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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Prior Commission Action

On January 14, 2000, the Commission opened a hearing on the substantial issue determination
for the appeal. The Commission continued the hearing, suspending final action on the appeal
pending discussions between the applicant and staff. In addition, on January 27, 2000, the
applicant waived their right for a hearing to be set within 49 days of the filing of the appeal in
order to develop and provide additional material for consideration prior to Commission action on
the appeal. The appeal was scheduled to be heard by the Commission on August 9, 2000. The
applicant postponed this hearing pending further discussions between the applicant and staff.

On February 16, 2001 the Commission found that the appeals submitted of the local
government’s action on this proposed project raised a substantial issue with respect to the
grounds on which they were filed. The Commission postponed the de novo portion of the appeal
hearing to a future meeting at the request of the applicant. This staff report represents the staff’s
recommendation to the Commission for action on the proposed project. The standard of review
for the proposed project is the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

Summary of Staff Recommendation

The project site is located on an 84-acre parcel adjacent to the inland side of Highway 1 near
Ano Nuevo State Reserve in Southern San Mateo County. This is a highly scenic area with little
existing development visible from the State Reserve or the highway. The site contains
environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHA), including habitat suitable for the federally listed
San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog. The proposed development is a
6,000-square-foot, 26-foot-high single family residence with a 700-square-foot detached
accessory building, swimming pool and a 6,000-square-foot artificial pond.

The staff recommends that the Commission approve the coastal development permit for the
proposed project with conditions. The recommended conditions restrict future development of
the property to provide long-term protection of environmentally sensitive habitat areas and
prohibit development in specified portions of the site. The staff also recommends elimination of
the proposed artificial pond to avoid potentially significant adverse impacts to San Francisco
garter snakes and California red-legged frogs. The recommended conditions also limit the height
of the proposed residence to 18 feet and impose restrictions on landscaping, design, and lighting
to minimize the visual impacts of the development.

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

1.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

The staff recommends approval of Coastal Development Permit Application No. A-2-SMC-99-
066 with conditions.

Motion

I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Application No. A-2-
SMC-99-066 pursuant to the staff recommendation.
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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,
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 San Mateo County pursuant to an
authority other than the California Coastal Act remain in effect (San Mateo County File Number
PLN 1999-00296; 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-99-
066, the applicant will be responsible for obtaining permit amendments to resolve any such
conflicts.

1. Future Development 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, stating that the
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permit is only for the development authorized herein as described in the coastal development
permit. Pursuant to Title 14 California Code of Regulations Section 13250(b)(6), the
exemptions otherwise provided in Public Resources Code Section 30610(b) shall not apply
on APN 089-230-220. Accordingly, any future improvements, including, but not limited to,
construction of fences, gates, additions, or outbuildings that might otherwise be exempt
under Zoning Code Section 6328.5, as well as repair and maintenance identified as requiring
a permit 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.

Submittal of Revised Plans

A. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit, for the

review and approval of the Executive Director, revised project plans in satisfaction of the
following requirements:

(1) The residence, accessory building, underground garage, driveway, and dog fencing shall
be located within the designated building site as generally depicted in Eigt

(2) Construction of the artificial pond is prohibited.

(3) Fencing shall be installed around the perimeter of the designated building site and around
the upland limit of the 300-foot buffer around the sag pond. The fencing shall be
designed and maintained to prevent entry into sensitive habitat arcas by dogs or people,
but to allow free movement of frogs and snakes.

(4) No development shall occur within 100 feet of the swale identified in Figure 29.

(5) Access to the site shall be from the shortest, most direct route from the existing shared
roadway behind the residence so that it is not visible. The driveway shall be no wider
than 12 feet, and no shoulders shall be included.

(6) No development, including but not limited to installation of water and septic lines, shall
be sited within 300 feet of the upland limit of the sag pond as generally depicted in
Figure 29 or within the 300-foot-wide California red-legged frog dispersal corridors as
generally depicted in Figure 29.

(7) Upon completion, all approved structures shall be screened 100 percent from views from
Highway 1 and Afio Nuevo State Reserve primarily by existing vegetation and landforms
and through the construction of berms and native scrub vegetation as necessary. The
revised plans shall be submitted with evidence, such as photo simulations, representative
staking, or architectural renderings, that demonstrate conformity with this requirement.

(8) Berms shall be designed to appear part of the existing topography and shall be no higher
than 12 feet from the existing (pre-development) grade.

(9) All structures, as measured from the existing (pre-development) grade to the peak of the
roof shall be no higher than 18 feet.
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(10)A 300-foot-wide California red-legged frog dispersal corridor shall be designated
between the sag pond and each of the two ponds located to the east of the project site as
generally depicted in Figure 29.

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.

Landscaping. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall
submit a landscaping plan for the review and approval of the Executive Director. 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:

All vegetation planted on the site shall consist of native, drought-tolerant plants. The plan
shall specify plant species and mature heights of all trees and shrubs.

The location of all existing trees and shrubs on the property that will serve as landscape
screening for the proposed structures. No existing vegetation on the site outside the building
envelope or driveway shall be removed, except as provided for in the approved landscaping
plan. Vegetation removal shall be limited to: 1) that which must be removed for fire safety as
required in writing by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection; 2) clearing
required for maintenance of permitted roads and trails and around permitted fences and
structures; and 3) removal of invasive non-native plant species included on the most recent
Exotic Pest Plant list prepared by the California Exotic Pest Plant Council. 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-99-066.

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

Exterior Materials and Lighting 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, stating that all
exterior materials 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
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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.

5. Sensitive Habitat

A. Grading, installation of the water line, and foundation work shall not occur between
November 1 and May 1 but shall be conducted between May 2 and October 31 to minimize
potential impacts to San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged frogs.

B. Prior to commencement of construction, the applicant shall submit construct a four-foot
high plywood exclusion fence around the work areas to prevent California red-legged frogs
and San Francisco garter snakes from entering the area.

C. Two days prior to construction of the exclusion fence, the applicant shall survey the building
site and construction access route for California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter
snakes. The surveys shall be conducted by a qualified biologist in accordance with USFWS
and CDFG protocol (USFWS 1997).

D. Grading is prohibited at any time that either species is present in the construction area. A
qualified biological monitor experienced with the San Francisco garter snake and California
red-legged frog shall be present at the site during all grading activities. The biological
monitor shail have the authority to halt all construction activities as necessary to protect
habitat and individual animals. The monitoring shall be conducted in accordance with
USFWS and CDFG protocol (USFWS 1997). 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
grading work.

E. No grading or construction activities shall occur within 600 feet of nesting loggerhead
shrikes or raptors. Where grading occurs between May 2 and September 30 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 Director. If active nests are found, no grading or
construction work shall occur within 600 feet of the nests until all young have fledged.

6. Conservation Easement

A. No development, as defined in San Mateo County LCP Policy 1.2, or grazing, diversion or
impoundment for irrigation or other agricultural activities shall occur in the sag pond or the
surrounding area within 300 feet of the upland limit of riparian vegetation associated with the
sag pond as generally depicted in | except for:

(1) Removal of vegetation for fire safety as required in writing by the California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection or removal of invasive non-native plant species included
on the most recent Exotic Pest Plant list prepared by the California Exotic Pest Plant
Council. .
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(2) Habitat management activities in accordance with an approved Habitat Conservation
Plan.

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall execute and record a
document, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, irrevocably offering to
dedicate to a public agency or private association approved by the Executive Director an
open space and conservation easement for the purpose of habitat conservation. Such
easement shall include the sag pond and all areas within 300 feet of the upland limit of
riparian vegetation associated with the sag pond, as generally depicted in Figure 18. The
recorded document shall include legal descriptions of both the applicant’s entire parcel and
the easement area. The recorded document shall also reflect that development in the
casement area is restricted as set forth in this permit condition.

The offer shall be recorded free of prior liens and encumbrances that the Executive Director
determines may affect the interest being conveyed. The offer shall run with the land in favor
of the People of the State of California, binding all successors and assignees, and shall be
irrevocable for a period of 21 years, such period running from the date of recording.

Open Space Deed Restriction

. No development, as defined in LCP Policy 1.2, shall occur within the dispersal corridors as

generally depicted on Figure 18, except the following:

(1) Removal of vegetation for fire safety as required in writing by the California Department
of Forestry and Fire Protection or removal of invasive non-native plant species including
removal of eucalyptus debris and saplings and those plants identified in the most recent
Exotic Pest Plant list prepared by the California Exotic Pest Plant Council.

(2) Habitat management activities in accordance with an approved Habitat Conservation
Plan.

(3) Consistent with Special Condition 5, installation of waterline beneath the portion of the
dispersal corridor encompassing the road.

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall execute and record a
deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the Executive Director, reflecting the
above restriction on development in the designated open space. The deed restriction shall
include legal descriptions of both the applicant’s entire parcel and open space area. The deed
restriction 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.

Construction Period Erosion Contro! Plan

Erosion Control Plan

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall provide, for the
review and approval of the Executive Director, an Eroston 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



A-2-SMC-99-066
David Lee

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 Best Management Practices (BMPs) as 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 (November 1
through May 1).

(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.

(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 filter 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.

10
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(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.

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

. The applicants shall be fully responsible for advising construction personnel of the

requirements of the Erosion Control Plan.

. 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.

Post-Construction Stormwater Pollution Prevention

. Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

(1) Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant 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.

11
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The plan shall demonstrate that runoff from the project shall be prevented from entering
the swale and downstream wetland 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 of BMPs) designed to treat or filter stormwater 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 runoff’s entry into any stormwater
conveyance systems or surface water bodies and shall assure that runoff will be conveyed
offsite in a non-erosive manner.

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

(a) Native, drought-tolerant vegetation shall be selected, in order to minimize the need
for fertilizer, pesticides/herbicides, and excessive irrigation.

(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 water 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 15™), after the first storm of the wet season, and monthly thereafter until
April 30™.

(b) All BMP traps/separators and/or filters shall be cleaned prior to the onset of the wet
season and no later than October 15 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.

12
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. Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall submit a final

11.

(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 30™ 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 inspections 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.

The permittee shall undertake development in accordance with the final Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Maintenance and Monitoring 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.

Grading

proposed grading plan for review and approval by the Executive Director. Said plan shall
conform to the requirements of Special Conditions 2, 5, and 8 above.

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.

Helicopter or Other Aircraft Deed Restriction

Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, and as indicated in the proposed project
description, the applicant shall execute and record a deed restriction, subject to the review
and approval of the Executive Director, which 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.

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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2.0 FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:

2.1 Project Location and Site Description

The proposed project is located inland of Highway 1, about ten miles south of Pescadero, in the
unincorporated portion of San Mateo County, California (Figure 1). The proposed building site is
on the top of a southwest-facing hill overlooking Afio Nuevo State Reserve (Figure 2). The
Assessor’s Parcel Number is 089-230-220 as shown on Figure 3. The property is rectangular,
approximately 1,000 feet in width along the front and rear property lines and 3,000 feet in length
along the side property lines.

The property is designated in the County's LUP as Agriculture and is zoned Planned Agricultural
District (PAD). 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 with the height limits and setback requirements for the
PAD zoning district. A single-family residence is allowed within the PAD with the issuance of a
Planned Agricultural Permit. The substantive criteria for issuance of a Planned Agricultural
Permit (Section 6355 of San Mateo County’s Zoning Regulations) address protection of
agricultural uses on land in the PAD. The criteria includes minimizing encroachment on land
suitable for agricultural use, clustering development, availability of water supply, preventing or
minimizing division or conversion of agricultural land, and retention of agricultural land within
public recreation facilities.

The elevation of the parcel ranges from approximately 160 feet above mean sea level (msl) along
Highway 1 in the western portion of the parcel and 390 feet above msl in the eastern portion of
the site along-the boundary with Santa Cruz County. The property has flat to gradual slopes of
approximately 10 percent on most of the parcel with a gradual uphill grade to the east, and
steeper slopes of approximately 25 percent along a ravine that crosses the lot (see Figure 4). The
proposed building site is on a flat terrace between 380 and 390 feet above msl.

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 uplified to form the Santa Cruz Mountains (Romig Consulting Engineers 1999).

The active San Gregorio Fault crosses the parcel and lies parallel to and approximately 800 feet
from Highway 1. The Alquist-Priola Special Studies Zone boundary extends approximately 250
feet south of the fault and approximately 600 feet north of the fault (Figure 5). The parcel is
within an active seismic area and may be subject to strong ground shaking. The site also is
located within an ancient landslide complex approximately 4,000 feet in length and 1,500 feet in
width. Romig Consulting Engineers (1999) did not observe any indications of any recent activity
of the slide, and concluded that the landslide movement has ceased, and would be unlikely to
recur. The potential for liquefaction at the site is low (Romig Consulting Engineers 1999). The
Commission’s staff geologist has reviewed the Romig report and concurs with these conclusions.

Soils at the site are primarily Santa Lucia loam, with Lockwood loam soils in the western portion
of the parcel between Highway 1 and the pond, and Dublin clay soils in the ravine (Figure 6).
Most of the Santa Lucia soils pose slight to moderate erosion potential, with those in the
southeastern portion of the lot posing moderate to high erosion potential. The erosion hazard of
the Lockwood and Dublin soils is slight (US Department of Agriculture 1961). The 14 acres in
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which the Lockwood soils are found are considered prime agricultural soils. In addition, as
historic grazing land and land which has the potential to be used for grazing in the future, these
soils 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.”

The parcel includes diverse habitat types (Figure 29). Currently, a majority of the property is
annual grassland with scattered shrubs and tree saplings due to earlier use of the site for
agricultural activities. Riparian wetland, pond, and coastal scrub vegetation are found in the
depressions. Eucalyptus forest borders the northern and eastern property boundaries and mixed
stands of Monterey pine and Douglas fir border the southern boundary. These habitats support
many plant and wildlife species, including some special status species. Special status wildlife
species that occur in nearby habitat include San Francisco garter snake, a federally- and state
listed species; California red-legged frog, a federally-listed threatened species; and western pond
turtle, a federal species of concern. One California red-legged frog was observed in the pond on
the western portion of the property. A yellow warbler, a California Species of Special Concern,
was also observed in the willows adjacent to the pond (Thomas Reid Associates 1999). Monarch
butterflies, which are included in California Department of Fish and Game’s Special Animals
list, have been recorded within the Monterey pine grove just off the southeastern edge of the
property. The eucalyptus and Monterey pine woodland on the property provide potential roosting
habitat for this species. The native Monterey pine, itself, is listed as a federal species of concern
and a California Native Plant Society’s List 1B species (“Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered
in California and elsewhere”). The native range for Monterey pine is limited to the stands near
Afio Nuevo, including the one bordering the parcel, and three other isolated locations. The Afio
Nuevo stands are the northernmost extent of the native Monterey pine forests. These pines not
only have a limited distribution but also are threatened by a fungus, pitch canker. The Afio
Nuevo stand, estimated to have once covered about 18,000 acres, has been reduced to
approximately 1,500 to 2,000 acres (Staub, staff communication).

An archaeological survey of the northeastern portion of the parcel and along a proposed water
pipeline was conducted by a professional archaeologist in June and July of 1999, as
recommended by the California Historical Resources Information Center at Sonoma State
University. No prehistoric cultural materials or historic materials were found. Two locations for
trenching could not be surveyed because of dense vegetation (on the west side of the sag pond
and through the swale in the northern portion of the property), and the consultant recommended
that a professional archaeologist be present to monitor the unsurveyed areas if excavation begins
(San Mateo County 1999a).

2.2 Project Description

The project as originally proposed and approved by the County consisted of construction of a
two-story, 6,500-square-foot single-family residence with attached four-car garage, 600-square-
foot detached guest house, 7,500 square-foot pond, lap pool, gazebo with a spa, and driveway,
plus installation of a septic system and water pipeline on a legal 84.49-acre lot (Figures 8
through 11: first and second floor plans).

Since the project was initially approved by San Mateo County and appealed to the Commission,
the applicant has made changes to the project. Coastal Commission staff discussed with the
applicant that one of the primary objectives in making the project consistent with the LCP would
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be to site it in the least visible location on the 84.48-acre parcel, consistent with all other LCP
policies, and reduce the size and height of the house so that its visual impact is minimized. In
response to this and other scenic resources policies, the applicant revised his proposed project
and reviewed alternative sites (see Figure 15) suggested by the Coastal Commission staff. For
instance, the primary building mass has been moved 255 feet to the southeast and the bedroom
wings have been placed behind the living room, thereby reducing the frontage of the main
portion of the house from 140 feet to 90 feet. The colonnade between the main portion of the
house and the accessory building has been eliminated and the accessory building has been placed
behind the main house. The height of the house from ground level has been lowered from 36 feet
to 26 feet by placing 10 feet of the house underground. The house would still be located at the
top of the property at approximately 380 to 390 feet above msl.

The applicant corrected the calculations for the ground floor area, which is proposed to be 4,500
square feet. Thus, the proposed residence is 6,000 square feet rather than 6,500 square feet as
approved by the County (Field 2000a). The accessory building has been enlarged to 700 square
feet from 600 square feet. The patio adjacent to the accessory building has been removed,
reducing the patios to 4,000 square feet. To accommodate construction of a berm to screen the
development from public view, the artificial pond has been reduced from 7,500 square feet to
6,000 square feet. The applicant has deleted the originally proposed 10,000 square-foot
cultivated garden and gazebo. Table 1 shows the area of disturbance for the proposed project.

Table 1. Area of Disturbance for the Proposed Project

Type of Disturbance Square Feet
Residence Living Space 4,500*
Accessory building 700*
Garage 800"
Septic System 820
Pool 160
Patios 4,000*
Decks . 780
Pond 6,000*
Walkway 1,000
Driveway 3,200*
TOTAL 21,960

Source: Field 2001a and 2001b.
*These numbers have been cotrected or revised for the de novo review as explained above in the text.

'The garage is a total of 1,500 square feet. Because 700 feet of it would be below the accessory building, only the
additional 800 feet is included as disturbance.

The proposed garage, utilities, lap pool, patios, and decks, which comprise an additional 7,240
square feet of floor space, are not included in the 6,000 square feet of living space. The living
space includes two floors, a 4,500 square foot ground floor and a 1,500 square foot second floor.
The second floor is not included in Table 1 below because it would not involve any additional
disturbance beyond that required for the first floor. Similarly, the 800 square-foot utilities area is
not included in the area of disturbance because it would be located underground the patio. As
noted in Table 1, 700 square feet of the garage is not included as disturbance because it would be
beneath the 700-square-foot accessory building. The proposed pond and walkway comprise
another 7,000 square feet of developed area. The driveway would be 200 feet long, 16 feet wide
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(12 feet wide with two-foot shoulders on either side), for a total of 3,200 square feet. The gross
disturbed area would be 21,160 square feet.

At its highest elevation from natural grade, the house would be approximately 26 feet in height
(Figure 12). A water line and septic system are proposed on-site, and an existing well,! as shown
in Figure 13, would be used. Well A does not have adequate capacity to meet fire regulations
(Stan Field, staff communication). An approximately 2,800-foot long water line would connect
from a well pump at the base of the parcel near Highway 1 to a well at the top of the parcel.
Another water line, approximately 20 feet long would connect from the well at the top of the site
to the house. Access to the site is provided by an existing private access road from Highway 1
that serves several properties on the hill. A 200-foot long driveway would be extended from the
shared road to the proposed house. The proposed residence and accessory building have siding
and roof materials that are colored to match the eucalyptus trees and are a modern design.

The 6,000 square foot landscape pond feature would be located adjacent to the house between
the house and the berm. The pond would be concrete-lined and less than 18 inches deep. Native
vegetation would be used within and around the pond. Aquatic vegetation would be planted
within the pond feature and upland vegetation around the outside. The pond would not have a lip
that would trap amphibians within the pond if they enter it. Water for the pond would come

from groundwater. The pond water would be recirculated and filtered to reduce the potential for
algal growth. No chemicals would be used in treating the pond water. The pond would have a
drain system so that the water can be drained once a year for cleaning. The draining would assist
with controlling the occurrence of any bullfrogs in the pond. The pond would not be stocked
with fish.

The applicant has also revised the project to plant a row of Monterey cypresses on the lower
southeasterly ridge of the property to partially screen the development from Highway 1. There is
no specific planting plan and the size of the plantings when installed has not been determined,
but some possibilities are described in the arborist’s report (Fong 2000a). Under ideal or good
growing conditions the cypress would grow approximately 3.5 feet per year (Fong 2000a).

The applicant also proposes to construct a berm and lower the height above natural grade of the
residence by ten feet through excavation (Figures 16 and 17). A berm would be placed
immediately in front of and to the northeast of the residence and reflecting pond. The
southeastern portion of the house would remain exposed to allow a view corridor from the house.
The berm would be a maximum of 20 feet in height over a short distance and would taper off to
merge with the existing topography. The berm would be approximately 230 feet long and would
be constructed from soil excavated for the house and pond (6,000 to 7,000 cubic yards of cut).
The berm would be planted with native grassland species and coyote brush (Field 2001b). The
berm would screen the house (except for the southeastern view corridor area) from Highway 1,
but to screen the house from the dunes at Afio Nuevo six to eight foot high vegetation would be
necessary. The soil removed from the house site and used for creation of the berm would lower
the ground level at the house site from 385 feet to 375 feet (Figure 16).

! An application to drill an agricultural well on the parcel was filed on July 1997 (File No. CDP 97-0015). A well
permit was issued from County Environmental Health Division (Permit Number 13016) in November 1997. The
well was certified at 15 gallons per minute. In May 1998 the County approved an application to convert the
agricultural well to a domestic well (File No. CDP 97-0071).
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In addition to the changes described above, the applicant also amended the 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.

2.3 Sensitive Habitats

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

2.3.1 Issue Summary

The site includes habitat suitable for the San Francisco garter snake and the California red-legged
frog, as well as habitat for other sensitive species, wetlands, and riparian areas. The applicant
proposes to locate development adjacent to sensitive habitat in a manner inconsistent with the
habitat protection policies of the LCP. The staff therefore recommends special conditions
requiring the applicant to eliminate the proposed artificial pond as well as other measures
necessary to avoid significant adverse impacts to sensitive habitat areas.

2.3.2 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 B.

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” or
movement corridors.

2.3.3 Discussion

Introduction

Much of the project site is sensitive habitat (Figure 18). 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 (Thomas Reid and Associates 2000a, 2000b, and 2000¢, Fong 2000a and 2000b, Staub
2000 and 2001, Dayton 2000, McGinnis 2000). The sag pond in the southwestern portion of the
site, its riparian fringe, and the entire grassland-scrub savanna, which covers most of the center
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portion of the site, is considered critical habitat for the San Francisco garter snake and California
red-legged frog under the Federal Endangered Species Act (USFWS 2001, McGinnis 2000). 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
habitat. USFWS has also written a letter addressing its position on the possible effects of the
proposed project on the San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog (Exhibit 3).
Wetlands on the site include the sag pond, another smaller pond in the northern portion of the
site, and two swales with riparian and coastal scrub vegetation. The sag pond was probably
formed by seismic activity in the distant past (at least 2,000 years) rather than damming of
drainage ravines as was done to create many other ponds in the vicinity. It is a particularly
important wetland feature because it provides critical habitat for one of the oldest San Francisco
garter snake and California red-legged frog populations in the area (McGinnis 2000). A
California red-legged frog was observed during a survey at the sag pond (Thomas Reid
Associates 1999).

Monterey pine forest is located along the eastern property boundary. The applicant’s forester also
observed seven mature Monterey pines (six-inch or greater diameter breast height [dbh]) in the
eucalyptus grove in the northeastern comer of the site (see Exhibit 4). An additional 36 Monterey
pine saplings (dbh of less than six inches) were observed in the eucalyptus grove and in the
adjacent grassland (Staub 2001). One Monarch butterfly, which is included in California
Department of Fish and Game’s Special Animals list, was observed in the willows at the
entrance to the property near Highway 1 (Dayton 2000). Monarchs were also observed in
eucalyptus trees on the northern boundary of the site (Thomas Reid Associates 2000a). The
Monarch’s winter roosting sites, including eucalyptus groves, are considered sensitive habitat.
The grove in the northern portion of the site does not provide such habitat due to its exposure to
wind (Dayton 2000)

In addition, the property provides potential habitat for several other special status species. A
yellow warbler was observed in the willows adjacent to the sag pond. No other special status
species besides the California red-legged frog, Monarch butterfly, and yellow warbler were
observed at the property. No special status plant species are expected to be found in the grassiand
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 Special Concern Confirmed

legged frog Species

San Francisco garter  Thamnophis sirtalis Endangered Endangered Likely

snake tetrataenia

Western pond turtle  Clemys marmorata Species of Special  Special Concern Likely
Concern Species

Yellow warbler Dendroica petechia None Special Concern Confirmed

Species

Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus Species of Special ~ Special Concern Likely

(nesting) Concern Species

Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperi None Special Concern Likely

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

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

Monarch butterfly Danaus plexipus None None Confirmed
{winter roosting)

Source: CDFG 2001; Dayton 2000; Thomas Reid Associates 1999, 2000a.

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 Lee 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).

Monterey Pine Forest

Monterey pine is listed as a federal species of concern and a California Native Plant Society’s
List 1B species (“Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and elsewhere”). The
native range for Monterey pine is limited to the stands near Afio Nuevo, including the one
bordering the parcel, and three other isolated locations. The Afio Nuevo stands are the
northernmost extent of the native Monterey pine forests. These pines not only have a limited
distribution but also are threatened by a fungus, pitch canker. The Afio Nuevo stand, estimated to
have once covered about 18,000 acres, has been reduced to approximately 1,500 to 2,000 acres
(Staub, staff communication). Native Monterey pine found near the San Mateo-San Cruz County
line is considered a unique species under LUP Policy 7.48, and habitat for unique species is
considered sensitive habitat under LUP Policy 7.1. Therefore, the Monterey pine forest on the
site is also considered sensitive habitat in accordance with LUP Policy 7.1.

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 substantial 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
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rule provides guidance on the physical and biological features that are considered essential to the
conservation of the species, as cited below:

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 (300 fi) 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 (300 f1) 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.

The sag pond provides critical habitat for California red-legged frogs. During a field survey on
July 16, 1999, one adult red-legged frog was observed on the edge of the pond and another was
heard calling from the willows near the pond. This pond provides important breeding habitat for
the frog (Thomas Reid Associates 1999). McGinnis (2000) describes the importance of this pond
and adjacent habitat:

Indeed, if the assumption that the project site pond is actually an old sag pond, the SFGS
[San Francisco garter snake] and CRF [California red-legged frog] population at this site
may be one of the oldest in the area. My 1989 life history study of the SFGS for the
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) was conducted at two sag ponds on a
ranch near La Honda, CA. These were chosen because sediment core samples analyzed
at Stanford University revealed that these ponds were at least 2,000 years old. I and
CDFG herpetologist John Brode felt the SFGSs at this site would best represent the
entire current population, and this may also be true for the project pond site.

In addition, red-legged frogs have been observed at three nearby ponds. The first pond is on the
Hinman property approximately .5 mile to the northeast the sag pond on the Lee property. The
second pond is on the Pfluke property (farm pond), approximately 1,000 feet north of the
Hinman pond, and again approximately .5 mile from the sag pond. The third pond is
approximately 550 feet to the north of the sag pond (Figure 19). Another pond in Afio Nuevo
Creek, which is 1,500 feet southwest of the Hinman pond, may provide habitat for red-legged
frogs, but the species has not been observed there. Furthermore, there is an in-stream pond
approximately 1,500 feet to the southwest of the Hinman pond in Afio Nuevo Creek; no red-
legged frogs have been identified there, but this may provide habitat as well. The land between
the triad of ponds where frog have been observed (sag pond, Hinman pond, and farm pond) and
which contains no structures between the ponds or dispersal barriers, provides exactly the
dispersal habitat that is considered critical habitat by USFWS in its final rule. According to the
final rule designating critical habitat for the red-legged frog:

Frogs will make long-distance straight-line, point-to point movements, rather than using
corridors for moving between habitats.

Dispersing adult frogs in northern Santa Cruz County traveled distances from 0.4 km
(0.25 mi) to more than 3.2 km (2 mi) without apparent regard to topography, vegetation
type, or riparian corridors.

When lines are drawn between the ponds with a minimum width of 300 feet, most of the Lee
property northeast of the sag pond is considered critical habitat (Figure 18). Research on
terrestrial movements of California red-legged frogs in Santa Cruz County support this
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description of the straight-line path between aquatic habitats. Researchers observed that most
radio-tagged individuals moved in approximately straight lines between destinations. Maximum .
distances recorded for radio-tagged California red-legged frogs though various upland habitats

were approximately 5,580 feet through grass/scrub rangeland, 2,950 feet through coniferous

forest, and 1,640 feet through agricultural land. The distances of 2,400 and 2,550 between the

sag pond and Hinman and farm ponds, respectively, across primarily grass/scrub rangeland are

well within this range. Although eucalyptus groves that are within the straight-line paths were

not specifically included in this study, Commission staff spoke with two of the researchers and

they both agreed that eucalyptus groves of 135 feet to 390 feet in width would not present a

barrier to frog movement (Norman Scott, staff communication; John Bulger, staff

communication). These researchers also agreed that the increase in elevation from the sag pond

to the other ponds of 210 to 220 feet would also not present a problem for frog movement. Two

of the frogs in the Santa Cruz study traveled over 590 feet with a 77 percent elevation gain. One

frog traveled in a straight line over 9,187 feet that included over 2,000 feet upward and

downward in elevation by crossing topographic contours over five drainages (Bulger, Scott, and

Seymour, unpublished).

The proposed house site is located outside of the straight-line dispersal corridors between the
ponds. Although frogs may wander into the area where the house is proposed if the house were
not present, avoiding the proposed house should not present a problem for frogs (Norman Scott,
staff communication).

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 this species is due principally to habitat loss, the
loss of red-legged frog, illegal collection, and the introduction of bullfrogs. Adult bullfrogs prey
on both San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged frogs.

As described above, the habitats for San Francisco garter snakes and red-legged frogs overlap.
The sag pond provides critical habitat for the San Francisco garter snake as well as red-legged
frog. According to McGinnis (2000) “regular use of upland grassland/scrub habitats had also
been documented for the SFGS.” McGinnis (2000) concludes with regard to habitat at the Lee
property:
When all of the preceding facts and biologically based assumptions are applied to the
project site, the pond, its riparian fringe, and the entire upland grassland-scrub
savannah area qualifies as critical habitat for both the SFGS and the CRF. [Emphasis
added]. In addition, the seasonal wetland swale through this portion of the site may very
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well serve as a primary movement pathway for both snakes and frogs which occasionally
wander to and from CRF ponds on properties immediately north of this site.

In a subsequent letter, Dr. McGinnis (2001) qualified his conclusion in so far as it related to
habitat where the house is proposed to be sited:

This site is situated approximately 2,000 feet from the sag pond and would never
conceivably be used by either species from that site for hibernation or estivation. The
only situation whereby I could envision burrows anywhere near the preferred house site
being used is one in which either species is engaged in the very infrequent activity of
random wandering ... Such a scenario would have a wandering CRF or SFGS proceeding
along the most logical movement course, the intermittent drainage approximately 600
Jeet west of the house site.

This statement misses two important points. While the proposed house site is approximately
2,000 feet from the sag pond, it is also only about 650 feet from the Hinman pond to the
southeast and 860 feet from the farm pond to the northwest, where red-legged frogs have been
observed. In addition, the research on radio-tagged red-legged frogs in Santa Cruz County
indicates that “Riparian corridors were neither essential nor preferred as dispersal routes.”
(Bulger, Scott, and Seymour, unpublished). In a letter to David Lee, USFWS states that the
proposed house site, which is outside the straight-line paths between ponds,

has few rodent burrows or rodent runways that garter snakes could use as retreat
sites on a regular basis. However, the Lee house site is separated from the sag
pond only by grassland. Unlike the Blank house, there is no unsuitable habitat
that creates a barrier to prevent garter snakes and red-legged frogs from
entering either the construction site or house site once the house is built.
[Emphasis added] Therefore, garter snakes and red-legged frogs could
occasionally use these grasslands when moving from one aquatic feature to
another.

Commission staff, including the Commission Ecologist, had several extensive discussions with
biologists from USFWS and CDFG regarding whether or not to consider the proposed house site
as a sensitive habitat area. They do not consider the house site a sensitive habitat area because it
would be used relatively infrequently by the endangered and threatened species and the house
would not block movement routes of these frogs and snakes. Accordingly, Commission finds the
house site, Site 2, proposed by the applicant is not considered a sensitive habitat area under the
certified LCP because it is not critical habitat for the California red-legged frog or the San
Francisco garter snake. It is, however, located adjacent to sensitive habitat areas for California
red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snake.

Impacts and Consistency with Applicable LCP Policies

LUP Policy 7.1 defines sensitive habitat, which includes, among other areas, habitat for “rare and
endangered species,” riparian corridors, and wetlands. As described above, most of the parcel is
sensitive habitat. The wetlands, riparian areas, and upland dispersal corridors are critical habitat
for San Francisco garter snake and red-legged frog. The Monterey pine forest is also sensitive
habitat. One of the few areas that is not sensitive habitat is where the house is proposed (see
Figure 18).
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Although the house site is not directly in sensitive habitat, it is closely adjacent to sensitive
habitat. LUP Policy 7.3a prohibits any land use or development that would have a significant
adverse impact on sensitive habitat areas. Furthermore, LUP Policy 7.3b requires that
development in areas adjacent to sensitive habitat to be sited and designed to avoid impacts that
could significantly degrade the sensitive habitats, and that all uses be compatible with
maintaining the biologic productivity of the habitats. Thus, the proposed development must be
sited and designed to avoid significant impacts to these adjacent sensitive habitat areas.

The proposed artificial pond would result in impacts that could significantly degrade sensitive
habitat for San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged frogs, and therefore, would be
inconsistent with LUP Policy 7.3. These species may be attracted to the artificial pond created
adjacent to the house. Although the applicant has designed the pond to lessen the potential
impact of the artificial pond on the listed frogs and snakes, the pond is still an attractive nuisance
for these species. The USFWS letter regarding the proposed project (Exhibit 3) summarizes
concerns regarding the pond:

As there is only grassland between the sag pond and the house site, the Service
believes that the creation of an artificial pond next the house will create an
“attractive nuisance,” by attracting red-legged frogs away from breeding ponds
in the area. If they attempt to use it as a breeding site, the shallow depth of the
pool may prevent egg masses from maturing into tadpoles, and/or provide the
tadpoles the safety from predators inherent in a deeper natural pond. In addition,
the artificial pond will also attract Pacific treefrogs (Hyla regilla). The red-
legged frog and Pacific treefrog are primary prey items for garter snakes. The
presence of these two frog species will likely attract garter snakes to the artificial
pond. The Service is concerned that the close proximity of the artificial pond to
the house will be detrimental to garter snakes and red-legged frogs. The presence
of nighttime lighting may make it easier for predators such as raccoons to catch
red-legged frogs or garter snakes. If house cats are present, they can easily prey
upon both garter snakes and red-legged frogs during the day and at night. To
reduce the likelihood of take as described above, the Service recommends that
the artificial pond be removed from the proposed project. [Emphasis added.]

The impacts to California red-legged frogs and San Francisco garter snake cannot be adequately
addressed through pond design. Even if the pond were reduced in size it would still attract frogs
and snakes and result in similar impacts. Fencing or walls to exclude the frogs and snakes can
have detrimental effects on frogs and snakes. For example, the barrier can provide an area for
predators to prey on “trapped” individuals or frogs may desiccate when stopped by the barrier.
Radio-tagged frogs were presumed to be eaten by predators and found desiccated along the base
of an exclosure fence around sewage percolation ponds in a study in San Luis Obispo (Rathbun,
Scott, and Murphey 1997). Although the pond would not be located in sensitive habitat it would
be adjacent to sensitive habitat, and would result in impacts that would significantly degrade the
adjacent sensitive habitat area inconsistent with LUP Policy 7.3. Therefore, Special Condition
2A(1) prohibits construction of the proposed artificial pond.

In addition, impacts of the proposed residential development adjacent to sensitive habitat could
result from noise, lights, pets, use of herbicides and pesticides, and general activity that may
disturb frogs and snakes and/or lead directly to injury and mortality (e.g., predation from pets).
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The existing unpaved access road, now used exclusively to serve the existing Boling residence to
the southeast, bisects the movement route of California red-legged frogs and San Francisco
garter snakes between the Hinman and Lee ponds (Figure #). Any increase in vehicular traffic
along both the access road and 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 is based on data
from studies varying 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 these data it is reasonable to expect that the proposed large residential
development 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, less remote house.

To address post-construction impacts on San Francisco garter snakes and California red-legged
frogs associated with dogs being kept on the property, Special Conditions 2A(3) requires that
dogs be kept in a fenced area adjacent to the house, and requires the applicant to construct a
fence around the perimeter of the sag pond conservation easement area. This condition reduces
the potential for dogs to capture and kill listed species, dig up burrows, and other forms of
harassment throughout the property.

The San Francisco garter snake hibernates between November 1 and May 1. During this period,
hibernating snakes are difficult to detect and are vulnerable to injury or mortality from grading
and other earth-disturbing activities. Therefore, Special Condition 5A prohibits grading during
this hibernating period to prevent harm to snakes. Special Condition 5B requires the applicant to
construct an exclusion fence around the construction site to prevent frogs and snakes from
entering the area. During the active period, any snakes that are present in the construction area
can be detected by a trained monitor and construction halted if necessary to avoid impacts.
Therefore, Special Condition 5C 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 are present during grading activities. Special Condition 5D
requires that a biological monitor be present throughout grading and construction activities and
requires the monitor to halt construction activities if San Francisco garter snakes and California
red-legged frogs are detected. These measures are necessary to ensure that the proposed
development will not result in significant adverse impacts to these protected species consistent
with LUP Policy 7.3a.

To reduce impacts associated with the driveway, Special Condition 2A(5) requires that the
driveway to the proposed residence and accessory building be from the shortest, most direct
route from the existing shared roadway and that it be no wider than 12 feet. Although the
driveway is not proposed to be located within the identified frog or snake habitat areas, it would
be located adjacent to sensitive habitat areas in which the sensitive species are known to move’
long distances. Thus, it is possible that these species may be harmed by traffic on the driveway.
A shorter, smaller driveway reduces the potential for frogs and snakes to be killed or harmed by
vehicles consistent with LUP Policy 7.3b.
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To protect sensitive habitat from adverse changes in plant species composition, Special
Condition 3A requires that all vegetation planted on the site shall consist of native drought-
tolerant plants. For example, invasive, non-native plant species could spread to wetland areas,
choking out native vegetation, and thereby degrade pond and wetland habitat for San Francisco
garter snakes and California red-legged frogs inconsistent with LUP Policy 7.3.

LUP Policy 7.4 permits only resource-dependent uses in sensitive habitats, and residential
development is not considered a resource-dependent use. LUP Policy 7.33 describes very limited
types of uses that are permitted in habitats of rare and endangered species, and does not include
residential development, 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.

As discussed above, the sag pond and a 300-foot-wide upland habitat area surrounding the pond
provide critical habitat for rare and endangered species and are therefore classified under LUP
Policies 7.1 and 7.32 as sensitive habitat. The applicant proposes to install a 2,800-foot-long
water line to the residence from a well located at the bottom of the slope near the highway by
trenching through the northwestern portion of the sag pond. Installation of the water line as
proposed is governed by LUP Policies 7.3, 7.4, 7.33, 7.36, and 7.44, which strictly limit the types
of development permissible in sensitive habitat areas. Pursuant to these policies of the LCP, only
resource-dependent uses that do not result in significant disruption to the habitat may be located
within any of the sensitive habitat areas identified on the project site, including the California
red-legged frog dispersal corridors. The water line would be inconsistent with LUP Policy 7.16
because it is not a permitted use in wetlands. Although pipes that result in fill for incidental
public service purposes are allowed to be buried in wetlands, the proposed private water line
would not result in fill for incidental public service purposes and is therefore not allowable
pursuant to LUP Policy 7.16. Therefore, Special Condition 2A(6) prohibits installation of the
water line within any of the sensitive habitat areas identified on the site (Figure ##), including
the wetlands and riparian areas, except as discussed below, beneath the portion of the dispersal
corridor encompassing the road.

The applicant has indicated to Commission staff that the water line may be re-sited within the
alignment of the existing access road to avoid impacting the sag pond and other sensitive habitat
on the site. The access road traverses the dispersal corridor between the sag pond and the pond
located to the northeast of the site. The Fish and Wildlife Service does not consider this existing
road to be a barrier to frog dispersal because it carries a low volume of traffic. Thus, frogs are
expected to cross the road when moving between ponds. Once installed, the underground water
line would not affect the movement of frogs. However, if the pipe is installed during the time
that frog dispersal is occurring, significant adverse impacts to the frog are probable. Movement
of California red-legged frogs between aquatic habitats does not occur as a regular migration but
rather episodically. The frogs disperse during wet periods when the population is high in a
particular habitat area. During such times, the frogs may move up to two kilometers to populate
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other aquatic habitats (CITE). The frogs do not typically make these long-distance movements
during dry periods. Therefore, Special Condition 5 specifies that the water line shall be installed
during the dry season to avoid adverse impacts to the frogs. Therefore, as conditioned, the
proposed water line would not conflict with the sensitive habitat protection policies of the LCP.

Any future development or agricultural activities such as grazing or cultivation in or adjacent to
the sag pond would cause significant adverse impacts to critical San Francisco garter snake and
California red-legged frog habitat. To fully protect habitat for San Francisco garter snake and
California red-legged frog, the sag pond and surrounding critical habitat area must be managed
by an agency or organization with expertise in managing habitats for these species. For example,
the pond may require temporary draining to remove bullfrogs or other predators. The
composition and density of associated vegetation would need to be managed to encourage
breeding by Calfornia red-legged frogs. This kind of long-term habitat conservation cannot be
entrusted to individual property owners who lack the knowledge and expertise required for the
task. Management of critically important habitat such as this must be carried out by either a
public agency or private organization with experience and expertise in habitat conservation and
management. Therefore, Special Condition 6 requires that the applicant record and offer to
dedicate a conservation easement. The easement includes the sag pond and associated wetland
and npanan vegetatlon and a 300 foot buffer area from the outer edge of the vegetatxon as

proposed develdpment is consistent with the requirements of LCP Policy 7.3 to protect sensitive
habitat areas on the parcel.

Much of the land in the vicinity of the Lee property is owned and managed by public agencies or
is protected under conservation easements. The areas west and north of the site are owned by
State Parks as part of Afio Nuevo State Reserve and Afio Nuevo State Park. Big Basin Redwoods
State Park is to the south and east. The State Coastal Conservancy owns the Cascade Ranch to
the north and holds a natural resource and agricultural easement over the K&S Ranch, which was
formerly part of Cascade Ranch. These areas are managed for protection of special status
species, as well as for recreation and agricultural production. The applicant’s biologist
(McGinnis 2000, 2001) recommends placement of a conservation easement over the sag pond
and wamns of “dire consequences” for the San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged
frog if an easement is not placed over the sag pond. In his review of grazing practices on nearby
properties, he describes the adverse effect of cattle grazing on pond habitat. In 1980, habitat at
White House Road Pond was destroyed through removal of shoreline and emergent vegetation
by cattle. This pond was subsequently protected under a conservation easement and has been
restored to once again provide habitat for the San Francisco garter snake and California red-
legged frog. At Lake Elizabeth, management by State Parks has resulted in removal of cattle and
restoration of the shoreline vegetation. In contrast, Coppock Pond has not been managed to
assure its water source and is now a dense tule wetland, providing little or no habitat for the San
Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog. The conservation easement area required
in Special Condition 6 will be part of the larger effort by public agencies to manage and protect
the remaining San Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog habitat in the southern
San Mateo coast.

The easement required in Special Condition 6 raises an issue under an LCP policy regarding
conversion of agricultural land. The sag pond and buffer are within prime agricultural land and
lands suitable for agriculture. Special Condition 6 requires protection of the sag pond, riparian
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vegetation, and 300 feet of buffer from the riparian vegetation for habitat conservation and
would prohibit future agricultural activities on this portion of the project site. Pursuant to LCP
Policy 5.8a(1) prime agricultural land may be converted to non-agricultural uses when no
alternative site exists for the use. There is no alternative site to protecting the sag pond in place.
Relocation of the pond would be incongruous with the goal of protecting this habitat and would
be inconsistent with the LCP as well as state and federal laws. Therefore, the Commission finds
that the proposed conservation easement is consistent with LCP Policy 5.8a regarding conversion
of agricultural land.

As described above, in addition to the sag pond, associated wetland and riparian vegetation, and
its buffer, uplands between the sag pond and ponds within 1.25 miles where movement is not
inhibited by barriers are also considered critical habitat in accordance with the USFWS’ final
rule on California red-legged frog critical habitat. The final rule defines this area as at least 300
feet in width. Therefore, in accordance with LUP Policy 7.1, the 300-foot-wide California red-
legged frog dispersal corridors are considered sensitive habitat and development in these
corridors is restricted to resource dependent uses that do not have a significant adverse impact on
the sensitive habitat areas. Because residential development is not a use that is dependent on the
California red-legged frog dispersal corridors, Special Condition 7 requires the applicant to
record an open space deed restriction over the corridors prohibiting development. As with the
conservation easement area, development will be limited within the area governed by the
restriction; however, unlike the conservation easement the applicant will retain ownership of the
deed restriction area because it does not need to be managed by a public agency. Development
prohibited under this condition includes, but is not limited to, structures, walls, fences that do not
allow passage of frogs and snakes, and roads.

In accordance with Section 13250(b)(6) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations,
Special Condition 1 requires that a coastal development permit or an amendment be obtained for
all future improvements on the subject parcel that might otherwise be exempt from coastal
permit requirements. Because of sensitive habitat, including San Francisco garter snake and
California red-legged frog habitat, on the property, as well as visibility of the property from
scenic roads and public viewpoints, improvements related to single-family dwellings and other
development normally exempted under San Mateo Zoning Code Section 6328.5 require a coastal
development permit or amendment. This condition will allow future improvements to be
reviewed to ensure that the siting or implementation of a project will not have significant adverse
impacts on the sensitive habitat or visual resources. The future development deed restriction
applies only to improvements that meet the LCP definition of development contained in Zoning
Code Section 6328.3(h). Therefore, minor maintenance projects, such as painting the exterior of
buildings the same color as approved in the permit would not require a coastal development
permit. The condition also requires a permit or permit amendment for repair and maintenance
activities that are identified in Section 6328.5 as involving a risk of adverse environmental
impacts.

The project site contains and is bordered by large stands of Monterey pine and eucalyptus trees

and contains open grasslands and wetlands. As such, the site provides suitable habitat for raptors.

The proposed development will not significantly impact this habitat because no trees are

proposed to be removed and the developed area of the property is clustered within one building

site leaving the remainder of the 84-acre lot in open space. However, grading and other

construction activities and associated noise may adversely affect nesting birds. Sensitive species, .
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such as loggerhead shrikes, Cooper’s hawks, sharp-shinned hawks, and northern harriers, whose
population levels are already of concern, may nest in the trees or dense shrubs on and adjacent to
the parcel. Construction activities and noise may cause birds to abandon nests, reduce the
number of broods they produce, or cause other behaviors that result in reducing population
numbers. One study of hawks found that in areas where the birds were disturbed by humans, 60
percent of the nests failed, in comparison to only six percent in areas with minimal or no human
disturbance (Wiley 1975, as cited in Department of Fish and Wildlife, no date). 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.

Special Condition 5SE requires the applicant to undertake measures to avoid potential impacts to
nesting birds on the site. The nesting period for the sensitive bird species that may nest at the site
extends from March 1 through September 30. Therefore, in order to protect the species consistent
with LUP Policies 7.1, 7.3, 7.4, and 7.5, Special Condition 5E requires the applicant to survey
the area within 0.25 miles of the construction site for nesting birds within 30 days of construction
during the nesting season. Construction is prohibited within 600 feet of active raptor and
loggerhead shrike nests, in accordance with the literature recommendation for Cooper’s hawk
and sharp-shinned hawk. Recommended distances from loggerhead shrike nests were not found
during a literature search.

2.3.4 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.

2.4 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.

2.4.1 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 is consistent with all other LCP requirements, but 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 unobtrusive as possible and relate in size and shape to adjacent buildings or 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
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scenic characteristics.” The Lee property, which comprises 84.48 acres, includes two
intermediate 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, they must be
eliminated from consideration and 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.

The large, two-story design of the project 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. The house is 90 feet across facing Highway 1 and Afio Nuevo State
Reserve, while the depth of the house is 70 feet at its widest. 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 development is a very
large residence with a modemn design that does not relate in size or shape to adjacent buildings or
landforms. Accordingly, the project as approved must include measures to minimize and avoid
significant adverse visual impacts consistent with the provisions of the certified LCP.

2.4.2 Standard of Review

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 authorizes the regulation of both the 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 LUP Policy 8.20 regarding size and scale of development.

2.4.3 Discussion

Test 1: Siting

Visibility of Project from Highway 1 and Afio Nuevo Reserve

The proposed development would be located on the top of a southwest-facing hillside inland of
Highway 1, overlooking Afio Nuevo State Reserve, in the unincorporated Pescadero area of San
Mateo County. This portion of the coast is very sparsely developed, with grazing and row crops
occurring on the coastal shelf. 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
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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 Ario 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 fo
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]

State Reserves, such as Afio Nuevo State Reserve, are the highest level of protection
classification of the California State Park System. The Public Resources Code describes State
Reserves as “consisting of areas embracing outstanding natural and scenic characteristics of
statewide significance” (California Department of Parks and Recreation 2000). Afio Nuevo Point
is also 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 higher visitation rates
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).

Much of the property is located within the Highway 1 and Afio Nuevo State Reserve viewshed,
with one of the most prominent locations being the top of the hill upon which the proposed
development would be located. The parcel ranges in elevation from approximately 160 to 390
feet above mean sea level (msl). The proposed building site is located on a flat grassland terrace
at the highest point of the property. Because of its proposed hilltop location, large size and two-
story height, the proposed development would be visible to vehicles traveling south and north on
Highway 1 and would be visible from trails in Afio Nuevo State Reserve.

The proposed site is visible from numerous locations on the main public trail in the Reserve. It is
also visible from the Outdoor Education road/trail coming in from Afio Nuevo point. The point is
approximately two miles from the proposed building site and the closest portion of Afio Nuevo
State Reserve is approximately a half mile from the building site. Although the views from the
reserve to the site are somewhat distant, the proposed development represents a significant
alteration in the view because no other similar development is visible from these areas. The Lee
house would be a large non-agricultural residence visible from the reserve because it is sited at
the top of a hill with a large clearing in front of it. With the exception of the Boling house,
adjacent residences are associated with farms and are hidden and/or sited at the base of the slope
near Highway 1. 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 ,

The applicant has provided an analysis of the project impacts and constraints. Additional
analyses included biological assessments (Thomas Reid Associates 2000a and 2000c¢), wetland
delineation (Thomas Reid Associates 2000b), geotechnical review (Romig Consulting Engineers
2000a and 2000b), arborist’s analysis (Fong 2000a and 2000b), assessment of Monterey pines by
a forester (Staub 2000 and 2001), and analysis of LCP consistency (Boyd 2000). At the request
of Commission staff, the applicant used these studies along with additional observations to create
constraints maps of the entire site (Figures 20 through 22). Figure 23 was created after the
alternatives analysis was conducted and demonstrates that much of the site is visible from public
viewpoints. These constraints maps were created prior to the most recent revisions to the
proposed project at Site 2. Therefore the layout of the house is now more compact and the
driveway is shorter.

Alternatives Analysis

In response to the Commission’s appeal and to address LUP Policy 8.5, the applicant conducted
an alternatives siting analysis. The locations of the alternative sites suggested by Commission
staff and considered by the applicant are shown in Figure 15. The County-approved site is
referred to as Site 1. The applicant has indicated that Site 2 is the proposed project for
purposes of the de novo review (Lee 2000). Site 2 is 215 feet southeast of Site 1. Site 3 is
located to the immediate southeast of Site 2. Site 3 would locate the development in the
southeast corner of the parcel, where it would be more effectively screened by existing mature
Monterey pine forest. Site 4 is on the south side of the property above the ravine. Site 5 is on the
north side of the property. Site 6 is behind the first ridge on the south side of the parcel
approximately 1,650 feet from Highway 1. Site 7 is in the eucalyptus grove in the northern
comer of the parcel. Other sites may also be considered. Of the alternatives presented, Site 4
appears to be the least visible alternative. Because Site 2 is the applicant’s proposed project
location and Site 4 appears to be the least visible site, these two alternatives are analyzed in
greater detail than the other altematives.

After the appeal was filed the applicant provided visual simulations of the project from six
locations along Highway 1 and from four locations in Afio Nuevo State Reserve. These
simulations show the development at six of the sites, although not all of the sites are shown from
all of the camera angles. No simulations were performed for Site 6 because it was determined
shortly after it was proposed that it would be in sensitive habitat, and therefore, warranted no
further consideration. Site 4 is shown from camera positions B and D only because it is not
visible from the other camera angles. In addition, it appears from the simulation for Site 4 that
the development would not be visible from camera position D at Afio Nuevo State Reserve. The
proposed development at Site 4 would be visible from only one of the camera positions and Site
2 would be visible from all of the camera positions. Therefore, placing the development at Site 4
would make it far less visible than at Site 2. In addition, the simulations for Sites 1 and 2 were
guided by the story poles placed at the site, while the others did not benefit from that level of
accuracy. The initial simulations were for the design of the County-approved project. The
applicant subsequently did additional simulations for the more compact house design of the
proposed project at Site. The simulation at Site 2 shows the house colored to match the
eucalyptus trees and the berm and vegetation screening in front of it (Figure 26). The subsequent
simulation of the proposed project at Site 7 is not comparable to this simulation at Site 2 because
it depicts the County-approved house design of the main portion of the house (note 6 windows
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on either side of the roof rather than 3), is colored brown rather than to match the eucalyptus, and
does not include the berm or vegetation screening (Figure 27).

Applicant’'s Reasons for Eliminating All Sites Except Site 2
Site 1

Site 1 is the development site originally approved by San Mateo County at the top of the slope
near the eastern property boundary. The Commission found that siting the proposed residence at
this location raises a substantial issue concerning the LCP visual resource policies. Following
the Commission determination of substantial issue, the applicant amended the project description
to relocate the proposed residence to Site 2.

Site 2

The applicant contends that the proposed building site (Site 2) minimizes impacts on biological
resources because it is not located within any of the sensitive habitat areas on the project site as
discussed above. The applicant contends that Site 2 is the optimum site from a geologic and
geotechnical engineering viewpoint (Thomas Reid Associates 2000a; Romig Consulting
Engineers 2000a and 2000b). The San Gregorio fault is approximately 1,400 feet to the west of
Site 2.

Site 3

Site 3 is directly adjacent to an existing Monterey pine forest and contains a large number of
Monterey pine saplings. The site appears to be suitable for regeneration of Monterey pine forest.
The applicant rejects site 3 because development at Site 3 would require removal of Monterey
pine saplings and reduce the area on the site available for regeneration of Monterey pine forest.

Site 4

Site 4 would be approximately 1,080 feet from the pond and 175 feet from the ravine mentioned
above. The applicant contends that it would not be possible to “place a homesite on the Site 4
slope and respect the 100-foot wetlands buffer and a 75-foot setback from the existing Monterey
pines” (Boyd 2000). A biologist for the applicant conducted a preliminary wetland assessment
and identified four wetland areas (Thomas Reid Associates 2000a) as well as a jurisdictional
wetland delineation (Thomas Reid Associates 2000b), as shown in Figure 28. According to a
constraints map of Site 4 prepared by the applicant’s geotechnical engineers, the house would be
within the 100-foot buffer of a wetland and 75 feet of the Monterey pines (Figure 29).

The applicant has identified buffers around the Monterey pine forest and concludes that locating
the development at Site 4 would impinge on this buffer. The applicant’s agent states that “it
would be impossible to construct the home without impacting the root zones and groundwater
vital to the Monterey pines” (Boyd 2000). The forester concluded that to protect the natural
regeneration of the Monterey pine populations, development should be 80 to 115 feet from the
exiting mature forest perimeter (Staub 2000). In addition, the applicant states that Site 4 would
need to be located 75 feet from Monterey pines for safety reasons: out of reach if they topple and
to reduce fire hazards (Fong 2000b; Boyd 2000).

Site 4 is 2,400 feet from where the butterfly was seen in the willows near the entrance and
approximately 100 feet from the Monterey pine forest. The eucalyptus trees on the northern
boundary of the site where Monarchs were seen (Thomas Reid Associates 2000a) are
approximately 1,000 feet from Site 4.
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The applicant contends that Site 4 would not be feasible or would be inconsistent with LCP
policies regarding geologic hazards. Site 4 is approximately 1,100 from the fault. The applicant’s
geotechnical engineers noted that soil slumping and shallow landsliding are actively occurring in
the colluvial soils at Site 4. Grading and earthwork required to site the proposed house design at
Site 4 would result in fill slopes as high as 40 feet to accommodate the house pad (Romig
Consulting Engineers 2000b). Fills would have to be properly keyed and benched into the
weathered rock below the hillside and the fills would have to be kept dry. A letter from the
geotechnical engineers indicates that the subdrainage needed to build the fills could dewater the
soils contributing ground water to the wetland areas. The letter also states that due to the fills and
grading, erosion would occur, especially in the first few years after construction (Romig
Consulting Engineers 2000b).

Site 5

The applicant’s analysis rejects Site 5 because it is more visually prominent than Site 2 (Boyd
2000).

Site 6

The applicant rejects Site 6 because it would require the longest driveway (1,400 feet) of any of
the sites and would cross the grassland that provides critical habitat for the San Francisco garter
snake and the red-legged frog. This site is closer to the San Gregorio Fault than any of the other
sites and is in a moderate to high geologic hazard zone.

Site 7

The applicant’s analysis of Site 7 indicates that removal of the eucalyptus would require a 400
foot diameter area of exposed soil and disturbance that could result in erosion and siltation in
adjacent sensitive habitat (swale) (Fong 2001). In addition, Site 7 is within the straight-line path
for California red-legged frogs between the sag pond and the farm pond. The eucalyptus are not
considered to present a barrier to movement of the frogs. Therefore, Site 7 is in sensitive habitat.
In addition, the applicant’s forester found Monterey pines within the eucalyptus grove and in the
adjacent grassland.

Staff’'s Analysis of the Least Visible Site Consistent With All Other LCP Policies

Staff has reviewed the applicant’s assessment of alternative sites and concurs with the
determination that there are no less visible sites on the property other than proposed Site 2, that
are consistent with all other LCP requirements. Of the alternative sites identified, only Sites 2
and 5 are located outside of sensitive habitat areas. Thus, development of these sites — sites 3, 4,
6 or 7, would be in conflict with LUP Policies 7.3 and 7.4. After several site visits and review of
photo-simulations, topographic maps and site plans, staff agrees that development located at Site
5 would be more visually obtrusive than at Site 2. Therefore, consistent with LCP Policy 8.5,
proposed Site 2 is the least visible site consistent with all other LCP requirements.

Test 2: Scale, Design, and Landform Alteration

Development Shall Be As Unobfrusive As Possible

Although the project is proposed to be located in the least visible site consistent with all other
policies, the proposed development 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
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compatible with the character of the surrounding area, and would not be subordinate to the
character of its setting.

LUP 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. LUP
Policy 8.31a incorporates General Plan Policies 4.46 and 4.58. General Plan Policy 4.46
authorizes the regulation of both the 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
development to be located so that it does not obstruct views from scenic roads or disrupt the
visual harmony of the landscape.

The proposed development would be 26 feet high above natural grade and have a linear design
that would present an approximately 90-foot-long fagade to the coastal viewshed. The applicant
proposes to screen the development from view by constructing a large berm directly in front of
the residence. The berm would be 230 feet long and a maximum of 20 feet high. The berm would
be planted with native grassland species and coyote brush (Field 2001b). The berm itself would
screen the house (except for the southeastern view corridor area) from Highway 1, but not from
the dunes at Afio Nuevo. To screen the house from this location, the applicant proposes to plant
six to eight foot high vegetation on top of the berm. Because of its location on a small flat area at
the top of the hill it is not feasible to form the berm as a gradual, natural-appearing slope. As
proposed, the berm would consist of a steeply sloped linear feature that would neither blend with
nor be subordinate to the surrounding landforms. Thus, as proposed, the development is
inconsistent with LUP Policies 8.18a and 8.31a.

The berm is proposed as a means to mitigate the adverse visual impacts of the development.
However, as proposed the berm itself would also significantly degrade the scenic qualities of the
site. Therefore, the proposed berm is not an adequate or effective mitigation measure. The
height, length and position of the berm is determined by the height and scale of the residence that
it is designed to screen. The massive scale and artificial design of the proposed berm is necessary
because of the height and scale of the residence. Thus, the scale of the berm could be reduced by
reducing the scale of the proposed residence. A smaller berm or series of small berms could be
designed to more closely resemble natural landforms. Such a design would more effectively
mitigate the visual impacts of the development consistent with LUP Policies 8.18a and 8.31a.

Special Condition 2A requires that no portion of any structure be visible from Highway 1 or Afio
Nuevo State Reserve. Special Condition 2A(7) requires the use of existing vegetation, an earthen
berm, and/or a combination of a berm and native scrub vegetation to screen the structures 100
percent from Highway 1 and Afio Nuevo State Reserve. To reduce the potential for the berm
looking unnatural and obtrusive, Special Condition 2A(8) limits the height of the berm to no
higher than 12 feet. To allow a 12-foot berm with six to eight feet of scrub vegetation to screen
the proposed residence completely, the highest portion of the house can be no higher than 18 feet
from the natural grade. Therefore, Special Condition 2A(9) restricts the height of the house,
measured from the natural ground level to the peak of the roof, to no higher than 18 feet.

This height limit is comparable to that required in the Community Open Space District zoning of
the San Mateo County LCP (Section 6228), which allows only one-story buildings with a
maximum height of 16 feet. Coastal Development Permit 85-80 for subdivision of a nearby
parcel at Cascade Ranch, also inland of Highway 1, conditioned future development to minimize
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visibility from Highway 1 though landscape screening and earth berms and limited 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.” The
proposed 26-foot high residence (actually 36-foot from base to peak of the roof, with 10 feet
below grade) would be substantially visible from Highway 1 and would adversely affect the
scenic qualities of the area. Restricting the height of the berms to 12 feet and the house to 18 feet
is necessary to satisfy the requirements of LUP Policies 8.17, 8.18 and 8.31 that new
development shall minimize alteration of natural landforms, blend with and be subordinate to the
environment and character of the area, be as unobtrusive as possible and not detract from the
natural, open space or visual qualities of the area.

2.4.4 Conclusion

The Commission finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development is sited where it is least
visible from public areas consistent with all other policies of the LCP, is designed to minimize
adverse impacts to the scenic qualities of the area and to minimize alteration of natural landforms
consistent with the visual and scenic resource policies of the LCP.

2.5 Water Quality/Polluted Runoff

The Commission approves the permit application because the proposed project, as
conditioned, protects the quality and biological productivity of coastal waters from impacts
associated with erosion and polluted runoff.

2.5.1 Issue Summary

Development is proposed approximately 600 feet uphill from a vegetated swale and is adjacent
to other sensitive habitat (dispersal habitat for San Francisco garter snakes and California red-
legged frogs). Special conditions to protect water quality in the swale address runoff and erosion
control to ensure that the sensitive habitat is not adversely affected.

2.5.2 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.

2.5.3 Discussion

A swale vegetated with scrub and riparian vegetation runs from the northern corner of the parcel
and crosses the southern boundary approximately one-third of the way down from the
southeastern corner (Figure 29). The swale connects to a wetland (Wetland 4 shown on Figure
28). The proposed residence and associated structures would be approximately 600 feet uphill

36




A-2-SMC-99-066
David Lee

from the swale. The swale as well as adjacent grasslands provide dispersal habitat for San
Francisco garter snake and California red-legged frog, as discussed above in Section 2.3.

Due to the proximity of the development to the swale, water quality may be adversely affected.
Grading and construction may increase soil erosion and sediments 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 increased runoff will carry with it pollutants such as
suspended solids, o1l and grease, nutrients, and synthetic organic chemicals. An increase in the
volume and/or velocity of water in the swale or wetland or an increase in sediment entering the
area could damage the vegetation bordering these areas. This decrease in vegetation could result
in changes, such as an increase in water temperature, which would adversely affect aquatic
organisms downstream in the wetland or creek to which the swale connects. Pollutants would
also adversely affect aquatic organisms. All of these impacts may adversely affect the biological
productivity of the swale/wetland/riparian system.

Special Conditions 8, 9, and 10 ensure that the proposed development 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 swale. 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. Special Condition 10 requires submittal of a grading plan so that the
Executive Director can review the plan to ensure that grading, and therefore sedimentation, is
minimized and does not occur in sensitive habitats.

2.5.4 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.

2.6 Development Review

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

2.6.1 lIssue Summary

The proposed development has one density credit, thereby allowing the development of one
single-family residence, as proposed.
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2.6.2 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).”

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.

2.6.3 Discussion

San Mateo County determined that the Lee property qualified for 1.10 density credits, which is
rounded to the nearest whole number, or one density credit (Exhibit 5). 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, with large water features, such as the
proposed 6,000-square-foot reflecting pond, are likely to use more water than the average
household and more than the 315 gallons per day estimated per density credit. As an additional
benefit, water use is reduced by Special Condition 2A(2), which eliminates the reflecting pond
because of adverse impacts on sensitive habitat. However, the LCP does not define the size of
the house and appurtenances allowable per density credit thereby not enabling any conditions to
be included that address water use solely or directly. There is no provision of the LCP that
requires additional density credits based on the scale of a single-family residential development.

2.6.4 Conclusion

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

2.7 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
effect which 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
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
Referenced Policies
CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT
Section 30604

(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.

SAN MATEO LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM
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

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.

(2) 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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*5.1

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
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 1 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.

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

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.

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.

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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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.

|
*5.3 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.

44



A-2-SMC-99-066

David Lee
b.

*5.8

*5.10

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 of logs, (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 intensity
scientific/technical research and test facilities, and (16) permanent roadstands for
the sale of produce.

Conversion of Prime Agricultural Land Designated as Agriculture

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

(1)  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.

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.

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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*7.1

*7.3

*7.4

(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.

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.

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.

Permitted Uses in Sensitive Habitats
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7.5

7.7

7.8

7.9

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.

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, Recreation/Visitor-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.

Definition of Riparian Corridors

Define riparian corridors by the “limit of riparian vegetation” (i.c., 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.

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.

Permitted Uses in Riparian Corridors
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7.10

7.11

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.

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 of Fish 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.

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.

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.
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7.12

7.13

7.14

7.15

Permitted Uses in Buffer Zones

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

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.

Designation of Wetlands
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7.16

7.17

7.18

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.

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.

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 dBA 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 of Fish and Game and State Water Quality Board to determine
appropriate mitigation measures.

Establishment of Buffer Zones
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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

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.

7.33 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.

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 .
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7.36

7.44

7.48

7.51

8.5

Criteria) and Section 6325.7 (Primary Natural Vegetative Areas Criteria) of the
Resource Management Zoning District.

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.

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.

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 County 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.

Voluntary Cooperation

Encourage the voluntary cooperation of private landowners to remove from their lands
the undesirable pampas grass, French, Scotch and other invasive brooms. Similarly,
encourage landowners to remove blue gum seedlings to prevent their spread.

Location of Development
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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.

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.

b.  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.

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. .
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8.18

8.20

8.28

8.29

8.31

Development Design

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.

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.

Scale

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

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.

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).

Regulation of Scenic Corridors in Rural Areas

a.

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

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

Apply the Rural Design Policies of the LCP.

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

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.

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

IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
SECTION 6325. SUPPLEMENTARY REVIEW CRITERIA FOR PRIMARY RESQURCE 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...

Within a corridor, pathway pavements should be colored or selected to blend in with the
surrounding landscape...

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.

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
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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 DEFINITIONS. ..

(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).

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.
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(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 secawall, 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;

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;

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

a. (2) The replacement of 50% or more of a seawall, revetment, bluff retaining wall,
breakwater, groin or similar protective work under one ownership.
SECTION 6353. USES PERMITTED 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. ..

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 6355D.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. ..

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 agricuiturally 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
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
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stable limit to urban development, and conditions 3, 4, and 5 of this subsection are
satisfied.

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 8.31a.

4.46

4.47

448

4.58

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.

Topography and Vegetation

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

cale

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

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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Prime Agricultural Land
and
Land Suitable for Agriculture

Symbolon | Seil Capability | Capability Class Description LCP Definition - Prime Agricultural Land and
Map Class Land Suitable for Agriculture?
LwB Lockwood loam, Iw-2 Soils can be cultivated regularly; moderate Yes, all Class I and II soils are considered prime
gently sloped, seeped limitations because of excess water, agricultural land, according to LUP Policy S5.1a.
DuC2 Dublin clay, sloping, | 1lle-1 Soils can be cropped regularly, but they have a Yes, under the LCP lands where grazing is
eroded narrower range of use; well-drained, sloping soils; | potentially feasible are Lands Suitable for
best suited to range use, but can also be suitable for | Agriculture. Forested areas not suitable for timber
production of hay crops, grain, and flax. harvest are not considered agricultural lands.
SaC2 Santa Lucia loam, lle-1 Same as above. Same as above,
sloping, eroded
SaD2 Santa Lucia loam, Vee-1 Soils that should be cultivated only under very Same as above,
moderately steep, careful management; moderately steep soils; best
eroded maintained under a permanent cover of grass, but
also suited to rotation of hay, grain, and flax.
SaB2 Santa Lucia loam, V-e-1 Same as above. Same as above,
sloping, eroded

Source: U.S. Department of Agriculture 1961,
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Figure 7. Wetland Delineation Map without photo base map
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¢ Planning and Building Division e Nevin
! Directar of
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California 94063 - Telephone 650/363+4161 - Fax 650/363-4849 Terry L. Burnes
Please reply to: Damon DiDonato
PROJECT FILE (650) 363-1852

EXHIBIT NO. 1

A 20 Nk6 LEE
San Mateo County's

Stan Field ' Conditions of

3631 Evergreen Drive Approval

Palo Alto, CA 94303

November 9, 1999

Subject: PLN1999-00296
Location: 2070 Cabrillo Highway, Pescadero
. APN: 089-230-220 -

On November 9, 1999, the San Mateo County Planning Commission considered your requests
for a Coastal Development Permit, Planned Agricultural District Permit, and Architectural
Review, pursuant to Zoning Regulations 6328, 6350, and the State Street and Highways Code,
respeclively, to construct 2 new single-family residence at 2070 Cabrillo Highway in the
unincorparated Pescadero area of the County

Based on the information provided by staff and evidence presented at this hearing, the Planning
Commission accepted staff's recommendation to approve this request, made the findings and
adopted conditions of approval as follows: ;

FINDINGS:
Regarding the Negative Declaration:

1, That the Negative Declaration is complete, comrect and adequate and prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and applicable State and County

guidelines.

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 Declamation reflects the independent judgment of San Mateo County.
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That the mitigation measures identified in the Negative Declaration, agreed to by the
applicant, placed as conditions on the project, and identified as part of this public hearing,
have been incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan in conformance
with California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit:

5.

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.

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

Regarding the Planned Agricultural Permit:

General Criteria

7.

10.

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

That all development permitted on site is clustered.

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

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

Water Supply Criteria

11.

12

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

That adequate and sufficient water supplies needed for agricultural production and sensitive
habitat protection in the watershed are not diminished.
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Conversion of Lands Suitable for Agriculture and Other Lands

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

That all agriculturally unsuitable lands on the parcel are either developed or determined to
be undevelopable.

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.

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

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

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

Regarding Architectural Review:

18. That the proposed project 1s in compliance with the architectural design standards for the
Cabrillo State Scenic Corridor.
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Planning Division

1.

This approval applies only to the proposal, documents and plans described in this report
and submitted to and approved by the Planning Commission on November 9, 1999. 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.

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 fees no less than 30 days prior to expiration.

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, the applicant will be
required to conform to the recommendations of the consulting geotechnical engineers as
detailed on pages 12 through 18 of the attached geotechnical report.
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4.  The applicant shall, at the time of application for a building permit, submit an erosion
control plan, for review and approval of the Planning Director, indicating and implementing
the following best management practices to prevent erosion and sedimentation during the
entire construction process: (1) installation of hay bales below all areas of earth clearing,
(2) covering of surcharges for protection from rain and wind erosion, and (3) replanting all
disturbed areas immediately upon completion of construction with indigenous vegetation.

5.  During construction, the applicant shall minimize the transport and discharge of stormwater
runoff from the construction sites into water bodies by:

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 into the water body.

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

e. Disposing of removed soil in a County-approved landfill, or by spreading the soil in
the immediate vicinity employing the above erosion control techniques at a depth not
to exceed 6 inches in height.

f.  The applicant shall revegetate construction areas with native plant materials (trees,
shrubs, and/or ground cover) which are compatible with the surrounding vegetation
and are suitable to the climate, soil and ecological characteristics of the area.

6. At the time of application for a building permit, a drainage plan shall be submitted for
review and approval of the Planning Director of the County of San Mateo that meets or
exceeds the standards of the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Control
Program. The plan shall indicate all surface water to be contained within areas of the
project with no water being directed to the ravine west of the building site. All building
rainwater runoff shall be captured by gutters and downspouts and directed to pervious
areas.

7. Atthe time of application for a building permit, the applicant shall submit a landscaping
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

plan indicating the replanting of eight (8) 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.

At a minimum, the landscaping plan shall include the landscape materials shown on the
“landscaping plan for tree screening” submitted to the County on October 18, 1999.

A professional biologist shall be consulted prior to the installation of the waterline from the
well to the proposed residence. The applicant shall be required to follow the recommen-
dations of the consulting biologist regarding installation of the waterline.

If construction is to be done between February 15 and August 1, a pre-construction survey
shall be done by a qualified biologist, to ensure that no nesting raptors will be impacted by
the project. The applicant shall comply with the biologist’s requirements.

If construction is done between September 1 and March 30, a pre-construction survey
should be done by a biologist to ensure that no Monarch Butterflies will be impacted by
tree removal or construction activity near the trees. The applicant shall comply with the
biologist’s requirements.

If the artificial pond is stocked with fishes or other aquatic life, only native or non-invasive
aquatic life shall be used.

There shall be no removal of the 60-foot tall eucalyptus trees located to the east of the
proposed development except for the two (2) mature and six (6) sapling eucalyptus trees
approved for removal as part of this application in order to build the driveway.

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

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.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

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 30-foot 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.

The applicant shall record a deed restriction on the subject property in accordance with
LCP Policy 5.15 (Mitigation of Land Use Conflicts). The deed restriction should read as
follows: “This property is adjacent to property utilized for agricultural purposes and
residents on this property may be subject to inconvenience or discomfort arising from the
use of agricultural 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 Mateo County has
established agriculture as a priority use on productive agricultural lands, and residents of
adjacent property should be prepared to accept such inconvenience or discomfort from
normal necessary farm operations.” A copy of the recorded deed restriction shall be .
submitted to the Planning Division prior to a final building permit inspection.

The applicant shall apply an anti-reflective window coating to the south-western facing
windows on all structures. The coating shall minimize solar reflection to the satisfaction of
the Planning Director.

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
development 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% of structures from the view of Cabrillo
Highway and the Outdoor Education Trail, the Point Dunes Trail, the Visitor Center and the
Pond on the Main Trail within Ano Nuevo State Reserve shall be maintained and/or
replaced if dead. 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. ||
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19.

At the time of application for a building permit, the applicant shall submit plans that show
that all strctures will be at an elevation datum point of 380 feet.

Building Inspection Section

20.

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

b.  An automatic fire sprinkler system will be required. This permit must be issued prior
to or in conjunction with the building permit.

¢. A driveway plan and profile will be required.

Department of Public Works

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

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 applicant shall submit, for review by the Department of Public Works and the
appropriate Fire District, a plan and profile of both the existing and/or the proposed access
from the nearest “publicly” maintained roadway (Highway 1) to the proposed building sites
driveway.

The provision of San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern all grading on and
adjacent to this site. Unless exempted by the Grading Ordinance, the applicant may be
required to apply for a grading permit upon completion of their review of the plans and
should access construction be necessary.

The applicant shall submit a driveway “plan and profile,” to the Department of Public
Works, showing the driveway access to the parcel (garage slab) complying with County
standards for driveway slopes (not to exceed 20%) and to County standards for driveways
(at the property line/edge of easement) being the same elevation as the center of the shared
access roadway. When appropriate, this plan and profile shall be prepared from elevations
and alignment shown on the roadway improvement plans. The driveway plan shall also
include and show specific provisions and details for handling both the existing and the
proposed drainage.

Should construction work be necessary within the State right-of-way, an encroachment
permit, issued by CalTrans is required. The applicant shall provide a copy of this permit to
the County.
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Environmental Health Division

26. At the building application stage, the applicant shall submit a revised plan showing the
location of the soil percolation test holes, design of the septic drainfields and its expansion
area, the location of the existing well(s), along with the location of the proposed house,
guest house, pond, gazebo and spa.

27. At the time of application for a building permit the applicant shall comply with all permit

requirements for the installation of a septic tank/leachfield from the San Mateo County
Environmental Health Division.

California Department of Forestry
28. The applicant, at the time of a building permit, will have the following requirements:
a.  Clearance of flammable vegetation.
b.  Fire flow for the proposed structure. .
¢. A standpipe as required by County Fire.
d.  Anapproved NFPA 13D sprinkler system.
e.  Water storage for the sprinkler system and fire flow above domestic use.
f.  Fire Department access and turnaround if needed.
g.  Addressing meeting County code requirements.
h.  Inter-connected smoke detectors.
This review is very preliminary, and more requirements may be added to your project at the

time of an application for a building permit. Building permit plans will not be reviewed
until plans for the sprinkler system are received by the Building Inspection Section.

Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Planning Commission has the right of
appeal to the Board of Supervisors within ten (10) business days from such date of
determination. The appeal period for this matter will end at 5:00 p.m. on November 24, 1999. .
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This item is also appealable ta the Califomia Coastal Commission. An additional Coastal
Commission ten (10 ) working day appseal period will begin after the County appeal peciod ends.

The County and Ceastal Commission appeal péricds run consecutively, not ¢oncurrently; and
together total approximately one month. A projéct is considered approved when thesé appeal
periods have expired and no appeals have been filed.

Very truly ours,

Kan Dee Rud

Planning Commission Secretary

Kdrdir/ped1109j.4kr

et Public Works
Building Inspection
California Coastal Commission

. Environmental Health

Asseéssor
CDF
Geotechnical Section

Pescadero-LaHonda Unified School District
PMAC

Lennie Roberts

David Lee

Brian Hinman & Suzanne Skees

P.1a/1m
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ALIFORNIA COASTAL COMwiISSION

JRTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
| FREMONT, SUITE 2000
W FRANCISCO. CA 941052219

COMMISSION NOTIFICATION OF APPEAL

DATE: December 17, 1969

TO:  Damon Didonato, Project Planner EXHIBITNO. 2
County of San Mateo, Building & Planning APPLIC,
590 Hamilton Street, Mail Drop 5500 4 L A“lﬁ"wg&S% LEE
Redwood City, CA 94063 \ 1) ggggizzg
) on
FROM: Jack Liebster, Coastal Program Analyst ' of Approval
#13

RE: Commission Appeal No. A-2-SMC-

Please be advised that the coastal development permit decision described below has been
appealed to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code Section
30602 or 30625. Therefore, the decision has been stayed pending Commission action on the
appeal pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30623.

Local Permit #: PLN1999-00296

_ Applicani(s): Stan Field _
Description: To construct a 6,500 square feet house, a 600 square feet detached .
accessory building, a four-car garage, a lap pool, a pond, and a
gazebo with a spa on a legal 84.48 acre parcel.
Location: 2070 Cabrillo Highway, Pescadero (San Mateo County) (APN(s) 089-
230-220)

Local Decision:  Approved w/ Conditions

Appellant(s): California Coastal Commission, Attn: Sara Wan, Commissioner

Date Appeal Filed:

The Commission appeal number assigned to this appeal is A-2-SMC-99-066. The

Commission hearing date has been tentatively set for January 11-14, 2000 in Santa Monica.
Within 5 working days of receipt of this Commission Notification of Appeal, copies of all
relevant documents and materials used in the County of San Mateo's consideration of this
coastal development permit must be delivered to the North Central Coast District office of the
Coastal Commission (California Administrative Code Section 13112). Please include copies of
plans, relevant photographs, staff reports and related documents, findings (if not already
forwarded), all correspondence, and a list, with addresses, of all who provided verbal testimony.

A Commission staff report and notice of the hearing will be forwarded to you prior to the
hearing. If you have any questions, please contact Jack Liebster at the North Central Coast

District office. .

ﬂt‘ CALIBEOARNIA MAAQT AL Soerarsinorma
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL VQMM!SSION

45 FREMONT, SUITE 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219
VOICE AND TDD (415) 804-5200

‘X(m) o APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT E @ E ﬂ w E @

DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

DEC 1 61999
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet PmorOA%TAL mSION

This Form.

SECTION I. Appellant(s)

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s):

Com MiISsitney~  CwviesHnea Desser
Cip CCC AL Frevincyt SE _
S Furineid oo . Ca QL%M‘&:’" ()Y q ok 260
Zip Area Code Phone No.

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of ¥ocaf/por't
government:_<eza Mate=rn Coondy

2. Brief description of development being
-appealed: _Zwe . dzrbad

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel
no., cross street, etc.): 2¢7C Czbille thahwaw Pescadere
Sl Mgtern (. = L

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions: v

c. Denial:

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial
decisions by a Tocal government cannot be appealed unless
the development is a major energy or public works project.
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO:

DATE FILED:

. DISTRICT:

H5: 4/88




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2) ’

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

a. __Planning Director/Zoning ¢. I/Planning Commission
Administrator

b. __City Council/Board of d. __Other
Supervisors

6. Date of local government's decision: ii/q /a4

7. Local government's file number (if any): PLAN G99 ~CO2976

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use
additional paper as necessary.)

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified
(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s).
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal.

(M

(2)

(3)

(4)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
Timited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
in completing this section, which continues on the next page.




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PER..[ DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ..age 3)

. description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.

(Use additional paper as necessary.)

olonoe <ee Moo
3y

. State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include & summary

Note: - The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is

. allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to

support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of

my/our knowledge. X2§r)qyl-“_~“

Signature of Appellant(s) or
Authorized Agent

Date L& VU , 19499

NOTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

Section VI. Agent Authorization

I/We hereby authorize to act as my/our
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this
appeal.

Signature of Appelilant(s)

Date




A-2-SMC-99-066 Field - Lee Appeal .

Section I, No. 2:

San Mateo County granted the applicant a Coastal Development Permit, a Planned
Agricultural District Permit, and Architectural Review, pursuant to Zoning Regulations
6328, 6350, and the State Street and Highways Code, respectively, to construct a new
6,000+ square foot single family residence, a four-car garage, a lap pool, a pond, and a
gazebo with a spa on a legal 84.48 acre parcel at 2070 Cabrillo Highway in the
unincorporated Pescadero area of the County.

Section IV

The project as approved by the County of San Mateo does not conform to the standards
set forth in the County of San Mateo’s certified Local Coastal Program, and thus raises a
substantial issue, as detailed below.

Local Coastal Program Policy 8.5 (Location of Development ) requires 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, by preserving
the visual and open space qualities overall. .

The project as proposed would be visible from both a State Scenic Road (Highway 1) and
a public viewpoint (Ano Nuevo State Reserve). There are other sites, and site treatments
that would reduce the visibility of the project as approved as required by Policy 8.5.

Policy 8.17c. requires that new development be controlled “to avoid the need to construct
access roads visible from State and County Scenic Roads.” The materials available on
the project as approved do not demonstrate conformance with this policy.

Policy 8.18b. requires screening to minimize the visibility of development from scenic
roads and other public viewpoints. The project as approved would screen only 15-20%
of the development initially, and would require many years of landscaping growth before
a maximum of 50% screening would be achieved, thus failing to meet the requirement for
minimizing visibility.

Policy 8.20 requires development to be related in size and scale to adjacent buildings and
landforms. The residential structures in the vicinity are of much more modest scale than
the 6000+ square-foot size of the approved development. In addition to being
inconsistent on its own, approval of such a large structure could set a precedent for
similarly inconsistent development in this highly scenic area.




STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGEP GRAY DAVIS. Goverwon

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION E @ E H M E

45 FREMONT, SINTE 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219
VOICE AND TDD (415) 804-5200

‘ (415) 904- 5400 DEC1 6 1993
APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT
: CALIFORNIA
DECISIQN OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT COASTAL COMMISSION

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing
This Form.

SECTION I. Appellant(s)
Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s):

Com miesioney™  Oava Wem

Che CCC AL Frevngcui St _

S Fviiaciern o CA QUi (g YF el w2e0
Zip’ Area Code Phone No.

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of 1ocaT!port
government:_ <o Mate o C;./»N%—uj

2. Brief description of development bemg
appealed:_ e ain che A

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel
no., cross street, etc.): 2¢7c Lzl il \Hﬂai«wa,q _Pescadere
Sl Mater (n.

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions: v

¢. Denial:

Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial
decisions by a local government cannot be appealed unless
the development is a major energy or public works project.
Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

TO_BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
APPEAL NO:__ A—2- S 49~ (£

(o
DATE FILED:__ 12il614A

. DISTRICT: ;\:\‘ '\H'!;‘;/(J‘\~ ‘:_55 L‘»HMQ !

H5: 4/88




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION QF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

a. __Planning Director/Zoning c. i/Planning Commission
Administrator

b. __City Council/Board of d. __Other
Supervisors

6. Date of local government's decision: __ /9 /4

7. Local government's file number (if any): _FPLN 694 ~CO2T(

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use
additional paper as necessary.)

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified
(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s).
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal.

(M

(2)

(3)

(4)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
in completing this section, which continues on the next page.




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMI™ _CISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT ( S 3)

State briefly vour reasons for this appeal. Incliude a summary

scription of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master
an policies and requirements in which you believe the project is

inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.
(Use additional paper as necessary.)

bleass see abaaiad
}

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be

fficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is

owed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Ccmm1ss1on to

support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of

my/our knowledge,
i {A/

ignature of Rbpel]ant (s) or
Authoqued Agent

Date ﬂK:%?CLQ \&? > \CT<7

NQTE: If signed by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

Section VI. Adgent Autharization

I/We hereby authorize to act as my/our
syesentative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this
eal.

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date




A-2-SMC-99-066 Field - Lee Appeal

Section II, No. 2:

San Mateo County granted the applicant a Coastal Development Permit, a Planned
Agricultural District Permit, and Architectural Review, pursuant to Zoning Regulations
6328, 6350, and the State Street and Highways Code, respectively, to construct a new
6,000+ square foot single family residence, a four-car garage, a lap pool, a pond, and a
gazebo with a spa on a legal 84.48 acre parcel at 2070 Cabrillo Highway in the
unincorporated Pescadero area of the County.

Section IV

The project as approved by the County of San Mateo does not conform to the standards
set forth in the County of San Mateo’s certified Local Coastal Program, and thus raises a
substant}al 1ssue as detailed below.
Local’ Coastal Program Policy 8.5 (Location of Development ) requires that new
developrnent be located on a portion of a parcel where the development (1) is least visible
- from State annd County Scenic Roads, (2) is least likely to significantly impact views from
pubhc viewpoints, and (3) is consistent with all other LCP requirements, by preserving
the visual and open space qualities overall.

The project as proposed would be visible from both a State Scenic Road (Highway 1) and
a public viewpoint (Ano Nuevo State Reserve). There are other sites, and site treatments
that would reduce the visibility of the project as approved as required by Policy 8.5.

Policy 8.17c. requires that new development be controlled “to avoid the need to construct
access roads visible from State and County Scenic Roads.” The materials available on
the project as approved do not demonstrate conformance with this policy.

Policy 8.18b. requires screening to minimize the visibility of development from scenic
roads and other public viewpoints. The project as approved would screen only 15-20%
of the development initially, and would require many years of landscaping growth before .
a maximum of 50% screening would be achieved, thus failing to meet the requirement for
minimizing visibility.

Policy 8.20 requires development to be related in size and scale to adjacent buildings and
landforms. The residential structures in the vicinity are of much more modest scale than
the 6000+ square-foot size of the approved development. In addition to being
inconsistent on its own, approval of such a large structure could set a precedent for
similarly inconsistent development in this highly scenic area.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—RESOURCES AGEN GRAY DAVIS, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

Bay Area District

250 Executive Park BLVD.
Suite 4900

San Francisco, CA 94134-3306

August 28, 1999

San Mateo County Planning Division
455 County Center, 2" Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
RE: Comments on Negative Declaration No. PLN 1999-0029626
TO: Planner Damon DiDonato
The following comments are submitted by the California State Parks regarding the

proposed construction the single family dwelling, of approximately 6,500 square feet,
located in the coastal view shed adjacent to state park lands.

Visual Impact Related to Afio Nuevo State Reserve

Aifio Nuevo State Reserve is an internationally visited unit of the California State
Park System and is located 50 miles south of San Francisco on the San Mateo County
coastline. State Reserves are the highest level of protection classification of the California
State Park System. The Public Resources Code identifies State Reserves as “consisting of
areas of embracing outstanding natural and scenic characteristics of statewide
significance”. This project as planned will degrade the scenic characteristics of this State
Reserve.

The educational and interpretive program at the Reserve is used as a model at a
national level related to protecting coastal resources. Approximately 200,000 people visit
the Reserve annually. Visitors to the Wildlife Protection Area walk a 1.5-mile trail out to
Afio Nuevo Point. When walking back from this point of land these visitors enjoy one of
the most spectacular and extraordinary vistas along the coast of California. Visitors view
pristine coastal mountains with no current intrusive visual impacts. This kind of
experience, so near to a major metropolitan area, is found no where else in the state.

Yellow construction ribbon of the proposed site could be viewed from numerous
locations on Ano Nuevo Point, especially a few highly visited areas. The proposed site is



very visible from the Outdoor Education road/trail coming in from the point. Annually
over 5,000 children use this trail. These children are taught concepts regarding open
space, coastal protection, agriculture, and parks as they hike this trail.

This development would have a negative impact on the visual resources related to
this State Reserve.

Specific Comments on Negative Declaration

» State Reserve staff disagrees with pages one (1), finding three (3). This project
will have significant degradation of aesthetic and visual quality of the area.
This structure will be one of the most visible human made structures to visitors
walking in from Ano Nuevo Point.

e State Reserve staff also disagrees with finding 5(c) on page one (1). The
cumulative impact of this and other proposed dwellings will impact not only
the visual resources in the area but will also have a cumulative impact on the
important wildlife corridors between the coastal terrace and coastal mountains.
This project is another impediment to wildlife species that currently utilize this
corridor,

Within the San Mateo Local Coastal Plan, associated with coastal development,
language exists that prohibit or restrict development that effects the visual resources. This
development should be evaluated more extensively with these policies in mind.

The California State Parks believes that this proposed development will effect
visual resources at Afio Nuevo State Reserve and the related coastal view shed. Staff also
notes that the project is completely visible from Coast Highway, which is a designated
Scenic Corridor. Please notify this office of any further information regarding this
proposed development. If you have any questions related to these comments please
contact Supervising Ranger Gary Strachan at 650-879-2025.

Ronald Schafer
District Superintendent

, Shqe;elyM
7




Environmental Services ngency Board of Supervisors

Rose Jacobs Gibson
Richard . Gordon

Mary Griffin
i 1113 7l @ Jerry Hil
Planning and Building Division D, Newin
Director of
County of San Mateo &y
Paul M. Koenig
Mai’E Drop PLN122 - 455 County Center - 2nd Floor - Redwood City Planning Administrator
California 94063 - Telephone 650/363-4161 - Fax 650/363-4849 Terry L. Burnes

September 21, 1999

Ronald Schafer, Department Superintendent
California Department of Parks and Recreation
Bay Area District

250 Executive Park Boulevard, Suite 4900

San Francisco, CA 94134-3306

Dear Mr Schafer:

SUBJECT: Response to Comments on the Negative Declaration for David
Lee’s proposed residence at 2070 Cabrillo Highway, Pescadero;
County File No.: PLN 1999-00296.

Thank you for your comments on the Negative Declaration. The following is our
response to your August 28, 1999 letter.

LCP Visual Resource Policies: After additional review staff will recommend a
condition of approval requiring the applicant to apply an anti-reflective window coating
to the bank of south-western facing windows. All new facilities will be constructed of
wood siding and dark gray roofing materials, and staff believes that the project will blend
with and be subordinate to the environment and the character of the area. Further, staff is
recommending a condition of approval requiring the applicant to install landscaping that
1s adequate to soften the impact of the development as seen from any travel direction
along Cabrillo Highway.

Impact on the Wildlife Corridor: The biological impact report prepared for this
application indicated that no significant environmental impact will occur to wildlife
species due to this project, subject to the mitigation measures listed in the report. Staff
has integrated the mitigation measures from the biological report into the Negative
Declaration and the Staff Report. Staff believes that no significant cumulative impacts
will result due to this project. The other proposed development that you refer to in your
letter is in Santa Cruz County’s jurisdiction.




Ronald Schafer
September 21, 1999
Page 2

If you have any questions or comments regarding this matter, please feel free to call me
at 650/363-1852.

Sincerely,

DR

Damon DiDonato
Project Planner




-FROM ¢ Darwin Grp PHONE NO. : 415 854 8134 Sep. B2 1999 Y4:ugrn F1

° FILE COPY

September 2, 1999 By ’FAX 363-4842
Damon DiDonato

Project Planner i

San Mateo County Planning Division S O 1128

455 County Center, 2™ Floor

Redwood City, CA 94063 T S

Re: Negative Declaration for PLN 1999-00296 David Lee, Owner, Stan
Field, Applicant, 2070 Cabrillo Highway, Pescadero

Dear Damon,

Thank you for sending the Negative Declaration for the above-referenced
project. On behalf of the Committee for Green Foothills, I have the following

comments:

1. The project description on the cover page of the Negative Declaration
contains an error. Reviewing the Initial Study Project Description, I am
assuming that the main house is 6,500 square feet, not the guest house,
which should be listed as 600 square feet. With respect to the guest house,

. second units are not allowed in the PAD.

2. My initial reaction to the futuristic design, severe angles and formal array
of site improvements is that the architectural style is not compatible with
the character of the rural south coast. There is very little development of
any kind in this rural area. Typical residences and other structures are
modest farm houses, barns, and agricultural outbuildings. There should
be further review of the structure as viewed from public viewing points at
Ano Nuevo State Reserve. The bank of south-western facing windows
could be a source of reflection and glare as viewed from the Reserve. After
viewing the color computer simulation of the house in your office this
morning, my initial reaction is somewhat modified, but I think some
additional analysis of the visual issues is needed. The Visual Resources
Component of the LCP, particularly Policy 8.18 contain strong policy
requirements for minimizing visual impacts: “blend with and be
subordinate to the environment and the character of the area where
located”, “be as unobtrusive as possible and not detract from the natural,
open space or visual qualities of the area” “require screening to minimize
the visibility of development from scenic roads and other public
viewpoints”. I would prefer to see the design modified to reflect some of
the traditional farm building elements. However, another alternative
would be to require specific measures that will ensure adequate and

. effective screening from Highway One and Ano Nuevo State Reserve.




FROM [ Darwin Grp PHONE NO. : 415 854 8134 Sep. @2 1899 B4:81PM P2

I haven’t had time today to completely review the Staff Report, which I .
appreciate receiving, but I did want to get these comments on the Negative

Declaration to you before the end of the day. I would be happy to discuss

these concerns further with you or the Applicant. I am leaving tomorrow for

the mountains, but will return late Thursday, September 9.

Thank you for consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,
Lennie Roberts, Legislative Advocate
Committee for Green Foothills

339 La Cuesta
Portola Valley, CA 94028

Phone: 650-854-0449
Fax: 650-854-8134




Environmental Services agency Board of Supervisors
Rose Jacobs Gibson
Richard S. Gordon

Mary Griffin
. i1 g N Jerry Hil
Planning and Building Division Miotasl B, Nevin

County of San Mateo &y e

Mail Drop PLN122 - 455 County Center - 2nd Floor - Redwood City Planning Administratar
California 94063 - Telephone 650/363-4161 - Fax 650/363-4849 Terry L. Burnes

September 21, 1999

Lennie Roberts, Legislative Advocate
Committee for Green Foothills

339 La Cuesta

Portola Valley, CA 94028

Dear Ms Roberts:

SUBJECT:  Response to Comments on the Negative Declaration for David
Lee’s proposed residence at 2070 Cabrillo Highway, Pescadero;
. ' County File No.: PLN 1999-00296.

Thank you for your comments on the Negative Declaration. The following is our
response to your September 2, 1999 facsimile.

Project Description: The total area of the Main residence is 6,500 sq. ft. and the
building referred to as a detached guest house is 600 square feet.

Detached Guest House: Detached buildings with kitchens or sleeping facilities are not
allowed in the Planned Agricultural District. The guest house on the plans includes a
bedroom. Staff will recommend a condition of approval requiring the applicant to
remove the bedroom and convert the guest house to a non-habitable structure, or to
eliminate the building from the application.

LCP Visual Resource Policies: After additional review staff will recommend a
condition of approval requiring the applicant to apply an anti-reflective window coating
to the bank of south-western facing windows. All new facilities will be constructed of
wood siding and dark gray roofing materials, and staff believes that the project will blend
with and be subordinate to the environment and the character of the area. Further, staff is
recommending a condition of approval requiring the applicant to install landscaping that
is adequate to soften the impact of the development as seen from any travel direction
along Cabrillo Highway.




Lennie Roberts
September 21, 1999
Page 2

If you have any questions or comments regarding this matter, please feel free to call me
at 650/363-1852.

Sincerely,
2D

Damon DiDonato
Project Planner




';Br‘ia.n.L.iHihmah
37 Broadway |
Los Gatos, California 95030

September 14,.1999

' Mr. Stan Field " -
- 3631 Evergreen Drive = .
Palo Alto, California 94303

‘ 4_ Dear Mr. Field:

I understand that you are the architect responsibié for the Lee Project located at 2070
Cabrillo Highway. My wife and I own the property on the east border of the Lee parcel.

We have had an opportunity to meet with David Lee and his wife, Chery Moser, to
review the architectural plans and the site of the proposed construction. First of all, we
would like to compliment you on both the creativity of the design and on your sensitivity
in fitting the house within the existing terrain. By placing .the house toward the eastern
border, you have minimized the visibility from the Cabrillo Highway, while choosing the
most level and stable portron of the property for construction.

- David and Chery’s parcel-was previously used for agricultural purposes Our parcel has -
had a similar history. The value of land in such a desirable area continues to increase.
As a consequence, we believe it is logical to begin seeing a transition from agrrcultural

" use to residential use. The Bolings, to our south, were the first to begin the transitionin - .
this vicinity. A single family dwelling, such as that proposed on the Lee parcel, will have -
minimal impact on the environment, while allowing the majority of the parcel to return to
a state similar to pre- -agricultural times. Given the sheer distances from Cabrillo
Highway and Ano Nuevo State Park; we belreve that the house as proposed will be
unobtrusive.

“We fully support your work in seekmg approval for thlS project, and look forward to
havmg Davrd and Chery as our neighbors.

Sir_rc

ly,

A Brian L Hinman




2060 Cabrillo Hwy.
- Pescadero, CA 94060
- (650) 879-1009‘

Sept. 15,1999

- 363 I’,'E{fergre¢n~bﬁ§e
~ Palo Alto, CA 94303 - -

;-TO'W'hém It May Concern:

We are writing in regard to the Lee’s proposed plans for construction of a home in San
Mateo County, near Ano Nuevo State Reserve. We are live-in caretakers and future
inheritors of ap# 057-061-11, which is adjacent to the Lee’s parcel with the proposed
building site. We approve of their plans, both in terms of their chosen building site and
the details of their architectural plans for the home.

We look forward to being neighbors with the Lees and are in support of their proposed

" plans. If you have any questlons do not hesitate to contact us at the above address and .
phone number :

. ancefei;é,

. Stephame Jennings and Paul Pﬂuke B




IR The BOhﬂQ’S 2074 Highway One.  Pescadero, CA 94060 ©

September 16, 1999

Stan Field, Architect

3631 Evergreen Drive
Palo Alto CA 94303 -

Dear Mr. erId

‘We have Iooked over the plans of your pro;ect for the Lee family, numbered APN 89- :

© - 230-220. As future nexghbors of the Lee’s, you may let the San. Mateo Planmng Cammxsswn

E ~ know that we have no objectlons to their constructlon o

- Sincerely,
 The O

The Bolings




CSEM-AU-1YYY 15183

PRIHULUGY URMC PALO ALTO .- 415 725 7023 - P.02-02

634 Mirada Avenue
Stanford, CA 94305
_ September 20, 1999

Mr Stan Field N S
Consultant _ Re: Proposed David Lee Residence

Dear Mr. Field,

I'm v&iting regarding’ me:b.uilding pémi( application of D;\'id Lee
in the Ano Nuevo Region. '

I've owned an,ci farﬁted a parcel atmost irfxmediaftely“adja\.cent 10 the J.ee
property for thirty -ﬁQ@flyears, .and T know the area quite wel}.i (

- And T've met wit}{Aer. Lee and examined his detailed plang as well as

-the buildijng'sitr;, bécan;c I'm very much concerned that this ;»ondcrﬁil area

retain its rural, agricultural, low density and non-commezcial aspect.

1 feel that the design and simation of Mr. Lee's proposed 'dweiiing will
in no way adversely effect these goals, since it's essentially invisible from
the Ano Nuevo Park ares, highway 1, and contiguous p{operties, and sﬁould,
in fact, enhance them; given the careful stewardship I expect from the Lee
family. by Iendingvst;«xbi}ity and helping to  preserve itg present character.

Tinvite you to submit this opinion 1o the Planning: Commission at the

upcoming hearing, since { caanot attend personally.

Sincerely, Jon Kosek

TOTAL P:02




RosaLiND CAROL

1 Pyxie Lang, San Carcos, CA 94070-1506  650-592-9394 Fax: 650-592-1116

E-amaiL: RosCarol@aoL.com

IR RN
IR ERV N LR Rt
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Dear Commi'ss f'ou‘;exsj

HS a {'1[6*-10(/'3 reS:‘dev\f‘ aund dﬁcf/xzmc,omcé;rmd

it zen of San Mateo Coumfo T am wr“hwj +o
voite My opposition of the prcposed proyect at
2070 Caberllo Highway near fescaclero (pevmit~ #
A=2 =SMC-39-066).  The following are some of g

Lo(egsons

1) Permithag the construction of this “rrouster”

howe will setve as a Mgreen /ight"For forther
development along our beaoifol roral coqstal
 regioa.
1) The pmdoosm’ devéfofmew+ w;// é)e c/ecu/y v;f/é/e
From many portious of the o Nueve State
Reserve , dive ctly across Fhe Wigbhwey. T have
CVisited the site avd can attest v thic fact
Ta he [75000 + aanvael visitors who eupoy
the natural spleador of Avid Avevo Fhe sight
of  Hus very vnunatoral strocture will be an
eyesore avd roin Hie ua f’cpue w;’/afe,rmegr‘

expervence That they engovy qud cher/sh
‘H?Jac/, .

3) Aﬂflf. &’f‘dé/cﬁ-fmaﬂ‘f‘ w;‘(’f' &él“au UPC’«’{ i N &/1’64'5{)(/ ~—




Shttmed aud ra /v/c//c/ ~exla ur‘%;oj coa e —fa/(p/y

‘o Hlu'e agrea,

| ‘1) The J-ev'e/ﬁpmew% N/ ;»’wf’ac’/_‘ avd detecnrate

het bitet of @ nomber ot Yureateved avd em"mx»f@recf
Lor 1d]iLe :Pec,“(‘e:/(vuﬁww o oo i MU acea,

A ééj Yy ou +o f“ﬁ\]‘f’("?z Fhus f’mﬁ/-’afq'/ ard 5’?6/;7

+o }‘Dféf*’?/“‘b’& The wvra/ ¢ bor m aud w/'.'/q/erﬁgf_f
fesovrce of +he v gie coast of San Mater Q-?nyf

- Respectforly qours,

PSS flease /@(;9 me {)95‘7%0? when fotvre hcm‘:'wﬁ;

Oec oy,



=
= Seauom AuDUBON SOCIETY INC.

30 W. 39th Avenue #202, San Mateo, CA 94403
345-3724

ROMiTa Coastal Commission January 12, 2000
North Central Coast District Office
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Dear Sirs;

This letter concerns the public hearing on January 14, 2000 for permit number
A-2-SMC-99-086. This is a proposed home in Pescadero, San Mateo County, to
be built on an inholding site within Ano Nuevo State Reserve.

Sequoia Audubon Society , a chapter of the National Audubon Society with
1700 members in San Mateo County, is very concerned about the effect of any
coastal development on bird species and their habitats. In the area of San
Mateo County that includes the proposed project, we have documented 85
species of breeding birds and our fear is that any large scale development will
have a detrimental effect on these birds, the habitatin general and other wildlife

in the area. .

Building such a home in the middle of the State Reserve will certainly change
the character of the reserve. But even more worrying is that granting this permit
will open the door for coastal deveiopment. This area of the coast includes a
unique transition zone from coastal plain to coastal mountains. Breaking up the
large open spaces that exist there now into smaller parcels has an unfortunate
effect on habitat. The fragmentation of habitat that results has a very delitrious
effect on breeding birds, which is well documented, and on other wildlife as
well.

The availability of water is another concern in an area that does not have a well
developed water delivery system. Where will the water come from for a house,
pool, pond and spa? If one house is designed for such large water usage, what
will happen when more are built?

We urge you to turn down this application as detrimental to the area as a whole
and to Ano Nuevo State Reserve and its wildlife in particular. Something very
precious will be lost forever if the wildness of the south San Mateo County coast
is compromised.

Sipgerely,

Robm%ow gmxth %n

President, Sequoia Audubon Society




Wu:h\—*‘\
$4 State of California  The Resour ~ Agency A T avis, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION » P.0. Box 942896 + Sacramento, CA 94296-0001 Rusty Areias, Director

(8186) 653-8380 . ‘ .
AN 12 20m e, el 8L

Peter Douglas, Executive Director RECEIVED

California Coastal Commission

North Central Coast District Office JAN 13 2000

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 cauroRNA

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Dear Mr. Douglas:

Written Comments on Appeal No. A-2-SMC-99-066

The following comments are submitted by the California Department of Parks
and Recreation regarding the above appeal. Afio Nuevo State Reserve is an
internationally visited unit of the California State Park System and is located 50 miles
south of San Francisco on the San Mateo County coastline. State Reserves are the
highest level of protection classification of the California State Park System. The
Public Resources Code identifies State Reserves as “consisting of areas of embracing
outstanding natural and scenic characteristics of statewide significance”. Afio Nuevo
Point is also designated as a National Natural Scenic Landmark.

; The educational and interpretive program at the Reserve is used as a model at

. a national level related to protecting coastal resources. Approximately 200,000 people
visit the Reserve annually with more visitors planned for the future. Visitors to the
Wildlife Protection Area walk a 1.5-mile trail out to Afio Nuevo Point. When walking
back from this point of land these visitors enjoy one of the most spectacular and
extraordinary vistas along the coast of California. Visitors view pristine coastal
mountains with no current intrusive visual impacts. This kind of experience, so near to
a major metropolitan area, is found no where else in the state.

The California Department of Parks and Recreation believes this project as
planned will degrade the scenic characteristics in the area of this State Reserve. The
site of the proposed construction is very visible from numerous locations on the main :
public trail in the Reserve. The proposed site is also very visible from the Outdoor
Education road/trail coming in from the point. Annually over 5,000 children use this
trail. These children are taught concepts regarding open space, coastal protection,
agriculture, and parks as they hike this trail.

The Department feels this project, and other possible similar future projects at
these elevations, will significantly degrade the aesthetic and visual quality of the area.
The Department recommends that the Coastal Commission evaluate this project in this
coastal viewshed area further due to the unusual and unique situation regarding the
Santa Cruz and San Mateo County lines running parallel to the coast for approximately
three miles. The Department feels that the cumulative impact of this project, and
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projects like it, are not being addressed at the county level due to this configuration of
county lines. A portion of this cumulative impact evaluation needs to address not only
the visual resources in the area, but also should study the cumulative impact on the
important wildlife corridors between the wildlife habitats of Afio Nuevo State Reserve
and Big Basin State Park.

Within the San Mateo County Local Coastal Plan policy, language exists that
prohibits or restricts development that effects the coastal visual resources. Being that
there are unique issues related to extraordinary parklands, unique coastal vistas, and
unusual county line alignments, this development should be evaluated more

extensively with these policies and issues in mind.

eias

Sincerely,

Rus r
Diredtor
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Sara Wan

California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

RE: Negative Declaration No. PLN 1999-0029262

Dear Ms. Wan:

As a resident of San Mateo County and California, I am opposed to the building of a house on the
California coast, which is visible from Ano NuevoState Reserve. According to park rangers, the proposed

house is visible from South Point, where customers come from all over the world to sce the elephant seals
in their native surroundings.

San Mateo County’s “Local Coastal Program”™ protects the public from seeing private residences from
public land. Section 8.5a requires that development be placed where it is least likely to impact views, and
8.18 requires screening to shield the public from viewing development from public places.

Thank you for considering my comments. Please provide me written notice of any further action or public
hearings on this project.

Yours truly,

/ﬁ@u—-m M‘éy )

Karen Maki
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CoastsDE COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

P. O. Box 111, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
Voice/Fax: 650-560-9330 Email: CoastsideCommunity@att.nct
Dedicated to preserving our quality of life on the Coastside.

California Coastal Commission D E Lb FE H w E W

45 Freemont Street, Suite 2000 m
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San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 AUG 042008 “—
Fax: 415-
ax: 415-904-5400 CALFORNIA
August 3, 2000 COASTAL COMMISSION
Re: Appeal A-2-SMC-99-066, Applicant David Lee W-]. OA

Honorable Chair and Commissioners:

We wish to express our support for the Staff recommendation of Substantial Issue and Denial of the
Coastal Development Permit for the proposed construction of a two story 6,500 square foot mansion on
. an 84.5 acre lot in San Mateo County.

We agree with the appellants that the proposed development does not conform with policies on visual
resource protection in the San Mateo County certified Local Coastal Program. The proposed
development, which would be visible from Highway 1 and Ano Nuevo State Reserve, conflicts with
Local Coastal Program Policies 8.5, 8.18, and 8.20 for the following reasons: (1) the development is
not sited in the least visible location, (2) the development is not designed so as to be least obtrusive as
possible, and (3) the developmeut does not relate in size or shape to adjacent developments or
landforms.

We strongly urge the Commission to strictly enforce the visual resource protection afforded by the San
Mateo County certified Local Coastal Program. Otherwise, many more projects shall be proposed and
approved in the nnincorporated San Mateo County Coastside which will further degrade our precious
visual resources.

For the Coastsxdc Community Association
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