mateo Planning Administrator 
Terry L. Burnes 

Mail Drop PLN122 · 455 County Center· 2nd Floor· Redwood City 
California 94063 · Telephone 650/363-4161 · Fax 650/363-4849 

July 28, 2000 

John Wade 
711 West California Way 
Redwood City, CA 94062 

Subject: 
Location: 
APN: 

Please reply to: 

PROJECT FILE 

File Number PLN 1999-00960 
4100 Cabrillo Highway, Pescadero 
089-221-090 

Damon DiDonato 
(650) 363-1852 

AUG 11 20[J 

On July 26, 2000, the San Mateo County Planning Commission considered your request of a 
Coastal Development Permit, a Planned Agricultural District Permit, a Stable Permit and 
Architectural Review, pursuant to Zoning Regulations 6328, 6350, 7700 and the State Streets and 
Highways Code, respectively to construct a new single family residence, an equipment barn, a 
horse stable, and a farm labor housing unit on a legal 261 acre parcel located in the 
unincorporated Pesc_adero area of the County. 

Based on the information provided by staff and evidence presented at this hearing, the Planning 
Commission accepted staffs recommendation, approved the project, certified the Negative 
Declaration, made the findings and adopted conditions of approval as follows: 

FINDINGS: 

Regarding the Negative Declaration, Found: 

1. That the Negative Declaration is complete, correct and adequate, and prepared in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and applicable State and County 
guidelines. 
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2. That, on the basis of the Initial Study and comments received hereto, there is no evidence 
that the project, subject to the mitigation measures contained in the Negative Declaration, 
will have a significant effect on the environment 

3. That the Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgement of San Mateo County. 

4. That the mitigation measures identified in the Negative Declaration, agreed to by the· 
applicant, placed as'Con'di~\j:>~.()i}The_pt9ji!pt;·and identified as part of this public hearing, 

.... ...... •. • t• •. _.. .. ~~ ..... lo. • 

have been incorporated into the Mttigat10n Monitoring and Reporting Plan in conformance 
with California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6. 

Regarding the Planned Agricultural Permit, Found: 

General Criteria 

5. That the encroachment of all development upon land which is suitable for agriculture shall 
be minimized. 

6. That all development permitted on site is clustered. 

7. That the project conforms to the Development Review Criteria contained in Chapter 20A.2 
of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations. 

8. That the proposed project meets the substantive criteria for the issuance of a Planned 
Agricultural District Permit. 

Water Supply Criteria 

9. That the existing availability of a potable and adequate well water source for all non­
agricultural uses is demonstrated. 

10. That Adequate and sufficient water supplies needed for agricultural production and 
sensitive habitat protection in the watershed are not diminished. 

Conversion of Prime Agricultural Lands and Lands Suitable for Agriculture 

11. That all agriculturally unsuitable lands on the parcel are either developed or determined to 
· be undevelopable. 
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12. That continued or renewed agricultural use of soils is not capable of being accomplished in 
a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors. 

13. That clearly defined buffer areas are developed between agricultural and non-agricultural 
uses. 

14. That the productivity of any adjacent agricultural lands is not diminished including the 
ability of the land to sustain dry farming or animal grazing. 

15. That public service, facility expansions, and permitted uses do not impair agricultural 
viability, either through increased assessment costs or degraded air and water quality. 

16. No alternative site exists on the parcel for the use. 

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit, Found: 

17. That the project as described in the application and accompanying materials required by 
Section 6328.7 and as conditioned in accordance with Section 6328.14, conforms with the 
plans, policies, requirements and standards of the San Mateo County Local Coastal 
Program. 

18. That the project conforms to the specific findings required by the policies of the San Mateo 
County Local Coastal Program. 

19. That the number of building permits for construction of single-family residences other than 
for affordable housing issued in the calendar year does not exceed the limitations of Local 
Coastal Program Policy 1.23. 

Regarding the Stable Permit, Found: 

20. That, the subject stable, as conditioned, complies with the requirements of Section 7700 of 
the San Mateo County Stable Ordinance. 

Regarding Architectural Review. Found: 

21. That the proposed project is in compliance with the architectural design standards for the 
Cabrillo State Scenic Corridor. 
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CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Planning Division 

I. This approval applies only to the proposal, documents and plans described in this report 
and submitted to and approved by the Planning Commission on July 26, 2000. Minor 
revisions or modifications to the project may be approved by the Planning Director if they 
are consistent with the intent of and in substantial conformance with this approval. 

2. These permits shall be valid for one year from the date of approval. Any extension of these 
permits shall require submittal of a request for permit extension and payment of applicable 
extension fee no l~ss than 30 days prior to expiration. 

3. The applicant shall apply for and be issued a building permit prior to the start of 
construction, including any grading or clearing activity. The County Geologist shall review 
and approve all project-related construction plans and reports prior to issuance of a building 

. permit. 

4. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit to the Planning 
Division for review and approval, erosion control and stormwater control plans which 
shows how the transport and discharge of pollutants from the project site will be 
minimized. The goal is to prevent sediment and other pollutants from entering local 
drainage systems and water bodies, and protect all exposed earth surfaces from erosive 
forces. Said plan shall adhere to the San Mateo County Wide Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Program "General Construction and Site Supervision Guidelines," including: 

a. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures continuously 
between October 15 and April 15. 

b. Removing spoils promptly, and avoiding stockpiling of fill materials when rain is 
forecast. If rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials. shall be covered with a 
tarp or other waterproof material. 

c. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes so as to avoid 
their entry to a local storm drain system or water body. 

d. A voiding cleaning, fueling or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in an area 
designated to contain and treat runoff. 

" 

• 

• 

• 
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The approved erosion control and stormwater control plans shall be implemented 
prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

5. All proposed improvements shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the latest 
earthquake resistance standards of the Uniform Building Code (UBC) released by the 
International Conference of Building Officials (ICBO). Further, all proposed improve­
ments shall conform with the recommendations made by the consulting geotechnical 
engineer as detailed on pages 10 through 20 of the attached geotechnical report, pages 19 

·-·-··.through 20 of the attached geologic report, and pages 5 through 6 of the attached addendum ~ 
to the geologic report. 

6. The applicant shall revise the project plans to reflect either: (1) Repair, remodel, or 
rehabilitation of the existing permanent farm labor housing unit, provided that the cost of 
any combination of these activities not amount to 50% or more of the structure's value, as 
determined by the most current Building Valuation Data published by the International 
Conference of Building Officials, or (2) demolition of the existing permanent farm labor 
housing unit with replacement by a temporary structure without a foundation . 

7. Prior to construction at all sites, place a barrier fence (e.g. silt fence) around grassland and 
fallow agricultural fields in the construction areas to prevent pond turtles from entering the 
construction work areas to nest. The fence should be in place prior to the month of June, 
the beginning of pond turtle nesting season. The bottom six inches of the fence should be 
buried in a shallow trench to prevent pond turtles form going under the fence. 

8. In order to reduce the chance tbat construction will impact the hibernating San Francisco 
garter snake, the applicant shall schedule project grading between May 1. and November 1, 
the snakes active season. 

9. A qualified biologist shall conduct pre-construction surveys for the California red-legged 
frogs and San Francisco garter snakes at least 2 days prior to the beginning of site grading 
work. Said survey shall be submitted to the Planning Director for review and approval 
prior to any grading work. If frogs or snakes are present in the work area, construction 
work shall be postponed until they leave the area. 

10. The applicant shall schedule grading and ground work to occur after August 1 and before 
February 1 of any given year to avoid potential disturbance of nesting sensitive bird species. 
If this construction schedule is not practical due to other construction activities, then 
implement the following recommended bird surveys: 
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a. A qualified biologist shall survey the coastal scrub habitat within 0.-25 miles of each 
work area to determine if loggerhead shrike are nesting in the scrub habitat. The 
surveys should be conducted within 30 days prior to construction. If active nests are 
found, postpone grading work until all young have fledged. 

b. A qualified biologist shall survey the mixed evergreen forest and oak woodland 
habitats within 0.25 miles of each work area to determine if raptors (e.g. red-tailed 
hawk, Coopers hawk, sharp-shinned hawk) are nesting. The surveys should be 
conducted within 30..days prior to construction. If active nests are found, postpone 
grading work until all young have fledged. 

11. Prior to the issu8.11.fe of a building permit, the applicant shall record a deed restriction on the 
property designating a preserve area in the grasslands southwest of the Potato Patch 

reservoir to compensate for the loss of grassland for the snake and turtle at the construction 
site. A grassland area of approximately three acres shall be designated to achieve a 1: 1 
preservation ratio. The grassland shall be preserved and managed in a manner conducive 

• 

• 

for use by the snake with permanent dedication of the grassland as open space, with • 
seasonal grazing or mowing to retain the site's grassland characteristics. 

12. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall consult with the United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for technical advice on the adequacy of the avoidance 
measures in the Biological Impact Report for the San Francisco garter snake and California 
red-legged frog. The applicant shall demonstrate consultation with USFWS by providing 
the Planning Director with permits and/or letters from USFWS indicating that no permits 
are required, and the avoidance measures are adequate. 

13. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall consult with the California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) for technical advice on the adequacy of the 
avoidance measures in the Biological Impact Report for the pond turtle. The applicant shall 
demonstrate consultation with (CDFG) by providing the Planning Director with permits 
and/or letters from (CDFG) indicating that no permits are required, and the avoidance 
measures are adequate. 

14. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a landscaping plan 
indicating the replanting of a minimum of 16 native trees that are compatible with the 
surrounding vegetation and are suitable to the climate, soil, and ecological characteristics of 
the area. The approved plan shall be installed prior to a final building permit inspection for 
the main residence. 

• 
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15. As part of the building permit review and prior to the issuance of a building permit, the 
applicant shall submit a final proposed grading plan for review and approval by the 
Planning Director. Said plan shall conform to the requirements of the San Mateo County 
Grading Ordinance, and shall incorporate the recommendations included in the Biological 
report. 

16. Noise levels produced by the proposed construction activities shall not exceed the 80 dBA 
level at any one moment. Construction activities shall be limited to the hours from 
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday. 
Construction operations shall be prohibited on Sunday and any national holiday. 

17. Prior to the issuan_ce of a building permit, the applicant shall submit soil percolation test 
data for review and approval of the San Mateo County Environmental Health Division. 

18. The applicant shall submit a screening plan for the Planning Director's review and approval 
prior to the issuance of a building permit, and all screening shall be installed prior to 
completion of construction. Said plan shall include viewpoint elevations showing an earth 
berm with additional plantings screening 50-75% of the proposed residence from Cabrillo 
Highway and Ano Nuevo State Reserve at the completion of construction, and screening 
100% at tree maturity (3-5 years). The subject screening shall be maintained by the 
property owner, and replaced as necessary. Trees used as screening shall be compatible 
with the surrounding vegetation and suitable to the climate, soil, and ecological 
characteristics of the area. 

19. All new power and telephone utility lines from the street or nearest existing utility pole to 
the main dwelling and/or any other structure on the property shall be placed underground 
starting at the closest existing power pole. 

20. The applicant shall submit color and material samples for approval by the Planning 
Director prior to the issuance of a building permit. The colors and materials shall blend in 
with the surrounding soil and vegetative color of the site. Prior to final inspection for the 
building permit, the Building Inspection Section shall verify that the building has been 
finished with the approved colors and materials. 

21. The applicant shall submit a lighting plan for review and approval by the Planning Director, 
prior to the issuance of a building permit. The plan shall include only the lighting 
necessary for safety and no exterior flood lighting. All exterior lighting shall be designed 
and located so that direct rays and glare are confined to the premises . 
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22. The applicant shall record a deed restriction on the subject property that reads as follows: 
"This property is located in the Cabrillo Highway State Scenic Corridor and all develop­
ment has been conditioned to conform with the requirements of the General Plan and the 
Local Coastal Program. The owners of this property shall be required to maintain this 
property in conformance with Local Coastal Program Policy 8.18 (Development Design). 
All landscaping designed to screen 50 -75% of structures from the view of Cabrillo 
Highway and Ana Nuevo State Reserve shall be maintained and/or replaced if dead. Any 
additional landscaping required to screen 100% of the residence from the view of Cabrillo 
Highway and Ana Nuevo State Reserve shall be installed, if after five (5) years from the 
issuance of the certificate of occupancy the residence is not completely screened. The color 
of all exterior materials shall harmonize with the predominate earth and vegetative colors of 
the site. Exterior lighting shall be limited to the minimum necessary for safety. All 
lighting, exterior and interior, must be placed, designed and shielded so as to confine direct 
rays to the parcel where the light is located." A copy of the recorded deed restriction shall 
be submitted to the Planning Division prior to a final building permit inspection for the 
main residence. 

• 

23. If during construction or grading any evidence of archaeological traces (human remains, • 
artifacts, concentrations of shale, bone, rock ash) are uncovered, then all construction or 
grading within a 20-meter (65 feet) radius shall be halted, the Planning Division shall be 
notified and the applicant shall hire a qualified archaeologist to assess the situation and 
recommend appropriate measures. Upon review of the archaeologist's report, the Planning 
Director, in consultation with the applicant and the archaeologist will determine the steps to 
be taken before construction or grading may continue. 

24. Prior to the issuance of a building pennit for the farm labor housing unit, the applicant 
provide documentation demonstrating that the current resident of the existing farm labor 
housing unit meets the agricultural income criteria of a farm laborer. 

25. The Farm Labor Housing Pennit shall be valid for a five-year period and will expire August 
1, 2005. If the applicant or owner wants to renew the permit, he or she shall submit a 
complete permit renewal application of to the Planning and Building Division at least six 
months prior to the date of expiration. 

26. The Farm Labor Housing Permit is subject to annual administrative reviews every August 
to ensure compliance with the conditions of approval. The applicant shall submit signed 
"certification of farm labor housing eligibility" fonns, which demonstrate the occupants are 
farm workers and their families .. 

• 
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27. Planning Division staff may, upon the recommendation of the Agricultural Advisory 
Committee, elect to conduct additional reviews beyond the annual administrative reviews. 
At that time, the applicant shall submit documentation, to the satisfaction of the Planning 
Director, which demonstrates that the occupants are farm workers and their families. 
Failure to submit such documentation may result in a public hearing to consider revocation 
of this permit. 

28. The farm labor housing unit shall only be occupied by farm workers and their families. 

29. A new operator, a change in operations, or a proposed increase in the number of farm labor 
units requires that the applicant (or the new operator) shall apply for and receive a new 
Certificate of Nee,Sl if the units will continue to be utilized. 

30. At the time of termination of the permit for farm labor housing, all temporary homes and 
supporting utilities shall be removed from the temporary homesite and the applicant shall 
submit in writing to the Planning Director that the temporary homes have been removed . 

31. Prior to the issuance of a building permit for the stable and corral, the applicant shall 
submit manure management and drainage plans for review and approval by the Planning 
Director. Said drainage plan shall demonstrate that the surface area of all corrals and 
paddocks are well drained to prevent the accumulation of storm or casual waters. Said 
manure management plan shall indicate daily cleaning and periodic spraying of stable and 
corral areas, thorough cleaning of corrals no less than once a week, and storage of manure 
in a fly tight, metal or reinforced concrete manure bin. 

32. The stable permit shall be valid for one year from the date of approval. The applicant shall 
apply for annual renewal by administrative review and inspection by October 1st of each 
year. Failure to renew this permit shall result in revocation proceedings being scheduled 
before the Planning Commission. 

33. This stable permit is to allow the private stabling of 6 horses. Any increase in the number 
of horses shall require an amendment to this permit, review and analysis by the Planning 
Division, and a public hearing. 

34. The applicant /owner is required to comply with all applicable stable permit requirements 
identified in Section 7700 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

35. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction 
of the Environmental Health Division that the subject well is in compliance with County 
Environmental Health Division quantity and quality standards for domestic water. 
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36. No water for domestic water shall be obtained from surface water on site (e.g. creek or 
reservoir water). Domestic water shall be obtained only from an approved domestic well in 
compliance with County Environmental Health quantity and quality standards for domestic 
water. 

California Department of Forestry 

37 ... Because of the size of the structure and connection between bedrooms, a complete fire 
protection plan, including water storage, hydrants, pumps, etc. must be submitted to the San 
Mateo County Fire Department for review ~d approval. 

.. 
38. Plans need to be submitted showing the requested farm labor housing. 

39. All buildings will need to be equipped with and approved automatic sprinkler .system. 
Plans need to be submitted to the Building Department at the time of application for a 
building permit. 

40. Plans for roads and turnarounds need to be submitted with building plans at the time 
application for a building permit. 

41. All sleeping areas must be equipped with a combination battery back-up, hard wired smoke 
detectors wired together. 

42. Road signs and address signs will be required to be clearly posted for quick efficient 
response of emergency vehicles to site. ~ ---·------------ --- ------ · -··-·--· 

43. Any gates into the proposed development using the main or emergency access will need to 
be equipped with an approved Knox box. Contact San Mateo County Fire Department for 
details. 

44. All flammable vegetation will be required to be removed a minimum of 30 feet in all 
directions around the proposed structures. 

45. Class "B" or better roofing is required on all structures. 

46. Fire protection will be required for the farm labor housing when plans are received. 

i 

• 

• 

• 
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The above requirements are based on a preliminary review of plans submitted to the 
Planning Department. A much more in-depth plan review will be conducted when an 
application is received for a building permit. 

Department of Public Works 

47. Prior to the 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 residence per ordinance #3277. The proposed Farm Labor Housing .is exempt 
from this fee. 

48. Prior to issuance 9f the building permit by the County, the applicant shall provide a copy of 
the CalTrans Encroachment Permit allowing construction work within the State right-of­
way. 

49. The applicant shall submit a driveway "Plan and Profile," to the Public Works Department, 
showing the driveway access to the parcel (garage slab and parking area) complying with 
County Standards for driveway slopes (not to exceed 20%) and to County Standards for 
driveways (at the property line) being the same elevation as the center of the access 
roadway. A plan and profile is also required for the emergency access road. This plan shall 
also include and show specific provisions and details for handling both the existing and the 
proposed drainage. 

Environmental Health Division 

50. Prior to the building application stage, the applicant shall submit soil percolation test data 
meeting approval of Environmental Health. 

51. Prior to the building application stage, the applicant shall submit proof of domestic water 
meeting quality and quantity standards. 

Building Inspection Section 

52. At the time of application for a building permit, the following will be required: 

a. A survey. 

b. A site drainage plan will be required which will demonstrate how roof drainage and 
surface run off will be handled . 
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c. An automatic fire sprinkler system shall be installed. This permit must be issued prior 
to or in conjunction with the building permit. 

d. Special inspection of the foundation isolation system will be required during 
construction. 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

53. The applicant shall file a Notice of Intent with the State Water Resource Control Board, 
Division of Water Quality, prior to the issuance of a building permit, and obtain a State 
NPDES General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction 
Activity (General permit). The applicant shall propose and implement adequate storm water 
pollution control measures that are consistent with the General Permit, and with the 

. recommendations and policies of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). 

• 

54. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP ) for the proposed stable, detailing specific measures 
to prevent runoff from the horse stall, outdoor arena, and manure storage areas, for review • 
and approval by the RWQCB. The SWPPP shall be consistent with the terms of the 
General Permit, the Manual of Standards for Erosion & Sedimentation Control Measures 
by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), and the staff recommendations of 
theRWQCB. 

55. The applicant shall submit a runoff treatment plan for all developed areas on-site for review 
and approval by the Planning Director, prior to the issuance of a building permit. Said plan 
shall detail specific measures to reduce runoff such as vegetative buffers, grassy swales, 
and pop-up drainage emitters, etc. 

56. The applicant shall submit a plan for employment of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to 
control sediment and erosion during the construction process and in the long term. Said 
plan shall include all applicable practices located in the San Mateo County Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Program (STOPPP) brochures for Earth Moving Activities, 
Roadwork and Paving, Heavy Equipment Operation, Landscaping, Gardening and Pool 
Maintenance, and Fresh Concrete and Mortar Application. Said plan shall be submitted 
to the Planning Director for review and approval, prior to the issuance of a building permit. 

57. The applicant shall submit an assessment addressing any potential impacts during and after 
construction to riparian habitats. Said assessment shall be prepared by a qualified biologist 
and submitted for review and approval by the Planning Director, prior to the issuance of a 
building permit, and prior to final building permit inspection for the main residence. • 



• 
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Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Planning Commission has the right of 
appeal to the Board of Supervisors within ten ( 1 0) business days from such date of 
determination. The appeal period for this matter will end at 5:00 p.m. on August 9, 2000. 

This item is also appealable to the California Coastal Commission. An additional Coastal 
Commission ten (1 0 ) working day appeal period will begin sometime after the County appeal 
period ends. The County and Coastal Commission appeal periods run consecutively, not 
concurrently, and together total approximately one month. A project is considered approved 
when these appeal periods have expired and no appeals have been filed. 

Sincerely, 

Kan DeeRud 
Planning Commission Secretary 

cc: Public Works 
Building Inspection 
California Coastal Commission 
Environmental Health 
Assessor 
CDF 
PMAC 
Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Loring Sagan 
Steve Blank 
Lennie Roberts 
State of California, Dept. of Gerneral Services 
Gary Strachan 



Jane Steven 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Hi Steve, 

I'm amending my application as follows: 

Steven Blank 
216 Marmona Drive 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Friday, September 2i, 2000 
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There will be no use of helicopters or other aircraft on the property for the life of the development approved • 
by the coastal development permit. 

I am willing to reflect this restriction by executing and recording a deed restriction against the property so 
that future owners will be on notice of the restriction. 

?~ 
Steve Blank 

EXHIBIT NO. 2 

'f-~~~6"--~98 BLAm 
Ltr from Steve Bl~ 
dated Sept.22,2000 
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Department of Environmentol Management 
Ph11111lll).l. and l>t'\"!'lopllwnt Division 

BOAhD OF SUPEAVISOFIS 

ANN1\ G. ESHOO 
TOM NOLAN 
WILLIAM J. SCHUMACHER 
K. JACQUELINE SPEIER 
JOHN M. WARD 

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO DAVID C. HALE 
f't.AHNtN(): Otiii:E.CTOIII 

COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER 

December 20, 1985 

Don Coppock 
California Stat~ Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway, Suite 1100 

' Oakland, CA 94612 

Dear Hr. Coppock: 

REDWOOD CITY CALIFORNIA~Oil3 (4151 :36:> •161 

SUBJECT: Notice of Decision - State Coastal Conservancy 
Agric~ltural Land Acquisition, Cascade Ranch 
(COP 85-80} 

On December 17, 1985, the Board of Supervisors considered a Coastal Devel­
opment Permit to divide a 694-acre parcel from the 4,088-acre Cascade ranch 
(APN 089-220-040) for the purpose of agricultural preservation and enhance­
ment. The property is located on both sides of Highway 1, in the southwestern 
corner of San Mateo County, within the rural Coastal Zone. The project 
application was filed with the County on October 11, 1985. 

Based on information provided by staff and evidence presented at the hearing, 
the Board of Supervisors approved your application with the findings and 
conditions of approval which are attached. 

Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Board of Super­
visors may appeal this decision to the California Coastal Commission. Infor­
mation concerning appeals to the Coastal Commission may be obtained by calling 
that agency at {408) 426-7390. 

a:.L 
David- C. Hale 
Planning Director 

DCH:GDB:jmr - JlP06260 

cc: Ralph Brown, Consultant 
Bill Dempsey, :rrust for Public Land 
Diane Landry, Coastal Commfss1on 

EXHIBIT B 

EXHIBIT NO. 4 

APPLICATig~ ~~ A-2-SMC- - A BLANJ 
(Page 1 of 4) 
REVISED LIVING 
BARN & POOL HOUSE 
ELEVATIONS 

• 

• 
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Approval action by Board of Supervisors on December ll, 1985, pertaining to 
Coastal Development Permit for the acquisition of a portion of Cascade Ranch 
by the California Coastal Conservancy (COP 85-80): 

A. Find that the proposed division of land through acquisition b~ a public 
agency, as conditioned, con-forms with the plans, policies, requirements, 
and standards of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program. 

B. Approve this Coastal Development Permit subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. No construction, including construction of agriculturally-related 
improvements, shall commence, no expansion of agricultural activities 
shall occur, and no identified habitat of the San Franciso Garter 
Snake (SFGS) shall be altered or disturbed, until the study to define 
the population and range of the SFGS on Cascade Ranch (presently 
being undertaken by Dr: Samuel McGinnis) is complete, and adequate 
measures to protect the SFGS population are developed and implemented 
(by September 30, 1986) to the satisfaction of the Planning Director, 
af~er consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game 
and U.S. Department of Fish and llildlFe. 

2. Conversion of riparian vegetation to agriculture is prohibited. 

3. •The streamflow of Cascade Creek shall be maintained In accordance 
with water diversion permits issued by the California Water Resources 
Control Board, with additional winter flushing flows to protect 
riparian vegetation and garter snake habitat. 

4. Diversion points along Cascade Creek shall be screened with l/4" mesh 
to prevent fish from entering the irrigation system, to the satisfac­
tion of the State Department of Fish and Game. 

5. Should archeological resources be uncovered during future agricul­
tural or construction activities,. all work shall stop, and a mitiga­
tion plan shall be prepared and implemented to the satisfaction of 
the Planning Director. 

6. Record an offer to dedicate to the State Department of Parks and 
Recreation, a vertical coastal access easement, 30 feet in width, 
along the southern boundary of the property west of Highway 1, for 
future improvement and maintenance, to•the satisfaction of the 
Planning Director. 

7. Submit a deed restriction or other type of recordable document, to 
the satisfaction of the Planning Director and District Attorney, 
which acknowledges that: (a) of the 38 density credits available to 
the Cascade Ranch property, two density credits have been allocated 
to the subject parcel, and (b) such two density credits constitute 
the maximum development density permitt~d under present zoning. 



·\ ·. ... 

- 2 -

8. Grant 'to the C'ounty an agri cul tura 1 easement which limits the use of 
the land covered by the easer..2nt to agriculture and uses accessory to 
agriculture. The easement shall cover each of the two agricultural 
parcels shown on the Master Land Division Plan, except for those 
areas designated as residential homesites, and shall be to the satis­
faction of the Planning Director and District Attorney. 

9. Submit application, within the next 60 days, for a Certificate of 
Need, as the initial step to allow farm labor housing within existing 
buildings on the site. All required permits shall be obtained within 
one year. 

10. Future development requ~sts shall be conditioned to: (a) substan­
tially minimize the visibility of all new str-uctures from Highway 1 
through sIte and desIgn techniques , inc 1 ud in~ but not 1 imited to, use 
of landscape screening and earth berms, and (b) limit non-agricul­
tural structures to 16 fe~t in height unless additional height would 
not be substantially visible from Highway 1 and would not adversely 
affect the scenic qualities of the area. 

11. Th1s Coastal Development Permit is for thls land division only. Any 
further development, including but not limited to, resubdivision, the 
construction of individual residences, farm labor housing or other 
agriculturally-related facilities, will require separate Coastal 
Development Permit review. 
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Planning and Building DiVision 

Board of Supel'\fisors 
Rubon 8arralet 

~r~ Gtilf.n • 
roni Huenifl9 
Tea~empor1 

County of San Mateo 
Mail Drop Pl.N122 · 590 Hamilton-Street ·2nd Floor· Redwood City 
Califomla 94063 · Telephone 41513G3--4 1 6 l · Fax 4151363-4849 

May l6t 1996 

Hr. 01 ck Wz.yman 
State Coastil Conservancy 
1330 Broadway, Suite 1100 
Oakland, CA 94612-2530 

Dear Mr. Wayman: 

EXHIBIT NO. 5 

APPLICATION NO. 
A-2-SMC-00-028 BLANK 
(Page 1 of 11) 

BERMING PLAN 

M~hael 0. Nevirl 
~; 

Dirto\orof 
lilnvirontnenlala.Nic•• 
PauiM. Koenig 

Pla!'l.ftift9 Adminiattalor 
Terfy L Butnes 

'f·{ 

•· •· !f 

'(' 

SUBJECT: Coastal .Development Permit, F11e ICOP 96-0003 .. 
APNs: #089-221-070, 089-220-100, 088·230-030 

On May 16, 1996 the Zoning Hearing Officer considered your application for a 
Coastal Development Permit pursuant to Section 6328.4 of the Zoning • 
Regulation$ for the subd1vision of a 679-acre parcel into two lots bJ the 
California State Coastal Conservancy. Thfs project is appealable to the 
Ca 1 i forn i a Coastal Colllllli ss ion. ; . 

As nona present wished to hear a presentation of th1s item or were opposed, 
tha Zoning Hearing Officer approved your request, made the findings, •nd 
adopted the cond1t1ons of approval as follows: ., 

FIHIUN&l 

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit, found. on the basis of the informa­
tion contained in the staff report. thit the project conforms with the plans, 
pol ic1es, requirement$ and standards of the San Mateo County tocal Co;,.stal 
rrograr:. 

~ONQITIQNS.OF A~PBOJAb 

Pl anoi na Qb1 SiOD 

1. Appro'Va:1 of this permit is for the project as described in.'this:·s~aff.~ 
report, only. Minor mod1f1cat1ons may be made subject to the rev·lew and 
approval of the Planning Director. 

~- At the time the parcel map 1s recorded, the following statement shall be 
included on the parcel map: .. • 
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Mr. 01cf<. Wayman - z - M~y 16, 1996 

.;'1 

•Residents of the subdivision may be subject to incon- .. 
venience or discomf4)"t arising from the use of agricultutat 
chemicals, including herbicides, pesticides and fertilizers~ 
and from the pursuit of agricultural operations) including : 
plowing, spraying, pruning and harvesting. which 
occasionally generate dust, smoke. noise and odor. San 
Hateo County has established agri,ulture as a priority use , 
on productive agricultural 1ands, and residents of adjacent 
property should be prepared to accept such inconven1ence or 
discomfort from normal, nece5sary farm operations." 

3. Upon recordation of the parcel map, the applicant shall submit a an1n1mum 
of one copy of the recorded map to the Planning Division. .·. 

4. The applicant sha11 allocate one density credit per parcel and r~cord 
development restr1ct1ons on each parcel as included in the project 
application materials and Initial Study dated December 13, 1994.' 

5. All subsequent development shall be subject to separate Coastal 
Development Permits. 

Fire Marshal 

6. The project site is located within Fire Hazard Severity Zone 13310 an 
Official Haps of the Cal1farnia Department of Forestry and Fire 
Proto~tion, and has been designated as having a moderate fire dangar 
rat1ng. The applicant is advised that Pcblic Resources Code Section 4136 
requires that upon sale or transfer of real property that the sellar 
shall disclose to the buyer that the property s1te is located within an 
area subject to wildland fire danger and that the State of Ca11fornia, 
Oap01rtment of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF), has no statutorY,, 
responsibility to provide fire pratect1on services to any buildinS1 ~ 
structure, or improvements located within the wildlands. However, COF 
through a cooperative agreement with San Mateo County provides fire 
protection services for buildings, structures, and improvements within 
the unincorporated area of the County not already protected by a f.ire 
district. The applicant is further adVised that the property site. shall 
annually comply with the fire safety/clearance requ;rements of Section 
4291 of the Public Resources Code. :; 

7. The project site is located within the boundartes of the San Mateo/Santa 
Clara/Santa. Cruz Hazardous Fire Ar.-~a ..... s d~fined in the California .Code 
of Regulations, T1tle 14, Seetion 1205.5. This places the project .tJithin 
a Hazardous Fire Are•, as defined ia the San Mat.eo County Fire Ordinance. 
Section 3434.0. 

8. Any chimneY.. or ~Qods.tove outlet. shall have installed on to the opening 
thereof an approv~ '(galvanized} spark arrester of a mesh no· longer than 
one-half inch in size, or an approved spark arresting device. Maintain 
around and adjacent to such buildings or structures a fuel break/fire 



.. ·--··-----... ·~·-- =-,.."==•--"" ••• ·rn .. 

Mr. Oi ck Wayman - 3 - Ma.y 16, 1996 

break made by removing and clearing away flammable vegetation f~r a 
distance of not less than 30 feet of each side thereof or to the property 
11ne, whichever 1s nearer. This is not a requirement nor an [1, 

authorization of the re~val of living trees. ' 

9. Upon .sale or transfer of real property with residential dwellings located 
on such property, State law requires upgrading of all structures with 
smoke detectors according to the current California Building Coda. 

10. All bu11d1ngs, second dwelling units, or farm labor housing that have a 
street address shall ha\1e the number of that address on the building, 
mailbox or other·approve,d type of sign at the driveway entrance ~nd any 
sub$equent s14e roads in; such a manner that the number h aas11y and 
clearly visible from either direction of travel from the street •. The 
numerals shall be contrasting 1n color of their background and shall be 
no less than 4 inches in he;ght. ~···· 

11. The applicant is advised that upon applying for a building permi,;, the 
following conditions of approval will be required: ·• 

a. Any new structure over 1,000 sq. ft. in si~a or any remodel ,.var 501 
valuat1on (75% for a s1ngle~fam11y res1dence) is required to be 
grotected by an automatic f1re apr1nkler system. An app11tat~on 
shall be sublll1ttld for a phcmb1ng permit for the insta11atfo~ of the 
fire sprinkler system. The system plans shall be designed by.:ont of 
tha following: fire protection engineer, C-16 licensed fire ·protec­
tion contractor (installing contractor, or· a mechanical engineer). 
The system shall be installed by a C-16 licensed contractor Ul\der tha 
requirements of the State of Ca11forn1a. The autoaatic fire . 
sprinkler system design shall comply with the current Nationa'l .• Ffre 
Protection Assoc1at1on's •Automatic Sprinkler Systems Handboolt.• The 
system requirements f9r this project shall COfllply with NFPA 1~' as 
interpreted by the County Fire Marshal. F, 

I 

b. Access roads and dr1v~ways shall at minimum conform with the 
standards of the San Mateo County Department of Public Works, fiXcept 
that turnout1 may be r.equ1rtd pn lengthy dr1vewaYs by the County F1re 
Marshal. Plan• tnd profilai are required. 

c. All daad-end roadways (includ1ng driveways over 150 feet in length) 
shall be terminated by a turnaround of nQt less than 75 feet i~ 
diameter or an approved alternative turnaround suitable for use by 
fire apparatus. Alternative turnaround features may require p~ysical 
testing prior to the Fire Marshal•s approval. ; · 

! 

d. All roof assemblies shall have a minimum C.lass •s• f'ire.resisttve 
rating and installed in accordance with the manufacturer's · 
specifications and the current Uniform Building Code~ 

~ ., 

• 

• 

• 
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Hr. Dick Wayman - 4 - Max 16. 1996 
I. 

\; 
~ l 

e. Water plans required shall be signed/approved by owner/applicant or a 
registered engineer. 1:;: 

:.:!• 

f. On-site water storage tanks will be required for fire protection 
purposes. 

g. A staftdpipe/hydrant with a 2 l/2M Nat1onal Hose thread outlat shall 
be mounted not less than 2 fee.t above ground level, w1th1n f1 feet of 
the main access road or driveway, and not less than 30 feet from any 
portion of any building, nor more than 150 feet of the main residence 
and/or buildings. 

h. The standpipe/hydrant shall be capable of a fire flow not lels than 
200 gallons per minute. ·! 

i. The w•ter storage tank shall be so located as to prov;de gra·l·1ty flaw 
to the standpipe/hydrant or an approved pump/pressure system iha11 be 
provided. .:. 

Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Zon1ng Hear•)ng 
Officer has the r;ght of appeal to the Planning Commission within ten .{10} 
days from such date of determinat1on. The appeal period for this mat1nr will 
end at 5:00 p.m. on Hay 31, 1996. 

This item is also appealable to the California Coastal Commission. An., 
additional Coastal Commission ten (10} working day appeal period will begin · 
after the County appeal period ends. The County and Coastal Commission. appeal 
per;ods run consecutively, not ~oncurrently. and together total approximately 
one month. A project is considered approved when these appeal per1ods have 
expired and no appeals have been filed. 

Very truly yours, 

a)~~-f2 ~ 
W1111am Rozar r 
Zoning Hearing Officer 

ZHOSloG.ltp 

cc: D•partment of Public Works 
D•partmant··· of ~.fll/1'ronmenta 1 He a 1 th 
B~;~i'ld.1.~q:_ ~sp~e~tron Se.c~io~ 
Ca Ti forn1 a Coa$.t•l Comm1Ss:1 on 
As·sess~r· s Qfff<te 
PMA'C . 

· .. . 
'· 

. : 



Cascade Ranch 
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BASE MAPS: USGS 7. 5 1 QUADRANGLES - FRANKLIN POINT and ANO NUEVO • 

. FIGURE I 
LOCATION MAP 
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State Coasta.l :c:oucmiiC:Y 
Cw."-4•J\aacra 

i Attacluacal 
'' 

A.PPLICA. nON FOR A PLANNED AG.ICU'L TURAL DISTRICI" PERAQT 

statemsar of comanapee witb Syh,taatitc Criteria · 

Tl\O 'PI'Ojcct involves & land division Only. 'With DO dev~lOPDlCD.t Of ocher IJtor&dOa O( 
aaricultunallaad.. nc project PJ'OPOI .. to 4ivict. tllo CoASGriaD.cy•s propo.rty iatci ""'0 parook 
of approziZD&tcly 418 and 261 acres. each of wJUch would be allowed a ainslo fkUl't)' credit. 
Dotla parools would be rosuictccl to usos allowed bY PAD zonins reaulations. · 

The propOs.cd land divisioa was designed to couolid.ate all ot the currently r~d land. aacl 
the majority or the property's prime aericulturalao.US. onto a shaalo parcel. Tbla wu cloac to 
Ollluro that the current acopc or asrloult\al'&l proclucciou may coa.tb:&uo &.'1cler aiaalo 
ma.oasement. 'l"he proposed property c!iviaioa docs not iavolve theiJ)littiAI o( aay COiltipou 
unit o! prime soils, c~cept for a narrow strip or Class II aoils aear Cascade Crcok. Dlvwoa of 
this strip or soils would. b.avc DO c£iec;t Oil tao aaricultura1 producdvicy o£ tb.o Co:isotvaDC)''I 
propertY because (1) theae soils ha.vo Devor, to tile Couorvaaoy'a kAowlcdao, bnea Ill crop 
production alld (.2) the atrip of aoib is ao aarro.., as to preoludo iu uao (or the no'llllD.ero.ial 
productiou. or crops. Tho proposed divbion of the Consctvaacy's property would a.Uow botll o£ 
th.c newly created parcob to retain riparian t'iahts co Calcaclo Ca-Mk. · 

• 

ne proposed 418-ac:ro parcel (the •aarlcu1tural parcel•) would. coataill approximately 240 acrca • 
of prime soils and all of tho currently rarmo4 laad (approximately 120 acres). !aUJ of da.c 
buildiAp that are currently used in tho property's aariculmral operatioza. except fur a sill_... 
family farm Ja'bor .rcaiclcu.GO. would 'be locatod oa. tb.Js parcel, a.Acl the £v.tare OWll.:f of this 
parcel woulll· be a.ss.isned owucrship of all or the uistiU& permits to appropriate watcr !or 
irrigation. TJUa parccl•ould also include Coppock Poad, wh.ida is 111ccl tor stock wateriaa, aa4 
approximately 26 acrea of wcdaa.c1S and uplallds that surrouad the poad (the •CoptJock Poa4 
Enhancement Area"). ne Coppock ;Poacl Ellh&Doeacat Area illclv.cles J)Otelltial haliitat uct a 
buffer =•• tot tho cacl&acorod Saa f'raAciiCO prter aak~ Iaclasioll of the CoPI~ Polld 
:EuaAcocerac Area ill diG &ltiCUllllrt_l parcol Would CASW'C that proPer prOtec:ciOa o£ tU &toa'J 
CD.Vii'OD.IDCDt&l tQOlltCel Will bo i.acludod iA the Couervaaey•s agricultural Ul&ll&IC~Il't &Del 
CAVifODIII4UC&l CD.Ja.aaccmeat pJall for the IBriCWtUral paroel, which it ia prcpar&tUIL ,• 

' I [ 

Tho proposed 2ciJ·acro parcel would coatt.iA appro.z.imatclY 27 acres of prime soila; aoae or 
which bave bC*u. farmed tor sovcral years. All of this parcel is currcutly arazod,.'.&Ad tiUI 
project would uoc aftecc UIC or the parcel for arazba&· ,··~ ·,,, 
The COUDty or San Mateo Board of Supervisors approved 'Chc altocatiOD or tWO d.ea.sii:y c:roclita 
to .the Coascnaucy's property on December l7, 1915. ·· · · ~~ 
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,_anning Permit 
Application Form 

~ State Coastal Conseryancy 
oakland, CA 

,· 
I ~ • l 

Mailing ~dn!ss: 1330 Broadway, suite 11 oo ... ·----­
Zip: 94612-2530 

-~--ne_._~_. __ cs_t_o~>_2_a6_-_,_o_,s _____ H_: _____________________ Fac.__<_s_1o_) __ 2a_6_-_o4_7_o __ ~----------

NameotOwnerfl): State of California NameotOYmer{2): 

Malting N2dress: c/o aE?Qlieant Mailing l'idcnss: 
Ztp: Zip~ ------Phone.W: Phone.W: 

H: H: 
=ax: Fax: 

:: 089 - 220 - El90 • ------
gag_:- 231 - oao • :; ___ _ 

onir&g: PAD/CO Parcefl1oUiZ~ .Aoorox. 679 acres 

stall elements or proposed projec£: 

OOiu§t:ment of t.!lt; current parcel boundary for State-owned oro'l':)erty under the :jurisdiction 
of th.:; State C~tal Conservapc:Y to ;reate two new 5c:el s of a22roximately 26l. and 418 

'&C:et1· It- i;;; ttl'; iOteDtioo o( the sgu:.e to sell these oarQilS to orivate owrtars. 

~ .. 

----------------------------------~------------------------~ :any other permits or approvals already obtained for this proj~ndude date. agency and appticaclontper~ numberS,: 

12/17/85 State Coastal Con.~rvanc:t. COP 85-8()=..,. ' "-

State Coastal Con~ancy LIA 92-0010 , ·< 

: ... . . , 'I , .. 

reby certify that the intormaDcrl stated abcNe·anc:t on r~. l)lanS. an(;! a'!'ltef.l'l"'allerials.Submined herewith In support cfme appfic:alion 
'Je anct c:cm!Ct to the be.sr·ot fnl ~- tt:IJ my reS~X:tnSiblflly.'to lnfatm,.;e count;f d San Mareo Ulrough my assi9rutd projeCt 
tner of .,Y changeS to lni'Ormaaan ~in tl'lese submilmiS. ·• 

1
q 

.lgnature: .. . 'IY.. &V¥:r__.. 1,.A: ,~:..o..l"bOate: !'>!¢~.(( -···············. • • . . • •• ·:··---..... : YILT.&/i'l--:,:t•'f:.'SI.-,~"':f.:~'~·····~·-'·:.f-·.~- --f.··:·~·············-
ne(s Signature: · · · - ... · care: 1 1 

•••••••--••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••cr••••tiJC"-c.•••••• .. ••••••••~.•••-•••••~!1.••••••••••••••.~~··•••••••••••-

1licanrs Signature: oate: .. .. .... ...... ,._ ................................. ·-· ............................... -............. ...,. ........ · . .,: ...... "' ..... -............ --·· ............... ··--. __ ....... -..... ·;;.·- .... -----....... -



Application for a 
"1-ot Line Adjustment 
Companion Page 

' Please ftU out the general Planning Pennit Application Form and this fonn when~ for a Lot Une .Adj.lsunent. You mU51 
also SUbmiC all kcms indiCated on me c:hecldlst round on the reven~ side of the Plannin; Permit P9Pflcatlon Form. 

CIVil Engineerlund Sutvcyor Information 

Name: Ca.xy Fdnundson and Associates 

Address: 1512 sfabriaht Ayenye, Suit,; A 

:jjanta cruz • CA Zip; 95082 
0 

Pnone: ( 408 ) 425-1796 License 1: ISS 1 14 

11 any or au of propeny under Agric:ulb.nJ 
PreseNeJ\MIIiamson N:t Conuaa7 

CJ Yes (} No 

• Parcel 10: 081-:i20-02Q 

E.xlsdng Sq. Ft. or Acreage: At:Jprox. 294 acres 

Proposed Sq. ft. or ~age: At.p:ox. 418 acres 

385 acres 

$ee attached t 

' 

,-., 

1ft the parcets currently accessed dlrectiy from a publleally 
maintained road or by easement: i~; 

£J publicroad State ajqhway 1'Qne 

CJ accesa easemmerw. _________ _ 

Would changes lo any access easemeni'S be needed to 
a«ommodale U'le proposed parcel con"lguradons: 

fi) Yes 0 N.o, 
i;· .. 

(A new easaawtnt will be r•tuirecl, for 

• ParceiiD: 
< 

Eldsdng Sq. FL or ~reage: 

Proposed S9: Ft. or .A4:reage: 
~ :- l 

• ParcetiO: 

Existing Sq. Ft. or Acreage: 

Proposed Sq. Ft. or Acreage: 

• 

• -----
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Application for .a lot Line Adjustment 

4. Additi~nal NQtes ··. 

{; 
I l 

The proposed new boundary divides a narrow strip of "prime" soils, as defined 
by the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program. The division oecurs just north 
of Cascade Creek, near the middle of the new boundary (see attached tigure}. 
The SoH Survey, San Na.teo Area maps the soil type that would be div'ided by 

. the proposed boundary as "Lockwood loam, gently sloping, seeped" {Lwfl), a 
C1ass II soil. Division of this strip of soils would have no effect 'on the 
agricultural productivity of the Conservancy's property because (1} these 
soils have never, to the Conservancy's knowledge, been in crop produ<~~ion and 
(Z) the strip of soils is so narrow as to preclude its use for the cornmercial 
production of crops • 
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Koz:S Ranch Site Selection and Evaluation Process 

September 17, 2000 

K&SRANCH 
4100 Cabrillo Highway 
Pescadero, CA 94060 

(650) 879-3244 

Chris Kern/Jane Steven 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Chris/Jane, 

EXHIBIT NO. 6 

1!:2!:~J8~-~2'sBLANK 
Constraints 
Anaivsis and Visual 
Ass~sme~t age of 12 

Sorry we missed you on Friday. We had prepared this package to physically 
hand to you for our meeting. Here is the text electronically. I'll drop by a hard 
copy Monday afternoon with the maps and revised house plans 

K&S Ranch Site Selection and Evaluation Process 

The site Selection and Evaluation program for the K & S Ranch has four phases: 
Phase 1 - Mapping Program and Constraints Analysis. Develop a set of maps 

showing siting constraints and the potential building sites. 
Phase 2- Site Selection. Evaluate all potential building sites for practicality. 
Phase 3- Visual Analysis. In the selected building site, test the proposed house 

for visibility 
Phase 4 - Visual Protection. Eliminate the small remaining areas of visibility, 

with berming proposals 

Phase 1: Mapping Program, Constraints Analysis 

To develop a site plan for the owner's home on the K & S Ranch, we prepared a 
series of maps representing the key issues of concern in the Local Coastal Plan. 
The issues are Scenic Corridors, Prime Soils, Sensitive Habitats, Geologic 
Stability and Slopes. Together they form a set of siting constraints on possible 
building locations. The initial study was prepared prior to purchase of the 
property in 1999. It was refined during the LCP application process, and has 
been updated again for the Coastal Commission process. 

When overlaid, the five constraint maps eliminated most of the property as 
possible for building;. and generated a sixth map showing the areas remaining for 
building. These maps, and others supporting the first six, are attached . 

Page 1 of5 



K&:S Ranch Site Selection and Evaluation Process 

Our internal objectives have been to make the house invisible from any public 
road or trail, and to avoid sensitive habitats completely, as well as meet the 
County requirements. 

Map 1, Scenic Corridors 

The Scenic Corridor (Map 1) was generated through a five-step process. 
1) The first step was examining over 150 photos of the property taken from 

all of the adjacent public roads and trails. 
2) The second step was walking and driving Highway 1. 
3) Next we walked the Aiio Nuevo trails as well as walking Cascade Creek 

Trail and the Cascade Creek-Whitehouse Creek trail, carefully mapping 
each portion of the property that was visible. 

4) In the fourth step, we walked and mapped the K and S Ranch property 
looking for vehicles, Highway 1 and the park trails. 

5) The fifth step, at the request of Coastal Commission Staff, was walking the 
remaining possible building site areas to test if an object 12 feet high could 
see the roads or trails. This test eliminates "shallow" building sites where 
portions of any normal building would be visible. We walked the site · 
again using an 8' ladder, which when stood upon, would give a 12 foot 
eye height. We then looked for the previously mentioned public roads 
and trails using 7x50 binoculars. 

The 12' criteria markedly reduced the possible building sites. 

The portions of the ranch, where an object 12 feet high or less would be visible 
from Highway 1, Afio Nuevo, Cascade Creek Trail and the Cascade Creek­
Whitehouse Creek trail, are shown in yellow. 

Map 2, Prime Agricultural Soils. 

The Prime Soils Map (Map 2) was generated from the 1961 USDA Soils Report. 
The Prime Soil designation covers all those that are Class I, Class IT, and those 
Class III rated good or very good for Artichokes and/or Brussels Sprouts. This 
same source was used in the Coastal Conservancy conservation easement to 
designate prime soils on the property. Only buildings necessary for agriculture 
or accessory to agricultural uses are permitted in prime soils. All building on 
prime soils, except for farm labor and an equipment barn was avoided. Prime 
soils are shown in brown. 

Map 3, Sensitive Habitats. 

Of the eight habitats listed as "Sensitive" under the San Mateo Local Coastal Plan, 
three apply to the property: 

1) habitats containing or supporting rare, threatened or endangered species; 
2) all perennial and intermittent streams and their tributaries; 
3) lakes and ponds and adjacent shore habitat. 
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K&S Ranch Site Selection and Evaluation Process 

The primary sensitive species of interest are the San Francisco Garter Snake and 
the Red-legged frog. While no San Francisco Garter Snakes have been observed, 
they are presumed to be on the property. The Red-legged frog has been found 
on Potato Patch Pond. Both of these species are normally found in or near 
riparian and pond habitats. 

The Sensitive Habitats Map (Map 3) was generated from creeks and ponds 
marked on aerial photos and observed in the field, combined with field surveys 
of willow and alder dominated creek corridors, to determine riparian vegetation 
width and species composition. Riparian corridors are shown in green, while 
creeks and water bodies are shown in blue. All building in or near riparian 
corridors was avoided, with the exception of the existing farm labor house and 
two existing road crossings. 

Map 4, Geologic Stability 

Geologic Stability (Map 4) was generated by combining USGS and San Mateo 
County sources, as well as research done specifically for this property in the past. 
Erik Zinn, the project geologist, and Jerry Weber, a geologist with a long history 
of research in the area were consulted. 

Erik Zinn has prepared a new composite map of hazardous areas. The key issues 
are the faults on either side of the property, Reidel sheers between the two faults, 
and landslides. Liquefaction may also be a concern in the valley bottom. Areas 
of high hazard are shown in red, moderate to high hazard in orange, and low to 
moderate hazard in green. A matching map showing the geology is also 
attached. 

Map 5, Slopes 

Slope (Map 5) was based on density of contour lines as well as field observations. 
Slopes over 30% were eliminated, and are shown in gray. Some adjacent areas 
have slopes in the range of 20-29%, which while not shown, are not desirable 
building sites unless there are no alternatives. 

Map 6, Building Site Evaluation 

Any area constrained in maps 1-5 was eliminated as a potential house site. The 
remaining possible building sites for the house are shown in orange on Map 6. 

Phase 2: Site Selection 

Several highly desirable sites from an esthetic and visual point of view were 
eliminated by prime soil, geologic hazards and sensitive habitat concerns. Of the 
sites that remained, the most northerly site (A), and the northeasterly site {B) 
were rejected as too small, steep and inaccessible. Access to (A) or (B) would 
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K&S Ranch Site Selection and Evaluation Process 

require a major new road that would either be through a riparian area and wet 
meadow or across a highly visible hillside. 

Several sites that had previously been considered, but rejected due to visibility if 
over 8-12 feet high, were eliminated from consideration by the 12' test. Others 
were rejected due to geologic risk and uncertainties. 

The "Hook Valley" site (C), near the southern end was dropped from 
consideration due to the combination of steep slope (20-25%), poor and long 
access, and close proximity to the San Gregorio fault. The updated geologic map 
confirmed this. 

The small east facing area on the north side of Deluca Valley (D) is limited by its 
small size (80 feet long by 60 feet deep, on a 15% slope), so the uninhabited horse 
barn was placed here, on non-prime soils. 

The final areas, (E) and (F) are at the back edge of the large central plateau. The 
12' criteria reduced this site from its original 7 acres to two small areas with 
about 1 acre each. (E) was chosen because of its easier shorter access. 

Site E is constrained by the San Gregorio fault to the east, steep slopes to the 
north and the visual corridor on the west and south. It is flat and geologically 
stable. The coastal terrace is 900 feet wide to the west, screening any structure 
from nearby views from Highway 1. A dense forest of Douglas Fir shelters the 
site on the north and northwest sides. 

It was surprising to find that out of 261 acres, only 2-3 acres were suitable for 
building when all constraints are considered. 

In planning site E, we moved the house to the extreme northeast comer where it 
would be screened to the maximum extent by the broad coastal terrace in front 
and the forest behind. The house was placed at the break in slope on the 
northeast side of the coastal terrace, as close to the edge as the geologists were 
willing to accept. We did not move further east due to the close proximity of the 
San Gregorio fault on that side. 

Phase 3: Visual Analysis 

When the house plans were done, we put up a 34' Story Pole for the top of the 
chimney and repeated the scenic analysis process. This revealed four small 
"windows" where a portion of the house would be seen at distances of 0.5 to 2.25 
miles. These were designated "windows" 1-4. Our mitigation measures are 
described below in Phase 4. 

Window 1 was from Highway 1, 0.5 miles away between a gap in a row of 
tall trees. 
Windows 2 and 3 were from portions of Cascade Creek Trail and the 
Cascade Creek-Whitehouse Creek Trail. 
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K&S Ranch Site Selection and Evaluation Process 

Window 4 is a view from a 35-foot portion of a sand dune on a trail at Afto 
Nuevo, 2.25 miles away through a narrow gap in a tree row. 

Phase 4: Visual Protection 
San Mateo Planning Commission Original Proposal 
Knowing that screening would be necessary with the San Mateo Planning 
Commission, to screen the house we planted four groves totaling 67 trees, 10-16 
feet high (24-36" boxes), and installed an irrigation system. 

We proposed, once excavation had begun, to put additional4' high screening 
hills in back of the trees, with an additional33 trees planted on top, to further 
screen the house from any possible view. To further reduce any possible visual 
impact, the design and color of the buildings will be in "earth tones," dark gray 
walls and a dark brown roof. 

Coastal Commission Staff Proposal 
At the request of Coastal Commission Staft we have revised the house and berm 
plans. 

1. We will reduce the total height of the house from 34 feet to 29 feet. 
2. We will increase and lengthen the previously planned berms into two well 

rounded natural looking berms 7-12 feet high to block the four small 
visible angles. The berms will be built using a balanced cut and fill from 
the house basement construction. They will require no additional 
imported dirt. 

3. To increase the height of the berm in Window #2, without additional 
excavation, we will build a 20' x 60' earth-covered storage area into the 
east side of the berm, 10-12 feet high. 

4. With natural vegetation we will plant on the berms such as baccharis and 
other shrubs, (adding four feet to the effective height) the berms alone will 
screen to the roof of the house. 

5. To raise the screening further, we will plant the top of the berms with 
large fir, oak and Cypress, 10-14 feet high, densely enough so the house 
envelope is completely unseen, prior to construction. 

6. As we proposed in our email to Peter Douglas, a separate fund will be 
created to guarantee that the plantings will always be in place. 

Sincerely, 

John N. Wade 
Site Planner 
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Site Selection Study 
K&S Ranch 

September 21, 2000 

Residence for Steve Blank and Alison Elliott 
4100 Cabrillo Highway Pescadero, California 

Sagan - Piechota 
Architecture 

2325 3 rd Street, Suite #320 
San Francisco, California 94107 
Telephone:(415) 503- 1260 
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K&S Ranch 
Slope Study 
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K&S Ranch 
Geologic Analysis 

~ ·~~·· ~ Lambert Conformal Conocal Projectoon 
~-1927 North American Datum 
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• • High geologic hazard zone-areas affected by active 
traces or splays of the San Gregorio fault zone. 

Moderate to high geologic hazard zone-areas affected 
by suspected faults, landsliding and liquefaction. 

Low to moderate geologic hazard zone-areas affected 
by intense seismic shaking 
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EXHIBIT NO.7 

~!:~~~~~~i§ BLANK 
Regional Geology 
and Hazard Zones 

Page 1 of 4 

2231 40th Avenue- Santa Cruz, California 95062- 831.464.7451- enzinn@bigfoot.com 

16 September 2000 

Mr. Steve Blank 
c/o Mr. John N. Wade 
Pescadero Conservation Alliance 
PO Box 873 
Pescadero, CA 94060 

Re: Regional geology and hazard zones 
K& S Ranch 
4100 Cabrillo Highway 
Pescadero, California 

Dear Mr. Blank: 

Your project planner, John Wade, and Stuart Wright of Sagan/Piechota Architecture, have 
requested that we construct a regional geologic map and regional geologic hazards map for the K 
& S Ranch. It is our understanding that this letter and the accompanying maps will be used 
primarily for planning overview during discussions with the California Coastal Commission. 
Please note that the accompanying maps are not a substitute for a detailed site specific 
investigation. The locations of the earth materials, faults and the limits of the hazard zones are 
not exact; also there will be local variations. Trese local variations can be more precisely 
defined by more detailed investigations and mapping. 

The geologic map (Figure 1) that accompanies this letter is largely based on regional mapping 
pursued by this author, G.E Weber and J.M. Nolan, under contract with the federal government 
in 1994 (Weber et al., 1995). We have made some minor modifications based on our fault trench 
investigations and observation exploratory borings advanced on the ranch in 1999 and 2000. 

EXPLANATION OF HAZARDS ZONE MAP 

The high geologic hazard zone (shaded red) contains areas which may be affected by active 
traces or splays of the San Gregorio fault zone. The actual zone reflects a buffer to either side of 
the fault trace to account for variability in the fault location, active splays and the inaccuracies of 
locating the fault under very young surficial materials. 

The moderate to high geologic hazard zone (shaded orange) contains areas affected primarily by 
suspected faults, landslding and liquefaction. The suspected faults are based on lineaments seen 



" 

Regional Geologic Hazards • 
Blank - K & S Ranch 

99100-G-SM 
16 September 2000 

Pagel 

on the historical aerial photographs and suspect topography. Buffer zones similar to those used 
for the active faults were drawn to either side of the suspected faults. Areas underlain by 
mapped landslides and moderately-steep to steep slopes that show a predilection for instability 
were included in this zone. Finally, all areas underlain by young alluvium and high groundwater 
(seasonal and permanent) were also included in this zone. 

The low to moderate geologic hazard zones (shaded green) contain areas affected primarily by 
intense seismic shaking. These zones are exclusively underlain by marine terrace deposits, as 
may be noted on the acoompanying figures. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The safest areas to pursue development on the K&S Ranch are upon the gently sloping 
topographic surfaces underlain by uplifted marine terrace deposits, where the marine terrace 
deposits are not cut by faults, suspected faults or landslides. 

The bulk of the land on the ranch is within areas zoned as having moderate to high potential for • 
geologic hazards. Soroo of these hazards, such as landsliding or liquefaction, may be mitigated 
by proper location or structural design, after the geologic hazard has been adequately 
characterized by a site specific geologic (and geotechnical) investigation. The hazards related to 
surface fault rupture may only be mitigated by siting the structure away from the fault, after the 
fault has been accurately located by a site specific investigation. Some sites located within the 
moderate to high geologic hazards zone may be so severely impacted by geologic hazards, 1hat 
mitigation of the hazards may make development economically impracticable. 

Sincerely, 

Zinn Geology 

ErikN. Zinn 
Principal Geologist 
C.E.G. #2139 

cc: Tom Allen- Sagan/Piechota Architecture 
Brian Bauldry - Bauldry Engineering 

Attachments: Figure 1- Regional Quaternary Geology OfK&S Ranch 
Figure 2 - Regional Geologic Hazard Zones For K&S Ranch 

Zinn Geology • 
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EXPLANATION 

Earth materials contact - dashed where 
approximate, dotted where concealed 

landslide scar 

landslide deposit 

Alluvium and alluvial fan 

Colluvium 

Marine terrace deposits - first emergent 

Marine terrace deposits - second emergent 

Active fault - dashed where approximate, 
dotted where concealed 
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......... .__ ....... . Suspected fault based on lineament or 

suspect topography - dotted where 
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NOTE: This map is not a substitute for a detailed site specific investigation. The location of the earth materials 
is not exact; also the earth materials contacts and faults may vary locally. These local variations can be more 
precisely defined by more detailed investigations and mapping. 

Geology modified after: Weber, G.E., Nolan, J.M., and Zinn, E.N .. 
1995, Detennination of late Pleistocene-Holocene slip rates along 
the San Gregorio fault zone, San Mateo County, Catifomia, U.S . 
Geological Survey Open-File Report 95-21 0, p. 805-80 
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NOTE: This map Is not a substitute for a detailed site specific Investigation. The limits of these zones are not 
exact; also the degree of hazard within each zone may vary tocsny. These local variations can be more 
precisely defined by more detailed investigations and mapping. 
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EXPLANATION 

High geologic hazard zone • areas affected by active 
traces or splays of the San Gregorio fault zone 

Moderate to high geologic hazard zone - areas 
affected primarily by suspected faults, landslding 
and liquefaction 

Low to moderate geologic hazard zones - areas affected 
primarily by intense seismic shaking 
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IN PROCEEDINGS BEFORE THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 

Honorable 1.4idies and Gentlemen of the Commission: 
. . 

Agenda Item: W 17c 
Permit No: A-2-SMC-00-028. 
OPPOSED 
E4ward H. Berkowitz 

My name is Edward Berkowitz. I am a volunteer docent/naturalist with the 
California Dtpartment of Parks and Recreation_ In that capacity I am often on the lands 
of Ana Nuwo State Reserve and interact with visitors, both from California and in great 
numbers froni. aro~d the world. . 

In respect to the subject appeal, please take account of the prior interpretation of 
applicable ·law and the precedent C$tablished, by which development on the coast should 
not be visible. from Highway 1, nor fro111 State Park lands. 

The $ite of the proposed development is clearly visible from Highway 1 and from 
a wide variety of locations within Ana Nuevo State Reserve from points wcll.northwest 
of Franklin P,oint to the ·south western boundary of the Reserve ("South Point") near Ano 
Nuevo Island:. The latter ·areas include high ground from which Pigeon Point js easily 
seen to the northwest and the included ~c of visibility continues south to the vicinity of 
Davenport. :The site of the proposed d~velopinent is visible and presents intrusion on a 
magnificent coastal :landscape. 

Please: note that $tate Park lands presently accessed from Whitehouse Creek road 
and sharing a:common border with Big Basin State Park looks downwardlY upon the 
proposed site. 

• 

• 
_____ _Aprqpose,Lbarrier..:.o.f.treesjsjns\lflic.ient_mitig~Jio.n. Wbil~~J>llc_poliey ~ould=--------­

encourage ~clition oftr~es to this or any proposal. a screen of trees will not suffice. 
Such a propqsed screen will not have any effect for decades, under the best conditions. 
Moreover, tr:ees are subject to di$8.Str~us endemic diseases, as has been dramatically 
demonstrate~ for a vaJiety of species in No~hem California in recen[ months. 

Tree8.will not eliminate a most annoying effect of typical domestic structures. 
Windows inStalled in the structure, at any orientation facing from· south to Northwest· at 
the proposed site. will produce annoying metallic reflections at various times·from noon 
to sunset as ~een from the Ano Nuevo State Reserve over the above mentioned arc from 
the neighbof:hood of the South Point of Ano Nuevo to points along the Quos Creek 
Beach Accesa. A tree screen will simply divide the reflection from any one such window 
into any angl'e into an indefinite number of glaring reflections. · 

It is iilstructive for the Commission to consider the Costano.a development located 
about 800 yards to the northwest of the proposed site, along highway 1. There, a berm of 

1 

• 



• 

• 

• 

insufficient hC;~ight and a regrettably insufficient number of trees fail to conceal this 
commercial development from highway 1. This is a clear example of a standard of 
mitigation that falls far short of the desired results,. and the failure of public authority to 
require any remedial measure. 

The ptoposed development is inordinately extensive and·so far out of proportion 
to the charac~ of this beautiful region of the San Mateo coast that I am appalled that the 
stated public :policy of coastal preservation may be so evidently circumvented. 

The Commission should act in this appeal to deny the permit and such action is 
respectfully solicited . 
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California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

September 9, 2000 

In reference to: Permit Number A-2-SMC-00-028 Blank House 

Dear Commissioners, 

We wish to express our opposition to Steve Blanks proposal to build a 
15,000 square foot mansion on a pristine hillside between Ana Nuevo State 
Reserve and Big Basin Redwoods State Park. Enclosed is a map of Afio Nuevo 
State Reserve for your reference. We urge you to look toward preserving the 
coastal view shed of one of the last remaining jewels of the California coastline. 
When voters established the California Coastal Act in 1976, it was with the idea 
of preserving the unique character of California's coastline for future 
generations. The State Coastal Conservancy sold this agriculture property to be 
preserved for agricultural uses. This home proposal has nothing to do with 

• 

preserving agricultural use of the property, and everything·to do with building a • 
home on a knoll with an ocean view. The Blank House would be one of the 
largest, if not the largest, home on the southern San Mateo County coastline, 
and it would be readily visible from the surrounding State Park lands. 

Californians are losing their ability to escape to wild areas, especially 
those so close to urban areas. We want to preserve the feeling one gets from 
visiting this "wild" area for our children, and their children. Afio Nuevo's brochure 
describes this area: '1Fifty-five miles south of San Francisco and the Golden 

-------~Gate-bridge1a-low1rocky-,--windswept-pointjuts-out-into-the--Pacific (!)cean'-. ------
. The Spanish Maritime explorer Sebastian Viscaino named it for the day on 

which he sighted it on 1603-Punta delAno Nuevo-New Year's Point. Today 
the point remains much as Viscaino saw it from his passing ship-lonely, 
undeveloped, wild. It is a unique and unforgettable natural spectacle that 
hundreds of thousands of visitors come to witness each year." California's 
population is expected to rise to 43 million people in the next 40 years. We urge 
you to look out for the long-term interests of the people of California. 

The proposed house is within the scenic corridor of Highway 1. The 
location will be impossible to hide from the adjacent State Park lands, even with 
the proposed screening trees. The trees proposed will take years to mature, and 
might never do the intended job. The three-story home is situated on a knoll, 
overlooking the surrounding coastal terrace. Although one of the stories will be 
underground, the height will still make the structure visible from adjoining Aiio • 
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Nuevo State Reserve. The house is clearly visible from trails at Ano Nuevo State 
Reserve. View sheds in the pristine North Ano Nuevo Point vicinity, as well as 
the coastal bluffs between Cascade Creek and Whitehouse Creeks will be 
degraded by the home. The home would also be visible from the wilderness 
lands of Big Basin Redwoods State Park, and the Chalk Mountain Road. 
California State Parks will eventually open this road for visitor use, and the 
house stands out in contrast to the wild hillsides around it. The home would also 
be visible from the Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary. 

Proposed mitigation measures such as weathered wood and earth tone 
paint will do little to hide this large structure. "Costanoa Resort," located just 
north of the proposed Blank mansion, is an example of a "mitigated" commercial 
coastal development whose measures failed. It is hard to hide an elephant, no 
matter what kind of paint, glass, roof color, or landscaping are attempted. 

Development pressure now threatens the lands around Ano Nuevo State 
Reserve, Ano Nuevo State Park, and Big Basin. Just south of the proposed 
Blank House, a proposed 6,800 square foot by David Le~~was recently appealed 
by the State Coastal Commission because of the impacts-:;A.no Nuevo State 
Reserve. In addition, the Commission recently voted to deny a monster home for 
Brian Hinman on a ridge overlooking Ano Nuevo. Much of the same problems 
exist with the Blank Home as the Hinman and Lee home proposals. 

• Environmental issues also concern us. The property contains a pond with 

• 

endangered San Francisco Garter snakes. San Francisco Garter snakes use 
upland areas surrounding the pond sites and the impact of this home has not 
been fully evaluated. Already, a dirt road has been graded up a hillside above 
the pond and scars the hillside from the Highway One corridor. The proposed 
facilities may negatively impact endangered species habitat. In addition, the farm 
labor home and barns are proposed to come close to riparian corridors and will 
degrade these corridors through their close proximity. The creeks on. the 
propert}TflowTnlo Ana-Nuevo-State Reserve. Buildingthe-ham·e, up ·an·a ridge, --·--:--·----
will remove Douglas Fir and other native forest species, and has the potential to 
impact adjacent state park lands. 

The Ana Nuevo region remains much the same as it has for the past 100 
years. The cumulative impact of all of these developments will destroy 
something intrinsic that Californians get from this stretch of relatively pristine 
coastline. From one lonely, 1200 square foot farm house that was on the 
property, how can a such a massive amount of development be permitted in the 
name of preserving coastal farm land? Approximately 20,200 feet of construction 
in four structures to "restore" this agricultural property is a farce. 

In closing, we urge the Commission to find for a Substantial Issue 
Determination and deny the proposed Blank House permit. We urge a reduction 
in the height and square footage of the size of the house so that it will not be 
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visible from surrounding State Park Lands. The massive 2200 square foot "farm • 
labor" home should eliminated, along with the "equipment bam'' near the riparian 
corridors. The "horse barn" should either not be permitted on the prime 
agricultural property, or combined with the proposed "equipment bam" into one 
smaller structure. Alternatives exist to move the reduced scope home to a 
location where it will not impact negatively on adjacent state park lands. Please 
do not allow the destruction of one of the last "wild" areas of Bay Area coastline 
for future generations. Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

3201 Mulberry Drive 
Soquel, CA 95073 

heryl Williams 

• 
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Ms. Jane A. Steven, Staff Member 

California Coastal Commission 

45 Fremont, Suite 2000 

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 
FEB 1 3 2001 

CALIFORNIA 

l~j· :I ! l 

I U J 
'---' 

Agenda No._ 

Appeal No. A-2-00-28 

R. Sturgeon in opp. to 

the project 

COASTAL COMMlSSLON 
Re: The Coastal Development Permit for a 15,000 sq.ft. 3 story residence on a 261-

acre parcel and the conservation easement placed on the subject parcel by the State 

Coastal Conservancy. This development is located off Cabrillo Hwy. in the south 

coast area of San Mateo County and is otherwise identified as the Blank Develop 

ment (County File No. PLN 1999-00960; Coastal Com. Appeal No.A-2-00-28) 

Dear Ms. Steven: 

This development is located on an 261-acre subdivision of an 694-acre parcel that was 

divided from the 4,0.88-acre Cascade Ranch and purchased by the California State Coastal 

Conservancy for the purpose of agricultural preservation and enhancement. The attached 

Peninsula Open Space Trust "Spring 1986 Newsletter" overview of the priority given the 

conservation of Ranch's agricultural resources at the time of State's acquisition of most of 

this 4,088-acre ranch. I direct your attention to the first sentence on page 2: "'Without the 

agricultural component, Cascade Ranch could not have been saved', declares Don Coppock, 

program manager for the California State Coastal Conservancy." In fact the key to State 

funding for the larger acquisition by the State Department of Parks and Recreation of 2, 900-

acres of the Ranch for public parkland was the Coastal Conservancy's commitment to acquire 

a remaining 694-acres which was to be farmed and preserved for agriculture. (The 

principals involved in this laudable endeavor were awarded, in a Washington D.C. ceremony, 

the 1987 National Agricultural Achievement Award given by the national American Farmland 

Trust.] Notice of the public hearing on the Blank Development Application (which the 

Commission is now reviewing) on a 261-acre portion of this acreage set aside for agricultural 

preservation included the size of the proposed residence which seemed excessive in the 

extreme by any standard - especially on land which has been dedicated to agriculture. (The 

Coastal Commission is now reviewing a permit for the kind of mansion/estate development 

that was the combined mission of multiple conservancies to prevent with their purchasing of 

the Cascade Ranch originally.) 

The "Environmental Evaluation Checklist" County Planning Staff prepared for this 

project answers with 'NO' the question: "Will (or could} this project: (c.) Involve lands 
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currently protected under the Williamson Act (agricultural preserve) or an Open Space 

Easement?" I inquired of the applicant before the hearing on this project before the San 

Mateo County Planning Commission started if the Conservancy had placed a conservation 

easement on the property in a manner that implied the added question 'Why hadn't they?' 

only to learn to my surprise that they had. Just how much this easement factored into the 

planning of this project (if at all) is not apparent in the application itself; there was an oral 

proffer subsequently given by the applicant to the Planning Commission that there was a 

conservation easement on the subject parcel that prevented further/subsequent subdivision. 

Given the magnitude of the proposed Blank development and the Coastal Conservancy's 

obligation and commitment to retain this Property in agriculture I requested and received 

from the Staff Project Planner a copy of the Conservation Easement that the Coastal 

Conservancy executed and now holds on the Blank property. 

Not only is there a conservation easement over the entire property but one entitled 

"NATURAL RESOURCE AND AGRICULTURAL CONSERVATION EASEMENT" with the 

expressed purpose of: The purpose of this reserved conservation easement is to preserve the 

scenic, open space, and natural resources values of the property, and enable the property to 

be used for the production of food , fiber, livestock and plant material by preserving and 

protecting in perpetuity its agricultural values, character, and utility (emphasis added). If the 

Coastal Conservancy allows the development that is sought in the now pending application 

before the Coastal Commission, simply put, I will argue below that this Conservation 

Easement is to agricultural conservation easements as a rotten apple is to apples - a rotten 

apple is still an apple (as opposed to a tomato or anything else) but totally unsatis­

factory/unserviceable as such. The Conservation Easement executed over the Blank Property 

also has the capacity for wider spoilage/mischief through the undermining of the propriety of 

conservation easements generally as well as through the absorption/incorporation into other 

conservation easements of its unsound core provisions. Nothing in the following critique of 

the Blank "Natural Resources and Agricultural Conservation Easement" should be interpreted 

as a denigration of the suitability of conservation easements generally as a means of achieving 

certain conservation objectives and insuring that important options are retained for the 

future. 

I have heard it passionately argued that conservation easements are "immoral" in that 

they "wrongly constrain future generations from providing for their needs on the land as 

they see fit"; i.e., it is wrong to foreclose on certain land use options of future generations 

by conservation easement restrictions in that the needs of future generations can't be 

predicted in their entirety. Certainly irrational or indefensible restrictions (such as an 

agricultural conservation easement that limits greenhouse square footage to 2,500 but 

Sturgeon - San Gregorio - February 12, 2001 
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"allows" 15,000+ for a "single family residence") are wrong, and conservation easement 

language/restrictions should be taken very seriously in that the effected land's use/condition 

is being considered in perpetuity; but conservation easements which protect the forested, 

natural and/or agricultural condition of approriate lands actually keep options on the land 

open that may be vital for the very survival of future generations. That future generations 

will need what this generation requires for its survival is not know with absolute certainty; 

agricultural conservation easements keep open the option that future generations will need 

"breakfast, lunch and dinner", as we do, and preserve the right/ability to obtain adequate 

sustenance from the land. The permanent retention of 700-acres (which includes the Blank 

Property) of the original 4,000-acre Cascade Ranch in agriculture is not inappropriate; and 

conservation easements are also an appropriate instrumentality in which the protection of the 

property's agricultural values, use and utility while also protecting the lands natural 

resources. However, the Blank Conservation Easement is not how it is done or how it 

ought to be done. 

One of the primary objectives of any credible agricultural conservation easement is the 

"lifting" or limiting of the subject property's non-agricultural development potential. One of 

the primary agricultural values of a property that a bonafide conservation easement 

preserving its agricultural values, use and utility must preserve is its agricultural valuation in 

the marketplace. This is done by extinguishing the primary inclination (subdivision and 

residential development) to value/appraise the property on anything other than primarily on 

the economics of its actual or potential agricultural productivity. If a farmer or rancher can't 

afford to buy and pay for a property by farming or ranching enterprises thereon then its 

primary agricultural value (its agricultural valuation in the marketplace) has not been 

established and preserved by an agricultural conservation easement. The 15,000 sq.ft. 

residence. (described by the project's Geotechnical Consultant not as as a single-family 

residential dwelling but as a "single family dwelling complex" including out lying structures 

that are "single structure" only in that are "connected" by tunnel and raised pathways) is not 

a farm or ranch house (no farmer that I've talked to thought they could afford to heat it let 

alone own it); it is a "monster" nonagricultural development that is inconsistent with the 

stated purposes of the Blank Property Conservation Easement and agricultural conservation 

easements generally which, under the Law, must retain land predominantly in its agricultural 

condition. The Blank Conservation Easement is a "Natural Resource And Agricultural 

Conservation Easement". If the permit for the Blank mansion/estate is approved and it is 

subsequently developed not only will any agricultural valuation of the property be nullified as 

a consequence, but the integrity of the instrumentality of conservation easements generally 

and the Coastal Conservancy specifically would be grievously besmirched. 

Sturgeon - San Gregorio - February 12, 2001 
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The State Coastal Conservancy as the Easement holder has the right and obligation 

under the terms of the agreement "To identify, to preserve, and to protect in perpetuity the 

natural resources, open space, and scenic values of the property; and the agricultural values, 

character, and utility, including the soil and water quality of the property". More specifically 

as the Easement holder and under the terms thereof the Conservancy has the right and 

obligation to determine if any residential use of the property is inconsistent with the 

conservation purpose of the Easement (Permitted Uses and Practices, No. 2). The nature and 

sheer size of the development proposed in the Blank Coastal Development Application 

precludes any farmer or rancher from owning the property - perhaps ever; it also insures 

that its agricultural value will be as negligible as if it had been paved over. (Note: The 

pasturing of horses used primarily for recreation is not an agricultural use. "Agricultural 

uses are lands used for the production of an agricultural commodity for commercial 

purposes." (Section 6325.3, San Mateo County Zoning Regulations) The only element of 

this landed estate development Application that would be agricultural is the farm labor 

housing component which proposes to replace an existing "permanent farm labor housing 

residence/unit" with a "temporary farm labor housing residence/unit"!] 

That failure of the agriculture preservation component of the "Blank Natural Resource 

And Agricultural Conservation Easement'' to specifically delimit the size and scale of the 

residential development allowable is not its most serious defect. If that provision of the 

Easement is enforced by the Coastal Conservancy that requires residing on the property be 

consistent with the conservation purpose of this easement then the size and scale of the 

residential development encompassed in the Blank Development Application is prohibited. It 

is possible where appropriate to protect by conservation easement a property's natural 

resources as well its agricultural value, uses and utility. The Blank Easement, however, is 

not how it is done (by the Sonoma County Agricultural Preservation and Open Space District 

for instance) or how it ought to be done. The Blank "Conservation Easement" subordinates 

all uses and on the property to the protection of an endangered species that is likely to range 

over the entire property. On the Easement's list of "Prohibited Uses and Practices" on the 

subject property is: 

1. The impairment of the protected values, except as otherwise expressly provided 

in this easement. Without limitation, any activity that would adversely affect 

the San Francisco garter snake or its habitat is prohibited. (emphasis added) 

This language is in effect a loaded gun aimed by the State at any and all usages of the 

property; with the same paralyzing effect on the property's potential agricultural usages that 

a gun to the head would have (in that any agricultural use of any part of the property must 

comply with this specific prohibition). This language, which places a protective barrier/-

Sturgeon - San Gregorio - February 12, 2001 
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bubble around any San Francisco garter snake found anywhere on the Blank Property, 

renders (in perpetuity) the property agriculturally worthless; and, in the real world, this 

language is worse than worthless (deleterious actually) as protection for the endangered snake 

itself. This language is a tacit agricultural condemnation of the property as well as a 

placement of an inverse bounty on all San Francisco garter snakes subsequently observed 

thereon! 

Conservation easements are permitted by law that "retain land predominantly in its its 

natural, scenic, historical, agricultural, forested, or open-space condition". It is not possible 

logically (or via conservation easement) to retain land/property in both an agricultural 

condition and a natural condition; it is possible to retain separately identified land~ lying 

within the bounds of a singly identified property/parcel in either their natural or agricultural 

condition. The Blank Property has distinguishable lands - some valuable for inherent natural 

resources (including but certainly not limited to the San Francisco garter snake!) and other 

for their agricultural potentiaL Endangered species (and biodiverstity) are protected only be 

protecting their habitat and the ecosystems within which they function. 

Agricultural conservation easements that effect and insure that agricultural usages are 

integrated with habitat and natural ecosystem protection on private lands are a testament to 

the environmental/conservation ingenuity. There are many who think that land can only be 

"saved" if it is in or transferred into the public domain. Appropriately executed conservation 

easements are an exquisitely useful instrumentality for "saving" lands (agricultural and 

forested) appropriately held by the private sector for use - not only to insure that they are 

not used up but also to protect their natural resource values. This is done by clearly and 

specifically delineating on any property so restricted what is/is not permitted and where. The 

failure of the Blank Conservation Easement to delineate where agricultural uses are permitted 

and what uses are permitted in each area while placing the protection of the San Francisco 

garter snake paramount over the entire property renders this conservation easement an 

agricultural conservation easement in name only. Whether any actual use on any portion of 

the Blank Property is permitted is up to the day to day decision of the easement holder (in 

this case. the State of California). On the pretext that an agricultural use is "adversely 

affecting" the snake that use can be enjoined. To protect the snake and agriculture the lands 

on which each is to be protected must be appropriately seperated; the snake is not protected 

by rhetoric that would place a protective barrier around each specimen. The snake is 

protected by protecting its critical habitat; agriculture uses are protected only to the extent 

that the lands that they are suitable on are practicably unencumbered. 

The Blank Conservation Easement actually/implicitly "puts a price on the head" of any 

San Francisco garter snake ever found on the property. If all uses or activities on the entire 

Sturgeon - San Gregorio - February 12, 2001 
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property are held hostage (depend on each and every snake's welfare, and the State's 

inclination to protect it) by the Snake there is a powerful disincentive (the value of the use) 

to one ever being found on the property let alone a large population; whereas if its critical 

habitat is appropriately designated and protected, and consequently separated from the 

agricultural lands and usages this disincentive evaporates. If the riparian areas, wetlands and 

their buffers had been (as is customary) designated "natural areas" and the absolute 

prohibition against any activity that would adversely affect the snake and other natural values 

were appropriately limited to these areas it would have been very beneficial to the snake 

every snake then subsequently observed in or out of this habitat would have an increased 

chance at being viewed ("for all time" - i.e., in perpetuity) as an asset rather than as a 

"liabiliby". 

It is noteworthy that those who prepared the Biological Impact Report prepared for 

the Blank Development Application appear to be unaware of specific provisions of the Natural 

Resource And Conservation Easement on the Property in that the report recommends that 3-

acres of upland habitat be preserved in exchange for loss of "habitat" due to the proposed 

development. The County Planning Department also seems unaware that specific provisions 

of this Easement prohibit any use or practice anywhere on the Property "that would 

adversely affect the San Francisco garter snake" and that the "deed restriction" that is called 

for on these 3-acres (in No. 11 of its Recommended Conditions of Approval) is already in 

place! The Biological Impact Report is otherwise a limited assessment of the potential 

impact(s) (and recommends mitigation procedures) during construction of the project and 

does not address actual and potential impacts of an unclustered development accessed via a 

road that runs the width of the property near an off site pond then along the riparian 

corridor of the perennial stream crossing it twice. There is no assessment in the Biological 

Impact Report or any other part of the Application of the potential continuous/on going 

impact on special status species that the road improvements and the resulting significant 

increase of traffic thereon could conceivably have. The 1985 Coastal Development Permit 

(attached) authorizing the division of the agricultural lands from the 4,088-acre Cascade 

Ranch identified a future homesite on the now Blank Property near the the main road to the 

old Cascade Ranch farmstead which would have avoided placing development near natural 

resources and would have located new development near pre-existing. 

I urge the Coastal Commission to exercise its oversight authority and reject the Blank 

Coastal Development Permit Application on the grounds that the size and scale of its 

residential development is inconsistent with the protection of the agricultural resources of the 

coast generally, and of these agriculturally dedicated lands specifically which are now 

protected by a Natural Resource and Agricultural Conservation Easement. 

Sturgeon - San Gregorio - February 12, 2001 



Sincerely, 

L~ 
Ron Sturgeon 

cc: Steve Blank 

San Mateo County Agricultural Advisory Committee 

California Coastal Conservancy 

Sturgeon - San Gregorio - February 12, 2001 · 
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NEWSLETTER • 

PENINSULA OPEN SPACE TRUST 

Cascade Ranch acquisition: 
Mosaic of public and private action 

One of the Peninsula's most significant open spaces, 
Cascade Ranch, achieved park status on December 31, 

· 1985, when the State of California purchased the prop· 
erty. The 4,000 acre holding surrounds Ano Nuevo State 
Preserve, destination resort for elephant seals. 

The ranch is significant in its own right, having been operated 
as a farm and dairy since the 1860's. Its forest lands connect <.vith 
Butane and Big Basin state parks, giving it added importance as 
a link between the coast and the inland ridges of the Santa Cruz 
Mountains. 

The role of non· profit organizations, including POST, in work· 
ing out the details of this very complex acquisition is unique in 
the history of public parklands. Negotiations begun in 1981 
resulted in an acquisition agreement with three major 
components: 

Cascade Ranch-1878 

• Fostering public and private landsauing 

• Cultivated agricultural land will be doubled and will continue ~ 
to be farmed. Management of the farmland will be the job of 
the California State Coastal Conservancy for an interim -itL: 
period, after which the land will be sold to a private farm ,r 
~· Easement .restrictions will "j5revent future 
development. 

• Non-agricultural land, including much of the watershed lead· 
ing to the beach at Ano Nuevo, will be managed by the State 
Department of Parks and Recreation and kept in public 
O\vnership . 

..:J- • Private developers will have an opportunity to buy land for 
7' privately operated campgrounds and a lodge on land adja· 

cent to the tract acquired by the state. Development rights 
which might have reduced Cascade's prime soils and majes· 
tic hillsides to a sprawl of suburban ranchettes will be trans· 
ferred away from these sensitive areas and used for the lodge 
and campgrounds . 



POST pushes for agricultural land 

"Without the agriculturc11 component, Cascade Ranch could 
not have been saved," declares Don Coppock, program man­
ager for the California State Coastal Conservancy. POST's role, 
albeit an unheralded one, was to defend the agricultural element 
and establish a working relationship between state agencies and 
the agricultural community. 

"Making the entire ranch into a park was not acceptable to 
Governor Deukmejian. The Governor was sensitive to strong, 
local concern that if the ranch became a state park, all the 
farming ground would go out of production," says Coppock. 

"The agricultural resources of San Mateo County are among 
the most important in California," he continues. Although the 
Coastal Conservancy has a mandate to preserve coastal land, it 
is difficult for a public agency to know enough about local 
conditions to take effective action. ("Hello, rm the State of 
California. I want to talk to you," says Coppock in mock 
seriousness. i 

"A state agency needs local connections," he says, "and 
POST provided those connections without fanfare to itself. John 
Wade (POSTs coastside field representative) is a wonderful 
resource." 

Coppock praises POST for having accomplished a major 
preservation goal without acquisition cost to itself. 

leadership in the Cascade Ranch project came from the 
Trust for Public land (TPL), which took a significant fmancial 
risk in acquiring options to purchase the property in Aprill984. 
TPL put up additional funds to maintain the options while public 
and private agencies sought funds for the purchase. Save the 
Redwoods League contributed $500,000. The bulk of the pur· 
chase money came from two agencies of the State of California. 
The Department of Parks and Recreation paid $3.5 million for 
approximately 2,500 acres of parkland while the Coastal Con­
servancy paid $2.2 million for 700 acres of agricultural land. 

Even at these prices, Cascade Ranch was a "bargain pur· 
chase." The entire 4,000 acre ranch had been appraised at more 
than $8 million. 

Ocean View 

"The wisdom of the ordinances encouraging consolidation of 
density credits in the coastal zone will now be visible on a large 
scale," says John Wade. "By concentratins development. tbe 
more remote lands will remain undisturbed. Private dev lo 

ro a rna e cam an o m c ities read s 
the state co d have. Mo im ortantl the farming ground 

use." 
Wade's role in protecting agricultural land at Cascade Ranch 

is far from finished. In October the Coastal Conservancy 
awarded POST a $75,000 grant to prepare.plans for improving 
water storage capacity in order to double the acreage now under 
cultivation. He estimates that water storage improvements will 
cost the state $225,000 to install. 

Once these improvements are complete, the farmland will 
be sold to a private buyer. A conservation easement will pre· -.¥­
elude further urbanization. 

Returning the farmland to private ownership in fiVe years or 
fewer is a formal part of the Cascade Ranch acquisition agree­
ment. Like the provision to sell a site for lodging and camp­
grounds, selling the agricultural land helps reduce the cost of the 
project to the state. 

State Senator Rebecca Morgan, who provided leadership in 
Sacramento for the acquisition, emphasizes that parkland at 
Cascade would not have been preserved if the agricultural ele· 
ment as well as the private camping/lodging site had not been 
included in the acquisition process. 

All the pieces were necessary to create a mosaic of laSting 
importance. 

. . 



' 

_ ..... 
-·· 

Department of Environmental Management 80AhD OF SUPERVISORS 

ANNA G. ESHOO t>liullllrlg ancl D<•,·elopllWIH Division 

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 

TOM NOLAN 
WILLIAM J. SCHUMACHER 
K. JACQUELINE SPEIER 
JOHN M. WARO 

DAVID C. HALE 
11'\ANHtNQ OiRf:CfOPI: 

COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER REDWOOD CITY CALIFORNIA :l-4063 (415) :!6.." ~161 

December 20, 1985 

Don Coppock 
California Stat- Coastal Conservancy 
1330 Broadway, Suite 1100 

' Oakland, CA 94612 

Dear Mr. Coppock: 

SUBJECT: Notice of Decision - State Coastal Conservancy 
Agricultural Land Acqufsftfon, Cascade Ranch 
(COP 85-80} 

On December 17, 1985, the Board of Supervisors considered a Coastal Devel­
opment Permit to divide a 694-acre parcel from the 4,088-acre Cascade ranch 
(APN 089-220-040) for the purpose of agricultural preservation and enhance­
ment. The property is located on both sides of Highway 1, in the southwestern 
corner of San Mateo County, within the rural Coastal Zone. The project 
application was filed with the County on October 11, 1985. 

Based on information provided by staff and evidence presented at the hearing, 
the Board of Supervisors approved your application with the findings and 
conditions of approval which are attached. 

Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Board of Super­
visors may appeal this decision to the California Coastal Commission. Infor­
mation concerning appeals to the Coastal Commission may be obtained by calling 
that agency at (408) 426-7390. 

C:.L 
David- C. Hale 
Planning Director 

DCH:GDB:jmr - JlP06260 

cc: Ralph Brown, Consultant 
Bill Dempsey, irust for Public Land 
Diane Landry, Coastal Commfsston 
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Approval action by Board of Supervisors on December 17., 1985, pertaining to 
Coastal Development Permit for the acquisition of a portion of Cascade Ranch 
by the California Coastal Conservancy {COP 85-80): 

A. 

B. 

Find that the proposed division of land through acquisition b~ a public 
agency, as conditioned, co~forms with the plans, policies, requirements, 
and standards of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program. 

Approve this Coastal Development Permit subject to the following 
conditions: 

1. No construction, Including construction of agriculturally-related 
improvements, shall commence, no expansion of agricultural activities 
shall occur, and no Identified habitat of the San Franciso Garter 
Snake (SfGS) shall be altered or disturbed, until the study to define 
the population and range of the SFGS on Cascade Ranch (presently 
be1ng undertaken by Dr: Samuel McGinnis) is complete, and adequate 
measures to protect the SfGS population are developed and implemented 
(by September 30, 1986) to the satisfaction of the Planning Director, 
af·<:er consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game 
and U.S. Department of Fish and Wfldl i 'e. 

2. Conversion of riparian vegetation to agriculture is prohibited. 

3. ~The streamflow of Cascade Creek shall be maintained in accordance 
with water diversion permits fssued by the California Water Resources 
Control Board, with additional winter flushing flows to protect 
riparian vegetation and garter snake habitat. 

4. Diversion points along Cascade Creek shall be screened with l/4" mesh 
to prevent fish from entering the irrigation system, to the satisfac­
tion of the State Department of Fish and Game. 

5. Should archeological .esources be uncovered during future agricul­
tural or construction activities,. all work shall stop, and a mitiga­
tion plan shall be prepared and implemented to the satisfaction of 
the Planning Director. 

6. Record an offer to dedicate to the State Department of Parks and 
Recreat1on, a vertical coastal access easement, 30 feet in width, 
along the southern boundary of the property west of Highway 1, for 
future improvement and maintenance, to•the satisfaction of the 
Planning Director. 

7. Submit a deed restriction or other type of recordable document, to 
the satisfaction of the Planning Director and District Attor~ey, 
which acknowledges that: (a) of the 38 density credits available to 
the Cascade Ranch property, two density credits have been allocated 
to the subject parcel, and (b) such two density credits constitute 
the maximum development density permitt~d under present zoning. 



• 
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8. Grant 'to the c·ounty an agricultural easement which 1 imlts the use of 
the land covered by the ease~ent to agriculture and uses accessory to 
agriculture. The easement shall cover each of the two agricultural 
parcels shown on the Master Land Division Plan, except for those 
areas designated as residential homesites, and shall be to the satis­
faction of the Planning Director and District Attorney. 

9. Submit application, within the next 50 days, for a Certificate of 
Need, as the initial step to allow farm labor housing within existing 
buildings on the sfte. All required iJermits shall be obtained within 
one year. 

10. Future development requests shall be conditioned to: (a) substan­
tially minimize the visibility of all new str-uctures from Highway 1 
through site and design techniques, includin~ but not limited to, use 
of landscape screening and earth berms, and {b) limit non-agricul­
tural structures to 15 fe~t in height unless additional height would 
not be substantially visible from Highway 1 and would not adversely 
affect the scenic qualities of the area. 

11. This Coastal Development Permit fs for thls land division only. Any 
further development, including but not limited to, resubdivision, the 
construction of individual residences, farm labor housing or other 
agriculturally-related facilities, will require separate Coastal 
Development Permit review • 
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March 12, 2001 

Ms. Jane A. Steven 
California Coastal Commission 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, California 94105-2219 

Subject: Proposed Blank Development 
Coastal Commission Appeal No. A-2-00-28 

Dear Ms. Steven: 

MAH 14 2001 

I am responding to issues raised by Mr. Ron Sturgeon in his February 12,2001, letter to 
you. (A copy of the letter was delivered to the Coastal Conservancy from Mr. Sturgeon on 
March 5.) In that letter, Mr. Sturgeon alleges that Mr. Blank's proposed residence is 
inconsistent with the stated purposes of the conservation easement held by the 
Conservancy over the property that Mr. Blank purchased from the Conservancy in 1999. 
Conservancy staff disagrees. 

When the State purchased approximately 4,000 acres of the historic Cascade Ranch in 
1985, the Conservancy agreed to accept jurisdiction over the portion of the ranch suitable 
for agriculture, approximately 680 acres, in order to protect its agricultural productivity. 
At that time the Conservancy hoped to add to the ranch's capacity for storing irrigation 
water so that the farmable acreage could be increased, enabling two economically 
sustainable farming operations. 

After considerable effort and expense, the Conservancy came to realize that expanding 
the farmable acreage, as originally envisioned, was not possible, and that the property's 
resources could sustain, at most, only one farming operation. The Conservancy 
subsequently divided the property, which had been allocated two density credits, so that 
almost all of the of the fields suitable for crop production were on the same parcel. The 
other parcel was then sold at auction to Mr. Blank. 

Enclosed is a map of Cascade Ranch showing the property's soil types. The "prime soils" 
indicated on the map correspond to one of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program 
definitions of prime agricultural lands: "All land which qualifies for rating as Class I or 
Class II in the U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service Land Use 

1330 Broadway, 11 til Floor 

Oakland. California 94612-2530 

510·286·1015 Fax: 510·286•0470 

Caltfornia S t a t e Coastal Conservancy 



Jane. A. Steven 
March 12, 2001 

Page2 

Capability Classification, as well as all Class Ill lands capable of growing artichokes or 
Brussels sprouts." (No other definition in the LCP would expand the prime soils indicated • 
on the map.) Almost all of the prime soils on the parcel that was sold to Mr. Blank lie in 
an area known as the DeLuca Valley, shown on the enclosed map of Cascade Valley 
Ranch. The proposed site for Mr. Blank's residence is atop a knoll that has never been 
farmed and has little, if any, potential for agricultural production. 

The residence site is also well removed from potential habitat for the San Francisco garter 
snake and the California red-legged frog, listed species found in the property's vicinity. 
These species and their habitats are discussed in the baseline documentation prepared in 
accordance with the Conservancy's conservation easement. 

Conservancy staff has been presented with no compelling arguments or evidence to 
conclude that Mr. Blank's proposed residential development of his property would 
damage the agricultural or natural resource values of the property, or otherwise be in 
conflict with the conservation easement held by the Conservancy. Pursuant to the 
requirements of the easement, and at the request of the property owner, the Conservancy 
has provided written approval of the proposed improvements. A copy of the approval 
letter is enclosed. 

If you would like to discuss this further, I may be reached at (510) 286-4182. 

Sincerely, 

V-/0~ 
Dick Wayman 
Project Manager 

Enclosures 

cc: Ron Sturgeon 
Steve Blank 
San Mateo County Agricultural Advisory Committee 

• 
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• BASE MAP FROM USDA SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE, SOIL SURVEY SAN MATEO AREA, 1961 

Cascade Ranch 
SOIL TYPES 



Key to Soil Types 

Cascade Ranch Soil Types 

Class D Soils 

BdA 
DwA 
LmB 
LoA 
LsB 
LwB 

Botella loam, nearly level, imperfectly drained 
Dublin clay, nearly level, imperfectly drained 
Lockwood loam, gently slopins 
Lockwood loam, nearly level, imperfectly drained 
Lockwood shaly loam, gently sloping 
Lockwood loam, gently sloping, seeped 

Class W Soils with Good or Better Suitability for Artichokes or Brussels Sprouts 

LmC2 Lockwood loam, sloping, eroded 

Class W Sojls wjth fair Suitability for Artjchokes or Brussels Sprouts 

LvB2 
LvC2 
SaC2 
TeB 
TeC2 
WaB 
WmB 
WmC2 
WoB 
WsB2 
WsC2 

Other Soils 

CIE2 
CIF2 
UD2 
LIE2 
LIF2 
LvD2 
Ma 
Sa02 
SaE2 
SaF2 
SbE2 
SbF2 
TeD2 
TeE2 
WnA 

Lockwood loam, brown subsoil variant, gently sloping, eroded 
Lockwood loam, brown subsoil variant, sloping, eroded 
Santa Lucia loam, sloping, eroded · 
Tierra loam, gent1y sloping 
Tierra loam, sloping, eroded 
Watsonville clay loam, gently sloping 
WatsonviUe loam, gently sloping 
Watsonville loam, sloping, eroded 
Watsonville loamy sand, gently sloping, overblown 
Watsonville sandy loam, gently sloping, eroded 
Watsonville sandy loam, sloping, eroded 

Colma loam, steep, eroded 
Colma loam, very steep, eroded 
Lobitos loam, moderately steep; eroded 
Lotitos loam, steep, eroded 
Lotitos loam, very steep, eroded 
Lockwood loam, brown subsoil variant, moderately steep, eroded i 

Mixed alluvial land 
Santa Lucia loam, moderately steep, eroded 
Santa Lucia loam, steep, eroded 
Santa Lucia loam, very steep, eroded 
Santa Lucia stony loam, steep, eroded 
Santa Lucia stony loam, very steep, eroded 
Tierra loam, moderately steep, eroded 
Tierra loam, steep, eroded 
Watsonville loam, nearly level, poorly drained 

Capability 
..JJniL 

Dw-2 
Dw-2 
Ile-1 
Dw-2 
lle-1 
llw-2 

me-l 

Ws-3 
me-3 

. Dle-1 
llls-3 
Dle-3 
Ws-3 
llls-3 
Dle-3 
me-3 
Ws-3 
me-3 

Vle-3 
Vlle-3 
IVe-1 
Vle·l 
Vlle-1 
IVe-3 
VDle-1 
IVe-1 
Vle·l 

. Vlle-1 
Vle·l 
Vlle·l 
IVc-3 
Vle-3 
mw-2 

Source: Soil Survey, San Mateo Area, California. U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service in 
cooperation with California Agricultural Experiment Station, Series 1954, No. 13, Issued May 1961. 

• 

•• 

• 



.. 

• 

• 

• BASE MAP: USGS 7 • 5 1 QUADRANGLE - FRANKLIN POINT 

Cascade Valley Ranch 
SITE FEATURES 
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Coastal 

Conservancy 

March 12, 2001 

Steve Blank 
216Mannona 
Menlo Park, California 94025 

Re: K&S Ranch (Blank Residence); 
San Mateo County Coastal Development Permit No. PLN 1999-00962; 
California Coastal Commission Appeal No. A-2-SMC-00-028 · 

Dear Mr. Blank: 

St~ff of the Coastal Conservancy has reviewed your proposed development of the 
K&S Ranch as approved in San Mateo County coastal development permit PLN 1999-
00960, as well as the changes to that approved development as set forth in your letter to 

; 

• 

the Conservancy dated March 9, 2001, with reference to the requirements and restrictions • 
of the Conservancy's natural resource and agricultural conservation easement over the . 
property. This letter is in response to your request for our written acknowledgement that 
the proposed house, horse and equipment barn, and fann labor housing are consistent 
with the conservation purpose of the easement. 

As you know, the easement expressly allows "[c]onstructing or placing no more 
than one residence on the property outside of habitat and buffer areas, and in a manner 
that will not adversely affect habitat or wildlife," provided that all applicable 
governmental approvals and permits are properly obtained (Permitted Uses and .Practices 
§9). The proposed location of your residence is entirely outside habitat and buffer areas 
identified in the easement baseline documentation and studies conducted by the Coastal 
Conservancy. 

The easement also permits the maintenance or repair of existing structures on the 
property and the replacement of any such structures with "facilities of similar size, 
function, capacity, and location, in the event of destruction, deterioration, or obsolescence 
(Permitted Uses and Practices §4.)" In addition, the easement permits improvements 
accessory to allowable residential use of the property, and additional structures, facilities, 
and roads reasonably necessary to the agricultural uses of the property, provided that you 
obtain the Conservancy's express written approval (which shall not be unreasonably 
withheld) of the size, function, capacity and location of these improvements (Permitted 

California S t a t e Coastal 

1330 Broadway, 11th • 

Oakland, California 94612-2530 

510•286·1015 Fax: 510·286•0470 

Conservancy 
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Letter to Steve Blank Re: Development .t'roposal for K&S Ranch 
March 12, 2001 

Page Two 

Uses and Practices §4). The horse and equipment barn and farm labor housing appear to 
be reasonably necessary to agricultural uses of the property and their size, function, 
capacity and location are hereby approved based on the conservation purpose of the 
easement. 

Notwithstanding this approval, you are advised that under the easement 
agricultural use of the property may not result in soil or water degradation, harm to 
sensitive natural resources or unreasonable interference with public use and enjoyment of 
adjacent property. The Coastal Conservancy retains the authority to monitor and enforce 
the terms of this easement, and to "prevent or stop, by any legal means, any activity or 
use of the property which, in the reasonable judgement of the Conservancy, is 
inconsistent with this easement. .. "(Rights Retained §2(d)). Additional approvals must be 
obtained from the Conservancy for any modifications or changes to the activities and 
uses hereby approved. 

Sincerely, 

{fJ~ 
Marcia Grimm 
Senior Staff Counsel 

Cc: Jane Steven, California Coastal Commission 
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March 20. 2001 

Jane Steven 
California Coastal CommissiOJl 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco. CA 94105 

Dear Ms. Steven: 

SUBJECT: Bialik Residence (Coutal Development Permit PLN1999-00960} 

You have requested clarifi~ation of the relationship of the current proposed location of 
the Blank residence to that approved in previous Coastal Development Permits affecting 
this property, namely CDPSS-80 and CDP96-0003. 

CDPSS-80 involved the division of the Coastal Conservancy portion of the Cascade • 
Ranch from the balance oftba property. It included a Master Land Division Plan as 
required by our LCP and zoning regulations. That MLDP showed two Conservancy 
parcels, one west and one east of Highway 1. The Blank residence is now proposed on 
the eastern parcel. The MLDP showed the proposed house site for the east parcel near 1h.e 
existing group of farm buildings, some distance from the current proposed location of the 
Blank residence. · 

CDP96-0003 involved the division of the Conservancy property into two parcels, with a 
slightly revised configuration from that shown in the original MLDP. The application 
also proposed relooation of the residential building site on the east parcel from that 
shown on the origina.l :MLDP to the loaation currently proposed for the Blank residence. 

I have reviewed the relevant documentation from both files with County Counsel. Our 
conclusion is that CDP96-0003 eficctively amended the Master Land Division Plan for 
this property to (a) revise the property line between the two Conservancy parcels and (b) 
relocate the house site on the cast parcel to the location of the proposed Blank residence. 

By way of further clarification., subsequent to our Zoning Hearing Officer's approval of 
CDP96..Q003, County Counsel detcrm.i:ncd that, pmsuant to provisions of the Subdivision 
Map Act, the Coastal Conservancy was exempt from the requirement to flle a parcel map 
for that particular division of their property. Only a COP was required.. It is for that 

• 
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reason that there is no recorded map for that land division, only an approved CDP and 
de~ ~sfll:!rrin~ the two farcels in~. separate ownership. 

I ' v ''' 

If you need further clarification, please call me at 650-363-1861. Thank you. 

£._ 
Terry Burnes 
Planning A r 
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