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  3. Tentative Map 
  4. Notice of Final Local Action  

5. County Staff Report 
  6. Appeal 
 
SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with respect 
to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. 
 
San Mateo County approved a coastal development permit for the creation of a 32-acre parcel 
and a 20.01-acre parcel, in conjunction with the approval of a Conditional Certificate of 
Compliance (Type B), and the drilling of three test wells, at 2800 Tunitas Creek Road, 
Unincorporated Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County. 
 
The subject 52-acre property is used for cattle grazing and is zoned Planned Agriculture 
Development (PAD).  It is primarily surrounded by agricultural and open space lands, and is 
within the Tunitas Creek Road County scenic corridor. 
 
The appellants contend that the County failed to demonstrate that the approved land division is 
consistent with all the relevant agricultural, development and visual resources policies of the 
certified LCP.  Because the County did not undertake the necessary analysis and make the 
requisite findings, and because the property contains significant agricultural and visual resources 
that have not been protected by the County decision, the appellants contend that the approved 
land division is inconsistent with the certified LCP.  
 
Staff recommends that the Commission find that appellants’ contentions are valid grounds for an 
appeal and raise a substantial issue of conformity of the approved land division with the certified 
LCP because: (1) There is a low degree of legal and factual support for the County’s decision to 
approve the project; (2) The agricultural and visual resources associated with the subject 
development are highly significant; (3) The precedential value of the County’s decision for 
future interpretation of its LCP in regard to the issuance of conditional certificates of compliance 
(COC Type B) is high; and (4) The appeal raises issues regional or statewide significance. 
 
 
The motion to adopt the staff recommendation of Substantial Issue is found on page no. 3 
 
STAFF NOTES 
 
Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the 
Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal.  Since the staff is 
recommending substantial issue, unless there is a motion from the Commission to find no 
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substantial issue, the substantial issue question will be considered moot, and the de novo portion 
of the appeal hearing on the merits of the project will be held in the future. 
 
If the Commission decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, 
proponents and opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a 
substantial issue.  It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is 
raised.  The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue 
question are the applicant, persons who made their views known before the local government (or 
their representatives), and the local government.  Testimony from other persons regarding 
substantial issue must be submitted in writing. 
 
 
I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION  
 
Pursuant to Section 30603(b) of the Coastal Act and as discussed in the findings below, the staff 
recommends that the Commission determine that a substantial issue exists with respect to the 
grounds on which the appeals have been filed.  The proper motion is: 
 
MOTION 
 
 I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-2-SMC-09-009 raises NO 

substantial issue as to conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program with respect 
to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603 of the 
Coastal Act. 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends a NO vote.  Failure of this motion will result in a de novo hearing on the 
application, and adoption of the following resolution and findings.  Passage of this motion will 
result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local action will become final and effective.  
The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the appointed Commissioners 
present.   
 
RESOLUTION TO FIND SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 
 
The Commission hereby finds that Appeal No. A-2-SMC-09-009 presents a substantial issue with 
respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of the Coastal Act 
regarding consistency with the Certified Local Coastal Plan and/or the public access and 
recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 
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II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 
 
The Commission hereby finds and declares: 
 
A. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION  
 
January 8, 2009 
San Mateo County Zoning Hearing Officer holds a public hearing on a proposal for a CDP for a 
COC Type B to legalize three parcels on the subject property: 32 acres, 7.71 acres, and 12.3 
acres.  The Zoning Hearing Officer continued the item to allow revision of the project 
description to include three test wells and certification of the mitigated negative declaration. 
 
February 5, 2009: 
San Mateo County Zoning Hearing Officer held another public hearing on the project.  However, 
certain information relating to parcel history was not available prior to the hearing.  The Zoning 
Hearing Officer took the decision under advisement for ten days in order for the information to 
be provided and reviewed.  
 
February 13, 2009: 
After reviewing the information, the ZHO continued the item to a date uncertain to allow staff 
and County Counsel to fully analyze the parcel history to establish whether a separate parcel was 
indeed created by grant deed recorded on May 31, 1951, and if necessary to provide other 
information related to the proposed COC(B).  Subsequently, the County counsel determined that 
the 7.71-acre and 12.3-acre parcels were to be created by deed in 1951 and conveyed jointly.  
Therefore, the County Counsel found that there was no land division because they were 
contiguous and conveyed together by one grantor to one grantee.  In regard to the 32-acre parcel, 
a question to its legality was then raised because at the time the 7.71-acre parcel and 12.3 acre 
parcels were to be created, they were conveyed to the same owner of the adjacent 32-acre parcel 
(which is also seeking a COC) and the question was raised whether conveyance to the same 
owner constituted a merger of the subject parcels.  County Counsel found that this is not the case 
and the 32-acre parcel remained eligible for a COC(B).  As a result of the clarifications provided 
by County Counsel, the project description was revised to reflect a reduction in the number of 
requested parcels from three to two.  
 
March 19, 2009: 
San Mateo County ZHO held a public hearing on a proposal for a CDP to legalize two parcels: 
32 acres and 20.01 acres and allowance of three test wells.  The ZHO approved the CDP with 
special conditions and found that the “project conforms with the plans, policies, and standards of 
the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program as all application materials have been submitted 
and been determined to be adequate, and the project does not pose an impact to the sensitive 
habitats or scenic resources of the properties...” and “That the project conforms to the specific 
findings required by policies of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program, specifically 
Policy 1.28, which requires the issuance of a CDP since the parcels in question were illegally 
created without benefit of government review and approval prior to 1973.” 
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Special Conditions included: (3) a requirement that prior to recordation of the final map, the 
applicant submit a proof of water supply (well), with a maximum of one production well per 
parcel; and (6) informing the applicant that any future development on the parcels would be 
subject to compliance with the regulations of the LCP, including, but not limited to, protection of 
prime agricultural soil, the protection of existing and potential agriculture, the protection of 
public views to the property, and the protection of sensitive habitat; (8) and (9) requiring the 
applicant to submit erosion, sediment, and dust control plans to the planning department for the 
drilling of the wells; and (11) notification that any future planning and building permit 
applications will be subject to cultural resources conditions. 
 
B. FILING OF APPEAL 
 
The Commission received the Notice of Final Local Decision for the County’s approval of the 
subject development on April 7, 2009 (exhibit 4).  In accordance with the Commission’s 
regulations, the 10-working-day appeal period ran from April 8, 2009 through April 21, 2009 (14 
CCR Section 13110).  The appellants (Commissioners Steve Blank and Sara Wan) timely 
submitted their appeal (exhibit 6) to the Commission office on April 21, 2009 within 10 working 
days of receipt by the Commission of the Notice of Final Local Action.  The local record was 
requested on April 21, 2009. To date, the Commission has not received the local record from the 
County.  
 
C. APPELLANTS’ CONTENTIONS 
 
On April 21, 2009 Commissioners Steve Blank and Sara Wan appealed the County of San 
Mateo’s decision to approve the project.  The appellants contend that land division is 
inconsistent with the San Mateo County certified local coastal program (LCP) parcel 
legalization, agricultural, and visual resources policies.  More specifically, the appellants contend 
that the County should have treated the COC(B) as a new land division, and demonstrated its 
consistency with all the relevant agricultural and visual resources policies.  Because the County 
did not follow this procedure, and because the property contains significant agricultural and 
visual resources that have not been protected by the County decision, the appellants contend that 
the approved land division is inconsistent with the certified LCP.  
 
The full text of the contentions is included as exhibit 6. 
 
D. APPEAL PROCESS 
 
After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides for limited 
appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development 
permits (Coastal Act Section 30603). 
 
Section 30603 states that an action taken by a local government on a coastal development permit 
application may be appealed to the Commission for certain kinds of developments, including 
developments located within certain geographic appeal areas, such as those located between the 
sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or within three hundred feet of the mean high tide 
line or inland extent of any beach or top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff, or those located in 
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a sensitive coastal resource area.  Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be 
appealed if they are not designated the "principal permitted use" under the certified LCP.  
Finally, developments that constitute major public works or major energy facilities may be 
appealed, whether approved or denied by the city or county.  The grounds for an appeal of a 
County approval that is inland of the first public road paralleling the sea is that the development 
does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program. 
 
The project approved by the County of San Mateo is appealable to the California Coastal 
Commission pursuant to Section 30603(a)(4) of the Coastal Act because a land division is 
development that is not designated as the “principal permitted use” in the Planned Agriculture 
District (PAD). 
 
E. PROJECT LOCATION AND SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
The approved project is located in a rural area approximately 0.75 miles from where Lobitos 
Creek Road and Tunitas Creek Road intersect in the unincorporated Half Moon Bay area of San 
Mateo County.  The property is zoned Planned Agriculture Development (PAD) and is classified 
largely as “Lands Suitable for Agriculture.”  The property is characterized by rolling, grassy hills 
with a riparian corridor along its southern and eastern boundaries.  It is currently used for cattle 
grazing and has an existing 10 to 12 foot wide dirt and rock roadway that meanders through the 
property.  It is surrounded by agricultural lands with a few houses.  The property borders lands 
owned by the Peninsula Open Space Trust (POST) (Tunitas Creek Ranch) to the east. 
 
F. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The project approved by the County includes the creation of a 32-acre parcel and a 20.01-acre 
parcel, in conjunction with a Conditional Certificate of Compliance (Type B), and the drilling of 
three test wells, at 2800 Tunitas Creek Road, Unincorporated Half Moon Bay, San Mateo 
County. (exhibit 2, 4). 
 
G. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS 
 
Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states: 
 
 The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an allegation that 

the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal 
program or the public access policies set forth in this division. 

 
The contention raised in the appeal presents potentially valid grounds for appeal in that it alleges 
the project’s inconsistency with policies and zoning code provisions of the certified LCP. 
 
Public Resources Code section 30625(b) states that the Commission shall hear an appeal unless it 
determines: 
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 With respect to appeals to the commission after certification of a local coastal program, 

that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been 
filed pursuant to Section 30603. 

 
The term substantial issue is not defined in the Coastal Act.  The Commission's regulations 
simply indicate that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it "finds that the appeal raises no 
significant question" (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, section 13115(b).)  In previous decisions on 
appeals, the Commission has been guided by the following factors: 
 

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that 
the development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP and with the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act; 

 
2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the local 

government; 
 
3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; 

 
4. The precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretation 

of its LCP; and 
 

5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide 
significance. 

 
Even where the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain 
judicial review of the local government's coastal permit decision by filing a petition for a writ of 
mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 1094.5. 
 
In this case, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its discretion and 
determines that the development as approved by the County presents a substantial issue. 
 
 
The Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue with respect to 
conformance of the approved land division with policies of the San Mateo County certified 
LCP regarding parcel legalization, agriculture, and visual resources.  
 
Appeal Contention No. 1: 
 
The appellants contend that the land division is inconsistent with LCP/LUP Policy 1.29 because 
the County did not evaluate the land division for conformance with the standards of review of the 
Coastal Development District regulations, which require that in order to approve development, 
the County must find that it is consistent with the LCP.  More specifically, the Appellants 
contend that the County did not evaluate the land division for consistency with specific LCP 
Policies regarding agriculture and visual resources and it didn’t require a PAD permit as required 
by the PAD regulations. 
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Applicable Policies: 
See exhibit 1 
 
Discussion: 
 
As detailed below, the Commission finds that the appeals raise a substantial issue regarding 
conformity of the project approved by the County with the San Mateo County LCP Policies 
regarding parcel legalization, based on the following:  
 

1. There is insufficient factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the 
development is consistent the certified LCP  

2. The precedential value of the local government’s decision is significant for future 
interpretation of its LCP; and 

3. The appeal raises issues of regional and statewide significance. 
 
The County authorized the land division in conjunction with a COC(B).  Pursuant to LCP/LUP 
Policy 1.28, a COC(B) requires a Coastal Development Permit.  Pursuant to LCP/LUP Policy 
1.29, in order to approve a COC(B) the resulting parcel configuration must be consistent with the 
standards of review of the Coastal Development District regulations (i.e. all applicable LCP 
policies).  A COC(B) under the Subdivision Map Act is treated as a new land division under the 
Costal Act because the parcels are being created for the first time after the effective date of the 
Coastal Act.  
 
The County did not evaluate the land division for conformance with the standards of review of 
the Coastal Development District regulations, raising a substantial issue of conformance with 
LCP Policy 1.28 and 1.29.  Therefore, the County did not have sufficient legal and factual 
support to make the required finding that the resulting parcel configuration would not have any 
substantial impact on coastal resources, including agriculture and visual resources.  Further, the 
County decision sets a negative precedent for future evaluation of COC(B)s, because the 
decision was not based on a thorough analysis of LCP policies, which is required.  Moreover, 
this issue raises issues of regional and statewide significance because Certificates of Compliance 
are issued up and down the coast, and all conditional COCs require CDPs and must be treated as 
new land divisions.  Therefore, the County approval of the COC(B) raises a substantial issue of 
conformance with the LCP. 
 
Appeal Contention No. 2 (Agriculture): 
 
The County approval is inconsistent with Policy LCP/LUP Chapter 5 and the certified Planned 
Agriculture District (PAD) regulations because it did not evaluate the land division for 
consistency with the policies contained in these chapters (see Attachment B for full text of these 
policies).  
 
Applicable Policies: 
See exhibit 1 
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Discussion: 
 
As detailed below, the Commission finds that the appeals raise a substantial issue regarding 
conformity of the project approved by the County with the San Mateo County LCP Policies 
regarding agriculture, based on the following factors: 
 

• There is insufficient factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the 
development is consistent the certified LCP  

• The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision; 
• The precedential value of the local government’s decision is significant for future 

interpretation of its LCP; and 
• The appeal raises issues of regional and statewide significance. 
 

Insufficient Factual and Legal Support 
 

Section 6354 of the certified PAD regulations requires the County to issue a PAD permit for all 
land divisions.  Section 6361 of the PAD regulations require that the County make specific 
findings before approving a land division, and that they be set forth in writing, based on fact, and 
provide specific reasons why the division meets or fails to meet all applicable requirements of 
the PAD ordinance.  The County did not process a PAD permit for the COC(B) nor did it make 
these required findings, raising a substantial issue of conformance with Sections 6354 and 6361 
of the certified PAD zoning regulations.  
 
As such, the County did not evaluate the project for consistency with the:  (1) land division 
criteria contained in both the LUP and the certified zoning (PAD) regulations; (2) the maximum 
density of development policies; and (3) the procedural criteria for issuance of a PAD permit, 
raising a substantial issue of conformance with Section 6355 of the certified zoning regulations, 
certified LUP Policy 5.9, Section 6356 of zoning, LUP Policies 1.8, 5.11, 5.12, and 5.13, and 
Section 6361 of zoning.  Pursuant to Section 6361(a) of the PAD regulations and LUP Policy 
5.14, before any land division [which includes a COC(B)], the applicant must file a Master Land 
Division Plan demonstrating how the parcel will be ultimately divided according to maximum 
density of development permitted and which parcels will be used for agricultural and non-
agricultural uses if conversions are permitted. Section 6361(c) of the PAD regulations also 
requires that for parcels of at least 20 acres (before division) the applicant must file an 
Agricultural Land Management Plan.  The County decision documents and staff reports do not 
indicate that a Master Land Division Plan or an Agricultural Land Management Plan was ever 
filed and the County documents do not indicate which parcels will be used for agricultural and 
non-agricultural uses, nor do they indicate if conversions are permitted.  Therefore the County 
decision to approve the COC(B) had insufficient legal and factual support and raises a substantial 
issue of conformance with Section 6361(a) and LCP/LUP Policy 5.14. 
 
In addition, certified LCP/LUP Policy 5.9 and PAD Section 6355 (b) only allows division of 
“lands suitable for agriculture” if it can be demonstrated that existing or potential agricultural 
productivity of any resulting agricultural parcel would not be reduced.  The County had little 
factual and legal evidence to support the required findings described above.  The staff reports 
describe that grazing occurs on the property and that the 32 acre parcel is sufficient in size to 
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UP Policy 5.16 and PAD Zoning Section 6361(B) requires that as a condition of approval, the 
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ignificance of coastal resource, precedential value, issue of statewide significance

allow some amount of animal grazing.  However, the County did not provide evidence to supp
this statement nor did it analyze whether the second 20-acre parcel is sufficient in size to support 
grazing.  Therefore the County approval raises a substantial issue of conformance with LUP 
Policy 5.9 and certified PAD Section 6355(b).   
 
L
required formula for determining density credits on PAD lands.  The County did not provide a
analysis of this formula in support of its decision to allow the creation of two parcels.  It does no
provide an analysis for division into 2 lots, however.  Because the County presented no factual 
and legal evidence in support of two parcels (i.e. two density credits), it’s decision to approve th
land division raises a substantial issue of conformance with LUP Policies 5.14(c), 1.8(b) and (c), 
LUP Table 1.3, and PAD Section 6356.  Further complicating this issue is a statement in the 
January 9, 2009 staff report that the current PAD density credit criteria would not allow a 52-
acre parcel to be subdivided into three lots. 
 
L
applicant shall grant an agricultural easement to the County, that covers all portions of the 
property to remain in agriculture as specified in the master land division plan.  In addition 
6361(D) of the PAD zoning regulations requires that for parcels adjacent to agricultural lan
agricultural statement shall be placed on the final map and each parcel deed.  The County did not 
impose either condition on the subject coastal development permit for the approved land 
division.  Thus, the County approval raises a substantial issue of conformance with LUP P
5.16 and certified zoning sections 6361(B) and (D). 
 
S  

he agricultural resources impacted by the development approved by the County raise issues of 

ppeal Contention No. 3 (Visual Resources) 

he Appellants contend that the approved land division is inconsistent with LCP visual resource 

pplicable Policies 

 
T
regional and statewide significance and set an important precedent for the local government’s 
decision for future interpretation of its LCP regarding the issuance of conditional COCs and land 
divisions on PAD lands, the preservation of agricultural uses on agricultural lands, and 
protection of the agricultural economy in the rural areas of the San Mateo coast.  The protection 
of coastal agriculture is one of the fundamental purposes of the California Coastal Act, as 
embodied in Coastal Act sections 30241, 30241.5, and 30242, and as further reflected in the 
policies and ordinances of the San Mateo County LCP cited above.  Therefore, the County 
approval raises a substantial issue of conformance with the LCP. 
 
A
 
T
protection findings because the County did not make specific findings on the configuration of the 
two parcels, and whether future development on the parcels could occur in full conformance with 
the visual resource policies, particularly the standards applicable to the creation of new parcels 
specifically identified in Policies 8.7(c) and 8.5(b).  
 
A
See exhibit 1 
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iscussion 

s detailed below, the Commission finds that the appeals raise a substantial issue regarding 

• There is insufficient factual and legal support for the local government’s decision that the 

• ted by the decision; 
significant for future 

• ional and statewide significance. 
 

suf icient Factual and Legal Support/Significance of coastal resource

 
D
 
A
conformity of the project approved by the County with the San Mateo County LCP Policies 
regarding visual resources based on the following factors:  
 

development is consistent the certified LCP  
The significance of the coastal resources affec

• The precedential value of the local government’s decision is 
interpretation of its LCP; and 
The appeal raises issues of reg

In f  

he subject property is visible from Tunitas Creek Road, which is a designated scenic County 

insufficient factual and legal support for its 

and 8.31. 

 
CP/LUP Policy 8.5 requires development to be located on the portion of the parcel that is least L

visible from State and County scenic roads, is least likely to significantly impact views from 
public viewpoints, and best preserves the visual and open space characters of the parcel overall.  
LCP/LUP Policy 8.5 also requires that new parcels have building sites that minimize visibility 
from scenic roads and other public viewpoints.  In addition, LUP/LCP Policy 8.7 prohibits 
development on skylines and ridgelines and prohibits the creation of new parcels which have no 
developable building site other than a skyline or ridgeline.  The County findings do not contain 
an analysis of the land division location or configuration. 
 
T
road. It is also located adjacent to and visible from Tunitas Creek Ranch, which is owned and 
protected by the Peninsula Open Space Trust (POST).  The significance of these two coastal 
resources is high due to their highly scenic values and their accessibility to the public. In this 
case the “development” in question is the land division of the subject property adjacent to these 
areas.  The County approved the land division as submitted, with no apparent discussion of 
whether there is a need to re-locate the land division (i.e. reconfigure the parcels) to conform 
with the policy 8.5, to ensure that future development of these parcels would not significantly 
impact public views and to best preserve the visual and open space characters of the parcel.  The 
County approval documents also do not discuss whether there are skylines and ridgelines on the 
property and whether future development of the resulting parcels would be able to avoid skylines 
and ridgelines.  Lastly, LUP/LCP Policy 8.31 requires that the policies of the Scenic Road 
Element of the County General Plan and Section 6325.1 (Primary Scenic Resources Areas 
Criteria) be applied to proposed development as specific regulations protecting scenic corridors 
in the Coastal Zone. The County did not apply these policies to the subject development when 
making its decision to approve the land division. 
 

s evidenced above, because the County had A
decision and the areas potentially affected by this decision are significant coastal resources, the 
County approval raises a substantial issue of conformance with the LCP/LUP Policies 8.5, 8.7, 
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al value and statewide significance
 
Precedenti  

sed by the County approval of the land division 
aises issues of regional and statewide significance and set an important precedent for the local 

 
The potential impacts to visual resources rai
r
government’s decision for future interpretation of its LCP regarding the issuance of conditional 
COCs and land divisions on rural lands and the preservation of scenic resources.  Visual resource 
protection is a key aspect the California Coastal Act, as embodied in Coastal Act sections 30251.  
Therefore, the County approval raises a substantial issue of conformance with the LCP. 
 
H. INFORMATION NEEDED FOR DE NOVO REVIEW OF APPLICATION 
 
As stated above, Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal 

nless the Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on 

o has come to the Commission 
fter an appeal of a local government action, the Commission has not previously been in the 

 Land Division Plans

u
which an appeal has been filed.  Section 30621 of the Coastal Act instructs the Commission to 
provide for a de novo hearing on all appeals where it has determined that a substantial issue 
exists with respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed.  If the Commission finds 
substantial issue as recommended above, staff also recommends that the Commission continue 
the de novo hearing to a subsequent date.  The de novo portion of the appeal must be continued 
because the Commission does not have sufficient information to determine what, if any, 
development can be approved, consistent with the certified LCP.  
 
Given that the project the Commission will be considering de nov
a
position to request information from the applicant needed to determine if the project can be 
found to be consistent with the certified LCP.  The Commission notes that to date the 
Commission has not received the local record from the County. While it is possible that the local 
record may contain evidence that goes to issues raised by the County’s approval, the County’s 
findings did not analyze such evidence. Informational items needed to evaluate the development 
include the following: 
 
1. Agricultural and  

 
ster Land Division Plan demonstrating how the 

parcel will be ultimately divided according to maximum density of development 
if 

 as 
 
 

b. 
able, the agricultural productivity of the land will be fostered and preserved in 

a. Pursuant to Section 6361(A), a Ma

permitted and which parcels will be used for agricultural and non-agricultural uses 
conversions are permitted.  Division for non-agricultural parcels shall be as small
practicable, not to exceed 5 acres when used for residential purposes, and shall ensure
that minimum domestic well water and on-site sewage disposal area requirements are
met. 
Pursuant to 6361(C), an agricultural land management plan demonstrating how, if 
applic
accordance with the requirements of Sections 6350 and 6355 of the PAD regulations.  
Pursuant to Section 6355(E), this shall include an analysis of existing or potential 
agricultural productivity of each resulting agricultural parcel, and whether this 
productivity would be reduced. 
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c. 

ult in uses which are consistent with the purpose of the Planned 

e. 
tration of a safe and adequate well 

 
2. Vis uation

Pursuant to Section 6356, an analysis of potentially allowable density credits on the 
subject property 

d. Pursuant to Section 6355, factual evidence which demonstrates that the proposed land 
division will res
Agricultural District, as set forth in Section 6350. 
Pursuant to Section 6355(B): (1) for each parcel proposed to legalized in accordance 
with Local Coastal Program Policy 1.29, demons
water source located on that parcel; (2) evidence that adequate and sufficient water 
supplies needed for agricultural production and sensitive habitat protection in the 
watershed are not diminished; and (3) demonstration that all proposed non-
agricultural parcels are severed from land bordering a stream and their needs prohibit 
the transfer of riparian rights. 

ual and Scenic Resources Eval  

s of potential building sites that are not visible 
om State and County Scenic Roads and will not significantly impact views from other public 

 

 
Pursuant to LCP/LUP Policy 8.5(b), an analysi
fr
viewpoints.  If the entire property being subdivided is visible from State and County Scenic 
Roads or other public viewpoints, an analysis of building sites that minimize visibility from 
those roads and other public viewpoints.  Pursuant to LCP/LUP Policies 8.6 and 8.7, the visual 
resources analysis shall also include an inventory of streams, wetlands, skylines and ridgelines 
on the property and the proximity of building sites to these areas.  The analysis shall include 
graphic visual simulations and maps and erection of story poles on potential building sites, if 
deemed necessary by Commission staff. 
 
3. Biological Resources Assessment  

posed land division, as well as any potential future 
evelopment that would be accommodated it, for potential impacts to sensitive habitats as 

dditional information, including the above, the Commission cannot reach a final 
etermination concerning the consistency of the project with the policies of the LCP.  Therefore, 

 
Sufficient information to evaluate the pro
d
defined by LUP/LCP Policy 7.1.  The information provided should include site-specific analyses 
conducted by a qualified biologist of potential project impacts to each of the special status 
species and natural communities identified in the California Department of Fish and Game 
Natural Diversity Database search, as well as identification of wetlands and riparian areas on the 
property. 
 
Without a
d
before the Commission can act on the proposed project de novo, the applicant must submit all of 
the above-identified information. 
 
 



Applicable LCP Policies 

LCP/LUP Chapter 1-Locating and Planning New Development 
 
*1.28 Legalizing Parcels 
 

Require a Coastal Development Permit when issuing a Certificate of 
Compliance to legalize parcels under Section 66499.35(b) of the California 
Government Code (i.e., parcels that were illegally created without benefit 
of government review and approval). 
 

*1.29 Coastal Development Permit Standards of Review for Legalizing Parcels 
 

Require Coastal Development Permits to legalize parcels. Where 
applicable, condition permits to meet the following standards. (Permit 
applications shall be considered as “conditional uses” for the purposes of 
review.) 
 
a. On developed illegal parcels created before Proposition 20 (effective 
date 
January 1, 1973) on lands located within 1,000 yards of the mean high 
tide line, or the Coastal Act of 1976 (effective date January 1, 1977), on 
lands shown on the official maps adopted by the Legislature, which 
received all required building permits or government approvals for 
development, a 
Coastal Development Permit to legalize the parcel shall be issued without 
conditions. 
 
b. On developed illegal parcels created before Proposition 20, on lands 
within 
1,000 years of the mean high tide line, or the Coastal Act of 1976, on 
lands shown on the official maps adopted by the Legislature, which 
received a coastal permit for the development, a coastal permit to legalize 
the parcel shall be issued without conditions. 
 
c. On illegal parcels created and developed after Proposition 20, on lands 
located within 1,000 yards of the mean high tide line, or the Coastal Act of 
1976, on lands shown on the official maps adopted by the Legislature, a 
Coastal Development Permit shall be issued if the development and 
parcel configuration do not have any substantial adverse impact on 
coastal resources, in conformance with the standards of the Coastal 
Development District regulations. Permits to legalize this type of 
development and parcel shall be conditioned to maximize consistency with 
Local Coastal Program resource protection policies. 
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d. On undeveloped parcels created before Proposition 20, on lands 
located within 1,000 yards of the mean high tide line, or the Coastal Act of 
1976, on lands shown on the official maps adopted by the Legislature, a 
coastal permit shall be issued to legalize the parcel if the parcel 
configuration will not have any substantial adverse impacts on coastal 
resources, in conformance with the standards of review of the Coastal 
Development District regulations. Permits to legalize this type of parcel 
shall be conditioned to maximize consistency with Local Coastal Program 
resource protection policies. A separate Coastal Development Permit, 
subject to all applicable Local Coastal Program requirements, shall be 
required for any development of the parcel. 
 
e. On undeveloped illegal parcels created after Proposition 20, on lands 
located within 1,000 yards of the mean high tide line, or the Coastal Act of 
1976, on lands shown on the official maps adopted by the Legislature, a 
Coastal Development Permit is necessary to legalize the parcel. A permit 
may be issued only if the land division is in conformance with the 
standards of the Coastal Development District regulations. 

 
*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… 
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*TABLE 1.3 MAXIMUM DENSITY CREDITS 

In the rural areas of the Coastal Zone which are zoned Planned 
Agricultural District, Resource Management/Coastal Zone, or Timberland 
Preserve/Coastal Zone, determine the maximum number of density credits 
to which any legal parcel is entitled by using the method of calculation 
shown below, and further defined by the Planned Agriculture, Resource 
Management/Coastal Zone, and Timberland Preserve/Coastal Zone 
Zoning District regulations. All legal parcels shall accumulate at least one 
density credit. Except as provided in Policy 5.11, the sum of the density 
credits on parcels created by a land division shall not exceed the total 
credits on the original parcels or parcels divided. 
 
A. Prime Agricultural Lands 
One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel which is prime 
agricultural land as defined in Policy 5.1 (i.e., the number of acres of 
Prime Agricultural Land divided by 160). 
 
B. Lands With Landslide Susceptibility 
One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel which lies 
within any of the three least stable categories (Categories V, VI and L) as 
shown on the U.S. Geological Survey Map MF 360, “Landslide 
Susceptibility in San Mateo County” or its current replacement (i.e., the 
number of acres of land susceptible to landslides divided by 160). 
 
C. Land With Slope 50% or Greater 
One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel which has a 
slope 50% or greater (i.e., the number of acres of land with a slope 50% or 
greater divided by 160). 
 
D. Remote Lands 
One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel over 1/2 mile 
from a public road that was an existing, all-weather through public road 
before the County Local Coastal Program was initially certified in 
November 1980 (i.e., the number of acres of remote land divided by 160). 
 
E. Land With Slope 30% But Less Than 50% 
One density credit per 80 acres for that portion of a parcel which has a 
slope 30% but less than 50% (i.e., the number of acres of land with a 
slope 30%, but less than 50% divided by 80). 
 
F. Land Within Rift Zones or Active Faults 
One density credit per 80 acres for that portion of a parcel which is located 
within the rift zone or zone of fractured rock of an active fault as defined by 
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the U.S. Geological Survey and mapped on USGS Map MF 355, “Active 
Faults, Probably Active Faults, and Associated Fracture Zones in San 
Mateo County,” or its current replacement (i.e., the number of acres of 
land within rift zones or active faults divided by 80). 
 
G. Lands Within 100-Year Floodplain 
One density credit per 60 acres for that portion of a parcel falling within a 
100-year floodplain as most recently defined by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, the U.S. Geological Survey, or the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (i.e., the number of acres of land within the 100-year 
floodplain divided by 60). 
 
H. Land With Slope 15% But Less Than 30% 
One density credit per 60 acres for that portion of a parcel with a slope in 
excess of 15% but less than 30% (i.e., the number of acres of land with a 
slope 15%, but less than 30% divided by 60). 
 
I. Land Within Agricultural Preserves or Exclusive Agricultural Districts 
One density credit per 60 acres for that portion of a parcel within 
agricultural preserves or the exclusive Agricultural Districts as defined in 
the Resource Conservation Area Density Matrix policy on March 25, 1986 
(i.e., the number of acres of land within Agricultural Preserves or Exclusive 
Agricultural Districts divided by 60). 
 
J. All Other Lands 
One density credit per 40 acres for that portion or portions of a parcel not 
within the above areas (i.e., the number of acres of all other land divided 
by 40). 
 
K. Bonus Density Credit for New Water Storage Capacity 
One bonus density credit shall be allowed for each 24.5 acre feet of new 
water storage capacity demonstrated to be needed and developed for 
agricultural cultivation or livestock. Water from this storage may be used 
only for agricultural purposes. These bonus credits may be used on site or 
transferred to another parcel. However, none of the credits may be used 
on prime agricultural lands or in scenic corridors. Use of the credits shall 
be subject to Planning Commission approval in accordance with the 
provisions of this and other County ordinances. 
If the same portion of a parcel is covered by two or more of the 
subsections A. through J., the density credit for that portion shall be 
calculated solely on the basis of the subsection which permits the least 
density credit. 
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LCP/LUP Chapter 5-Agriculture Component 
 
*5.1 Definition of Prime Agricultural Lands 

 
Define prime agricultural lands as: 

 
a. All land which qualifies for rating as Class I or Class II in the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service Land Use Capability 
Classification, as well as all Class III lands capable of growing artichokes 
or Brussels sprouts. 
b. All land which qualifies for rating 80-100 in the Storie Index Rating. 
c. Land which supports livestock for the production of food and fiber and 
which has an annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal 
unit per acre as defined by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
d. Land planted with fruit or nut bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops 
which have a non-bearing period of less than five years and which 
normally return during the commercial bearing period, on an annual basis, 
from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant production not less 
than $200 per acre. 
e. Land which has returned from the production of an unprocessed 
agricultural plant product an annual value that is not less than $200 per 
acre within three of the five previous years. 
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. 
 

*5.7 Division of Prime Agricultural Land Designated as Agriculture 
 

a. Prohibit the division of parcels consisting entirely of prime agricultural 
land. 
b. Prohibit the division of prime agricultural land within a parcel, unless it 
can be demonstrated that existing or potential agricultural productivity 
would not be reduced. 
c. Prohibit the creation of new parcels whose only building site would be 
on prime agricultural land. [emphasis added] 
 

*5.9 Division of Land Suitable for Agriculture Designated as Agriculture 
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Prohibit the division of lands suitable for agriculture unless it can be 
demonstrated that existing or potential agricultural productivity of any 
resulting parcel determined to be feasible for agriculture would not be 
reduced. [emphasis added] 
 

*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. 
 

*5.12 Minimum Parcel Size for Agricultural Parcels 
Determine minimum parcel sizes on a case-by-case basis to ensure 
maximum existing or potential agricultural productivity. 
 

*5.13 Minimum Parcel Size for Non-Agricultural Parcels 
a. Determine minimum parcel size on a case-by-case basis to ensure that 
domestic well water and on-site sewage disposal requirements are met. 
b. Make all non-agricultural parcels as small as practicable (residential 
parcels may not exceed 5 acres) and cluster them in one or as few 
clusters as possible. 
 

*5.14 Master Land Division Plan 
a. In rural areas designated as Agriculture on the Local Coastal Program 
Land Use Plan Maps on March 25, 1986, require the filing of a Master 
Land Division Plan before the division of any parcel. The plan must 
demonstrate: (1) how the parcel will be ultimately divided, in accordance 
with permitted maximum density of development, and (2) which parcels 
will be used for agricultural and non-agricultural uses, if conversions to 
those uses are permitted. Division may occur in phases. All phased 
divisions must conform to the Master Land Division Plan. 
b. Exempt land divisions which solely provide affordable housing, as 
defined in Policy 3.7 on March 25, 1986, from the requirements in a. 
c. Limit the number of parcels created by a division to the number of 
density credits to which the parcel divided is entitled, prior to division, 
under Table 1.3 and Policy 5.11d. and e., except as authorized by Policy 
3.27 on March 25, 1986. 
 

*5.15 Mitigation of Land Use Conflicts 
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a. When a parcel on or adjacent to prime agricultural land or other land 
suitable for agriculture is subdivided for non-agricultural uses, require that 
the following statement be included, as a condition of approval, on all 
parcel and final maps and in each parcel deed: 
 “This subdivision is adjacent to property utilized for agricultural purposes. 
Residents of the subdivision 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.” 
b. Require the clustering of all non-agricultural development in locations 
most protective of existing or potential agricultural uses. 
c. Require that clearly defined buffer areas be provided between 
agricultural and non-agricultural uses. 
d. Require public agencies owning land next to agricultural operations to 
mitigate rodent, weed, insect, and disease infestation, if these problems 
have been identified by the County’s Agricultural Commissioner. 

 
*5.16 Easements on Agricultural Parcels 
 

As a condition of approval of a Master Land Division Plan, require the 
applicant to grant to the County (and the County to accept) an easement 
containing a covenant, running with the land in perpetuity, which limits the 
use of the land covered by the easement to agricultural uses, non-
residential development customarily considered accessory to agriculture, 
and farm labor housing. The easement shall specify that, anytime after 
three (3) years from the date of recordation of the easement, land within 
the boundaries of the easement may be converted to other uses 
consistent with open space (as defined in the 
California Open Space Lands Act of 1972 on January 1, 1980) upon 
finding that changed circumstances beyond the control of the landowner 
or operator have rendered the land unusable for agriculture and upon 
approval by the State Coastal Commission of a Local Coastal Program 
amendment changing the land use designation to Open Space. 
Uses consistent with the definition of open space shall mean those uses 
specified in the Resource Management Zone (as in effect on November 
18, 1980). Any land use allowed on a parcel through modification of an 
agricultural use easement shall recognize the site’s natural resources and 
limitations. Such uses shall not include the removal of significant 
vegetation (except for renewed timber harvesting activities consistent with 
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the policies of the Local Coastal Program), or significant alterations to 
natural landforms. 
 

5.21 Water Supply 
Establish strategies for increasing agricultural water supplies without 
endangering sensitive habitats. 
 

*5.22 Protection of Agricultural Water Supplies 
 

Before approving any division or conversion of prime agricultural land or 
other land suitable for agriculture, require that: 
a. The existing availability of an adequate and potable well water source 
be demonstrated for all non-agricultural uses according to the following 
criteria: (1) each existing parcel developed with non-agricultural uses, or 
parcel legalized in accordance with LCP Policy 1.29, shall demonstrate a 
safe and adequate well water source located on that parcel, and (2) each 
new parcel created by a land division shall demonstrate a safe and 
adequate well water source located either (a) on that parcel, or (b) on the 
larger property that was subdivided to create the new parcel, providing 
that a single well source may not serve more than four (4) new parcels. 
b. Adequate and sufficient water supplies needed for agricultural 
production and sensitive habitat protection in the watershed are not 
diminished. 
c. All new non-agricultural parcels are severed from land bordering a 
stream and their deeds prohibit the transfer of riparian rights. [emphasis 
added] 

 
 

LCP/LUP Chapter 8 – Visual Resources Component 
 

8.5 Location of Development 
a. Require that new development be located on a portion of a parcel 
where the development (1) is least visible from State and County Scenic 
Roads, (2) is least likely to significantly impact views from public 
viewpoints, and (3) is consistent with all other LCP requirements, best 
preserves the visual and open space qualities of the parcel overall. Where 
conflicts in complying with this requirement occur, resolve them in a 
manner which on balance most protects significant coastal resources on 
the parcel, consistent with Coastal Act Section 30007.5. 
Public viewpoints include, but are not limited to, coastal roads, roadside 
rests and vista points, recreation areas, trails, coastal accessways, and 
beaches. 
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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. 

 
*8.7 Development on Skylines and Ridgelines 

a. Prohibit the location of development, in whole or in part, on a skyline or 
ridgeline, or where it will project above a skyline or ridgeline, unless there 
is no other developable building site on the parcel… 
c. Prohibit the creation of new parcels which have no developable building 
site other than on a skyline or ridgeline. 

 
8.30 Designation of County Scenic Roads and Corridors 

a. Expand existing County Scenic Corridors to include the visual limits of 
the landscape abutting the scenic road. 
b. Designate County Scenic Roads and Corridors as shown on the Scenic 
Roads and Corridors Map for the Coastal Zone. These are: Coast 
Highway north of Half Moon Bay city limits (State Route 1), Half Moon Bay 
Road (State Route 92), La Honda Road (State Route 84), Higgins- 
Purisima Road, Tunitas Creek Road, Pescadero Road, Stage Road, 
Cloverdale Road, and Gazos Creek Road (Coast Highway to Cloverdale 
Road). 

 
8.31 Regulation of Scenic Corridors in Rural Areas 

a. Apply the policies of the Scenic Road Element of the County General 
Plan. 
b. Apply Section 6325.1 (Primary Scenic Resources Areas Criteria) of the 
Resource Management (RM) Zoning District as specific regulations 
protecting scenic corridors in the Coastal Zone. 
c. Apply the Rural Design Policies of the LCP. 
d. Apply the Policies for Landforms and Vegetative Forms of the LCP. 
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e. Require a minimum setback of 100 feet from the right-of-way line, and 
greater where possible; however, permit a 50-foot setback when sufficient 
screening is provided to shield the structure from public view. 
f. Continue applying special regulations for the Skyline Boulevard and 
Cabrillo Highway State Scenic Corridors. 
g. Enforce specific regulations of the Timber Harvest Ordinance which 
prohibits the removal of more than 50% of timber volume in scenic 
corridors. 

 
Certified Zoning Regulations - Planned Agricultural District  

 
SECTION 6354. LAND DIVISIONS.  
 

All land divisions permitted in the PAD are subject to the issuance of a 
Planned Agricultural Permit. 
 

SECTION 6355. SUBSTANTIVE CRITERIA FOR ISSUANCE OF A PLANNED 
AGRICULTURAL PERMIT.  

It shall be the responsibility of an applicant for a Planned Agricultural 
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:… 
 
B. Water Supply Criteria 
1. The existing availability of an adequate and potable well water source 
shall be demonstrated for all non-agricultural uses according to the 
following criteria: (a) each existing parcel developed with non-agricultural 
uses, or parcel legalized in accordance with Local Coastal Program Policy 
1.29, shall demonstrate a safe and adequate well water source located on 
that parcel, and (b) each new parcel created by a land division shall 
demonstrate a safe and adequate well water source located either (1) on 
that parcel, or (2) on the larger property that was subdivided to create the 
new parcel, provided that a single well water source may not serve more 
than four (4) new parcels. 
2. Adequate and sufficient water supplies needed for agricultural 
production and sensitive habitat protection in the watershed are not 
diminished. 
3. All new non-agricultural parcels are severed from land bordering a 
stream and their needs prohibit the transfer of riparian rights. 
 
C. Criteria for the Division of Prime Agricultural Land 
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1. Prime Agricultural Land which covers an entire parcel shall not be 
divided. 
2. Prime Agricultural Land within a parcel shall not be divided unless it can 
be demonstrated that existing or potential agricultural productivity of all 
resulting parcels would not be diminished. 
3. Prime Agricultural Land within a parcel will not be divided when the only 
building site would be on such Prime Agricultural Land… 
 
E. Criteria for the Division of Lands Suitable for Agriculture and Other 
Lands 
Lands suitable for agriculture and other lands shall not be divided unless it 
can be demonstrated that existing or potential agricultural productivity of 
any resulting agricultural parcel would not be reduced. 
 

SECTION 6356. MAXIMUM DENSITY OF DEVELOPMENT.  
In the Planned Agricultural District, for purposes of determining the 
maximum total number of density credits accumulated on any parcel, the 
following system shall be used: 
The total parcel shall be compared against the criteria of this section in the 
order listed. Once considered under a criterion, a segment of the parcel 
shall not be considered under subsequent criteria. When the applicable 
criteria have been determined for each of the areas, any portion of the 
parcel which has not yet been assigned a maximum density accumulation 
shall be assigned a density of one density credit per 40 acres. 
The sum of densities accrued under all applicable categories shall 
constitute the maximum density of development permissible under this 
section. If the fractional portion of the number of density credits allowed is 
equal to or greater than .5, the total number of density credits allowed 
shall be rounded up to the next whole density credit. If the fraction is less 
than .5, the fractional unit shall be deleted. All legal parcels shall 
accumulate at least one density credit. 
 
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 Section for both (a) existing 
uses, and (b) any expanded or additional uses, and only where such 
development meets all other applicable policies of the Local Coastal 
Program.  
 
Amount of Development Allowed for Non-agricultural Uses, Except Visitor-
Serving, Commercial Recreation, and Public Recreation Uses. 
 For new or expanded non-agricultural uses, except visitor-serving, 
commercial recreation, and public recreation uses, one density credit shall 
be required for each 315 gallons, or fraction thereof, of average daily 
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water use during the two months of highest water use in a year. This 
requirement applies to water use by or resulting from the nonagricultural 
use, including landscaping, swimming pools and all other appurtenant 
uses. 
 
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). 
 
Non-Agricultural Uses Except Visitor-Serving Uses 
For non-agricultural uses, except visitor-serving 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.” 
 
Amount of Development Allowed for Visitor-Serving, Commercial 
Recreation, and Public Recreation Uses 
For new or expanded visitor-serving, commercial recreation, and public 
recreation uses, one density credit shall be required for the first 945 
gallons, or fraction thereof, of average daily water use during the two 
months of highest water use in a year. One additional density credit shall 
be required for each 630 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 visitor-
serving use, including landscaping, swimming pools and all other 
appurtenant uses. The 945-gallon water use allowance for one density 
credit may be applied one time only on a parcel. 
For visitor-serving, commercial recreation, and public recreation uses 
listed in Table 1.5, the amount of development allowed for each density 
credit in accordance with the requirements of this policy shall be: 
First Density Credit 
For one density credit or the first density credit when multiple density 
credits are available, either 1 1/2 times 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,” or the amount 
stated in that column and a residential dwelling unit associated with a 
visitor-serving facility that is occupied by the facility owner or operator. 
Additional Density Credits 
For each additional density credit, 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.” 
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For the purpose of this provision, “visitor-serving, commercial recreation, 
and public recreation uses” shall be only those lands and facilities listed in 
LCP Policies 11.1, 11.2 and 11.3, and only if those lands and facilities 
specifically enhance public opportunities for coastal recreation. 
As an interim limit, no more than 600 visitor-serving lodging units may be 
approved in the rural Coastal Zone, as specified by LCP Policy 1.23. 
The provisions of this section will not apply to agriculture, farm labor 
housing, a residential dwelling unit associated with a visitor-serving facility 
that is occupied by the facility owner of operator, or affordable housing to 
the extent authorized in Policy 3.23 of the Local Coastal Program on 
March 25, 1986, or other structures considered to be accessory to 
agriculture under the same ownership. 
 
A. Prime Agricultural Lands 
One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel which is prime 
agricultural land as defined in Section 6351 (i.e., the number of acres of 
Prime Agricultural Land divided by 160). 
B. Lands With Landslide Susceptibility 
One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel which lies 
within any of the three least stable categories (Categories V, VI and L) as 
shown on the U.S. Geological Survey Map MF 360, “Landslide 
Susceptibility in San Mateo County” or its current replacement (i.e., the 
number of acres of land susceptible to landslides divided by 160). 
C. Land With Slope 50% or Greater 
One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel which has a 
slope 50% or greater (i.e., the number of acres of land with a slope 50% or 
greater divided by 160). 
D. Remote Lands 
One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel over 1/2 mile 
from a public road that was an existing, all-weather through public road 
before the County Local Coastal Program was initially certified in 
November 1980 (i.e., the number of acres of remote land divided by 160). 
E. Land With Slope 30% But Less Than 50% 
One density credit per 80 acres for that portion of a parcel which has a 
slope 30% but less than 50% (i.e., the number of acres of land with a 
slope 30%, but less than 50% divided by 80). 
F. Land Within Rift Zones or Active Faults 
One density credit per 80 acres for that portion of a parcel which is located 
within the rift zone or zone of fractured rock of an active fault as defined by 
the U.S. Geological Survey and mapped on USGS Map MF 355, “Active 
faults, probably active faults, and associated fracture zones in San Mateo 
County,” or its current replacement (i.e., the number of acres of land within 
rift zones or active faults divided by 80). 
G. Lands Within Flood Hazard Areas 
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One density credit per 60 acres for that portion of a parcel falling within a 
100- year floodplain as most recently defined by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency, the U.S. Geological Survey, or the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (i.e., the number of acres of land within the 100-year 
floodplain divided by 60). 
H. Land With Slope 15% But Less Than 30% 
One density credit per 60 acres for that portion of a parcel with a slope in 
excess of 15% but less than 30% (i.e., the number of acres of land with a 
slope 15%, but less than 30% divided by 60). 
I. Land Within Agricultural Preserves or Exclusive Agricultural Districts 
One density credit per 60 acres for that portion of a parcel within 
agricultural preserves or the exclusive Agricultural Districts as defined in 
the Resource Conservation Area Density Matrix policy on March 25, 1986 
(i.e., the number of acres of land within Agricultural Preserves or Exclusive 
Agricultural Districts divided by 60). 
J. All Other Lands 
One density credit per 40 acres for that portion or portions of a parcel not 
within the above areas (i.e., the number of acres of all other land divided 
by 40). If the same portion of a parcel is covered by two or more of the 
subsections A. and J., the density credit for that portion shall be calculated 
solely on the basis of the subsection which permits the least density credit. 
 

SECTION 6361. PROCEDURAL CRITERIA FOR ISSUANCE OF A PLANNED 
AGRICULTURAL PERMIT. 

A. Master Land Division Plan 
Before any division of land, the applicant shall file a Master Land Division 
Plan demonstrating how the parcel will be ultimately divided according to 
maximum density of development permitted and which parcels will be 
used for agricultural and non-agricultural uses if conversions are 
permitted. Division for non-agricultural parcels shall be as small as 
practicable, not to exceed 5 acres when used for residential purposes, and 
shall ensure that minimum domestic well water and on-site sewage 
disposal area requirements are met. Division shall be permitted in phases, 
and all future divisions occurring on land for which a plan has been filed 
must conform to that plan. Master Land Division Plans shall not be 
required for land divisions which solely provide affordable housing, as 
defined by LCP Policy 3.7 on March 25, 1986. 

 
B. Easements on Agricultural Parcels 
After a Master Land Division Plan has been filed, and as a condition of 
approval thereof, the applicant shall grant to the County (and the County 
shall accept) an easement containing a covenant, running with the land in 
perpetuity, which limits the use of the land covered by the easement to 
agricultural uses, non-residential development customarily considered 
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accessory to agriculture (as defined in Section 6352C and D of this 
ordinance) and farm labor housing. The covenant shall specify that, 
anytime after three years from the date of recordation of the easement, 
land within the boundaries of the easement may be converted to other 
uses consistent with open space (as defined in the California Open Space 
Lands Act of 1972 on January 1, 1980) upon the finding that changed 
circumstances beyond the control of the landowner or operator have 
rendered the land unusable for agriculture and upon approval by the State 
Coastal Commission of a Local Coastal Program amendment changing 
the land use designation to open space. Uses consistent with the 
definition of Open Space shall mean all those uses specified in the 
Resource Management Zone (as in effect on November 18, 1980). Any 
land use allowed on a parcel through modification of an agricultural use 
easement shall recognize the site’s natural resources and limitations. 
Such uses shall not include the removal of significant vegetation (except 
for renewed timber harvesting activities consistent with the policies of the 
Local Coastal Program), or significant alterations to the natural landforms. 

 
C. Agricultural Land Management Plan 
For parcels 20 acres or more in size before division or conversion, the 
applicant shall file an agricultural land management plan demonstrating 
how, if applicable, the agricultural productivity of the land will be fostered 
and preserved in accordance with the requirements of Sections 6350 and 
6355 of this ordinance. 
 
D. Map and Deed Notice 
When a parcel on or adjacent to agricultural land is subdivided, the 
following statement shall be included as a condition of approval on all 
parcel and final maps and in each parcel deed. 
“This subdivision is adjacent to property utilized for agricultural purposes, 
and residents of the subdivision 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 inconveniences or discomfort from normal, necessary farm 
operations.” 

 
E. Findings 
The County shall make findings with respect to each application for 
division or conversion of lands in the Planned Agricultural District. Such 
findings shall be in writing, based on fact, and shall set forth specific 
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reasons why proposed division or conversion meets or fails to meet all 
applicable requirements of this ordinance. 
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