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Prepared December 11, 2012 (for December 13, 2012 hearing)
To:

Coastal Commissioners and Interested Persons

From:

Dan Carl, Deputy Director
Madeline Cavalieri, District Manager
Nicholas Dreher, Coastal Planner

See the original staff report.
See additional correspondence received.

Subject: STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM for Item Th12a
Coastal Development Permit Appeal no. A-2-SMC-11-032 (Cattermole, San
Gregorio, San Mateo County)
The purpose of this staff report addendum is to add additional emails that were previously
unintentionally omitted from the Applicant Correspondence Exhibit to the report (Exhibit 6).
The addendum does not alter the conclusions of the report.
1. Insert the attached five (5) pages of email correspondence to the end of Exhibit 6 of the
November 29, 2012 Staff Report.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mary Cattermole
Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
found email
Wednesday, December 05, 2012 5:04:48 PM

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

<Nicholas.Dreher@coastal.ca.gov>

May 22

to me, George
Good Afternoon George and Mary,

The issues you have raised are exactly the issues that we are working to evaluate and we will
demonstrate our objective analysis of those issues in our staff report. The San
Mateo Countycertified LCP provides the legal framework for this analysis and Coastal
Commission staff must rely upon the exact wording of the certified policies as they are the legal
standard in this appeal. Moreover, as planners, we are doing our best to analyze this project
within the context of San Gregorio as it exists within the framework of San Mateo County’s
certified LCP.

I expect we will be discussing your below concerns and other aspects of your property further
during our upcoming meeting. Please hold off on sending additional concerns or analysis of the
project, so we can discuss it all together in person.

Thank you,

Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
(415) 904-5251
nicholas.dreher@coastal.ca.gov

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal
Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
FW: Cattermole Project
Tuesday, December 11, 2012 12:18:52 PM

From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2012 9:48 AM
To: Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal
Cc: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal; Carl, Dan@Coastal
Subject: Cattermole Project
October 24, 2012
Dear Coastal Commision staff:
Section 3.1 of the Housing Component of the LCP provides:
1. Through both public and private efforts, protect, encourage and, where feasible, provide housing
opportunities for persons of low and moderate income who reside, work or can be expected to work in
the Coastal Zone.
This section and those that follow in the Housing Component encourage the development of moderate income housing as
well as low income housing.
Little moderate income housing has been built in the South Coast primarily because there are few, if any, small parcels or
property which a moderate income family could afford. Most development has consisted of mega-mansions on ranches
consisting of many acres.
Three of the parcels created by our proposed development will create relatively small parcels. These will be relatively
affordable and, therefore, allow for the construction of relatively moderate income housing.
We would also like to point out that, other than cattle grazing, all agriculture taking place in the San Gregorio valley is
located on property which has access to water from the San Gregorio Creek. Our property does not.
George Cattermole

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mary Cattermole
Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Re: Cattermole project
Tuesday, December 04, 2012 6:21:28 PM

Dear Mr. Dreher:
I could not find the email either. I guess I was mistaken and that you never said
you would address the issue of the violation of 5.2 by the Coastal Commission.
However, I request that you do so.
Mary Cattermole
On Tue, Dec 4, 2012 at 3:39 PM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
<Nicholas.Dreher@coastal.ca.gov> wrote:
Hello,

We are happy to attach these emails to the report. Can you please forward a copy of the email I
sent to you on May 22, 2012 (the one you reference in point 3 below)? We are having trouble
locating it at the moment. Otherwise I will be sure to include this email exchange and work with
Madeline to make sure the 10/24/12 email is attached as well.

Sincerely,

Nicholas Dreher

From: Mary Cattermole [mailto:joeycatt@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, December 02, 2012 6:40 PM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Cattermole project

Dear Mr. Dreher:
I do not believe that this email was included in the staff report. A number of
other emails were also omitted. Could you please issue a supplemental report
which includes:
1) this email exchange
2) an email from George to Ms Cavalieri dated 10/24/12 (sent to her because you
were out of town, you should have received a copy)
3) An email dated May 22, 2012 and your reply in which you assured me that you

would address the issue of the violation of LCP section 5.2 by the Coastal
Commission. You did not do so.
Please reply to this email so that I have evidence that you received it.

Mary Cattermole
On Tue, Oct 30, 2012 at 1:15 PM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
<Nicholas.Dreher@coastal.ca.gov> wrote:
Hello Ms. Cattermole,

Thank you for your email. I will make sure this is included in an exhibit to the future report.

Nick Dreher

From: Mary Cattermole [mailto:joeycatt@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2012 9:56 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Cattermole project

Section 30241 Prime agricultural land; maintenance in agricultural production
The maximum amount of prime agricultural land shall be maintained in agricultural
production to assure the protection of the areas’ agricultural economy, and conflicts
shall be minimized between agricultural and urban land uses through all of the
following:
(a) By establishing stable boundaries separating urban and rural areas, including, where
necessary, clearly defined buffer areas to minimize conflicts between agricultural and
urban land uses.
(b) By limiting conversions of agricultural lands around the periphery of urban areas to
the lands where the viability of existing agricultural use is already severely
limited by conflicts with urban uses or where the conversion of the lands would
complete a logical and viable neighborhood and contribute to the establishment of a
stable limit to urban development.
Dear Coastal Commission staff:
We are not “converting” agricultural land because the Local Coastal Program already provides us with the right to
construct one residence on our agricultural land through the use of one density credit. Nevertheless, we believe that the
Coastal Act section cited above provides further authority for construction of a residence on our property.
In the case of our property in San Gregorio, we see a conflict between agricultural land and urban uses. Our property is

cut off from its natural source of surface water for agricultural use, the San Gregorio Creek, by the following urban uses:
1.        Highway 84 and
2.        The creation of residential lots on the south side of Highway 84. These lots have access to water from
San Gregorio Creek which could be used for agriculture. Instead, this water is used to maintain residential
lawns.
The lack of water severely limits the viability of agricultural on our property.
We believe that the above section of the Coastal Act provides guidance for our property. The Coastal Act recognizes and
approves the conversion of agricultural land to other uses in cases, like ours, where the viability of agricultural land is
limited by conflicts with urban uses.
Mary Cattermole
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STAFF REPORT: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE & DE NOVO REVIEW
Appeal Number:

A-2-SMC-11-032

Applicant:

George and Mary Cattermole

Appellants:

Shauna McKenna and David Rhodes

Local decision:

Approved by the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors on April
26, 2011 (Coastal Development Permit (CDP) Application Number
PLN2009-00112).

Project Location:

7625 Stage Road, San Gregorio, San Mateo County (APN: 081013-090).

Project Description:

Subdivision of a 12.4-acre parcel into four parcels and the
development of two single-family dwellings and a four-car shared
garage on one of the proposed parcels.

Staff Recommendation:

Substantial Issue Exists; Denial

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends that the Commission find that the appeal raises a substantial issue of
conformance with the County’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) and that the Commission take
jurisdiction over the CDP application for the project. Further, staff recommends that the
Commission deny the CDP application because it cannot be found consistent with the LCP’s
provisions requiring the protection of agricultural land.
San Mateo County approved a CDP to subdivide a single 12.4-acre parcel into four lots, and to
construct two new single-family residences and new shared four-car garage on one of the lots.
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The project site is located approximately 1.5 miles inland from the shoreline in the rural San
Gregorio area of the County. The site is located at the corner of two County-designated scenic
roads, State Route 84 (or La Honda Road) and Stage Road, and is currently developed with the
San Gregorio General Store, an existing residence, and an historic dairy barn. The parcel is splitzoned with roughly half designated by the LCP for agriculture, and half as a rural service center,
for which the LCP prescribes rural commercial uses and development. The County’s approval
would subdivide the parcel along the boundary between the two different use areas, resulting in
one 6.7-acre agricultural lot and three lots, ranging in size from 1.2 to 2.9 acres, on the rural
service center/commercial side. The existing General Store and existing residence would be
located on one of the commercial lots; the two new single-family residences and the new garage
would be constructed on another of the commercial lots; the remaining commercial lot would be
left vacant (for the time being); and the agricultural lot would retain the existing dairy barn.
The Appellants contend that the County’s approval is inconsistent with the County’s LCP with
regard to agricultural protection, visual resources, land use requirements, lot legality,
archaeological resources, and biological resources.
With regard to agricultural protection, the County-approved agricultural lot is almost entirely
made up of prime agricultural land, with the remainder designated as suitable for agricultural
development. The LCP protects such agricultural resources, including by strictly limiting
division of prime and suitable agricultural land to avoid fragmentation and conversion of
agricultural land. In addition, the LCP specifically prohibits the creation of new parcels whose
only building site would be on prime agricultural land. In this case, the County-approved project
would create a parcel where the only building site is on prime agricultural land. In addition, the
County’s approval converts the existing agricultural well on the agricultural property to a well
designed to serve development on the commercial side of the overall property, and explicitly to
serve residential, not agricultural, development on the agricultural property. Converting the well
to non-agricultural uses reduces the amount of water that would be available for agricultural
purposes on the agricultural side of the property. Therefore, the appeal contentions related to the
LCP’s agricultural protection policies raise a substantial issue of conformance with the LCP.
With regard to visual resources, the subject parcel is on the corner of two LCP-designated scenic
roads, and the LCP protects this scenic corridor, which has a distinct rural and natural character.
The LCP requires that new parcels have building sites that minimize visibility from these roads.
As approved, the new lots created lead to building sites that are prominent in the viewshed,
including providing for two new residences and a shared garage off of Stage Road that would be
very visible. The County did not require adequate conditions to ensure that new development
would be sited to avoid visual impacts on the scenic road, nor to be screened from view and
designed to blend with the surrounding environment. Therefore, the appeal contentions related to
the LCP’s visual resource protection policies also raise a substantial issue of conformance with
the LCP. Other appeal contentions also raise LCP conformance issues as well, including
prominently the questions of lot legality.
With respect to the Commission’s de novo review of the CDP application, the proposed project
is inconsistent with the LCP because it would result in the creation of a rural, agricultural lot
whose only building site would be on prime agricultural land, in direct conflict with LCP
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requirements. It would also convert an agricultural well to commercial/residential use, without
an understanding of the way in which such conversion reduces the viability of agriculture.
Further, it would also create an agricultural parcel that is not restricted to agricultural uses only,
as is required by the LCP for agricultural parcels that can permissibly be created by subdivision.
Finally, it would also lead to parcels (and residential development) prominent in the protected
view corridor.
There are alternative projects that could avoid these inconsistencies, including: (1) the no project
alternative because the parcel is already developed with a commercial and residential use; (2)
revised numbers and configurations of lots that adequately protect agricultural and visual
resources; and (3) the construction of the proposed employee housing without further land
division, consistent with the Applicants’ stated goals and the commercial intent of the rural
services center zoning. Consideration of these and other alternative projects would depend on
additional data not currently in evidence regarding agricultural viability and the number and
configuration of parcels that can be developed consistent with the agricultural, new development,
and public view protection provisions of the certified LCP. Staff notes that other components of
the project could likely be more readily brought into LCP conformance, such as the proposed
residential development that could likely be approved with thoughtful siting and design absent a
subdivision here.
Therefore, project denial does not preclude the Applicants from applying for a project that
addresses site constraints and is supported by the information necessary to fully evaluate the
project’s conformity with the LCP. Thus, denial of this project is not a final adjudication of the
potential for development on this site, but is instead a finding that the project proposed is
inconsistent with the LCP and cannot be approved.
As a result, staff recommends that the Commission deny the CDP application. The motions and
resolutions to act on this recommendation follow below on page 5.

TABLE OF CONTENTS
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I. MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS
A. Substantial Issue Determination
Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion. 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.
Motion: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-2-SMC-11-032
raises no substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. I recommend a no vote.
Resolution to Find Substantial Issue: The Commission hereby finds that Appeal Number
A-2-SMC-11-032 presents a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the
appeal has been filed under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with
the certified Local Coastal Program and/or the public access and recreation policies of
the Coastal Act.
B. CDP Determination
Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion. Failure of this motion will result in denial
of the CDP and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The motion passes only by
affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.
Motion: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Number A-2SMC-11-032 pursuant to the staff recommendation. I recommend a no vote.
Resolution to Deny a CDP: The Commission hereby denies Coastal Development Permit
Number A-2-SMC-11-032 and adopts the findings set forth below on grounds that the
development does not conform with the policies of the San Mateo County certified Local
Coastal Program and/or with the public access policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act.

II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A. PROJECT LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION
Project Location
The proposed project is located on a 12.4-acre parcel approximately 1.5 miles east/inland of
Highway 1 at the intersection of State Route 84 (also known as La Honda Road) and Stage Road,
south of Half Moon Bay and north of Pescadero, in the rural San Gregorio area of
unincorporated San Mateo County (Exhibit 1). For the most part, the larger San Gregorio area is
comprised of rural agricultural lands. The parcel lies in a valley that is located between Highway
1 to the west and Skyline Boulevard at the top of the coast range to the east, and is currently

5

A-2-SMC-11-032 (Cattermole)
developed with the San Gregorio General Store, an existing residence, and an historic dairy barn.
Approximately half of the parcel is designated by the LCP for agriculture (and zoned PAD, or
Planned Agricultural District), and half as a rural service center, for which the LCP prescribes
rural commercial uses and development (zoned C-1). See Exhibit 1 for location map, and
Exhibit 2 for project area photos.
Project Description
The County-approved project is for the subdivision of the split-zoned, 12.4 acre parcel, along the
boundary between the two different zoning districts, resulting in one 6.7-acre agricultural lot and
three lots, ranging in size from 1.2 to 2.9 acres, on the rural service center/commercial side. The
General Store and existing residence would be located on one of the commercial lots (Parcel 2);
two single-family residences (1,800 square-foot and 2,352 square-foot, respectively) with a
shared 1,056 square-foot detached four-car garage would be constructed on another of the
commercial lots (Parcel 1); the remaining commercial lot would be left vacant (Parcel 4); and the
agricultural lot would retain the existing dairy barn (Parcel 3). Approximately 630 cubic yards of
grading would be required for the proposed structures and associated driveway. The proposed
development would be served by two existing wells – one located on proposed Parcel 1 to serve
proposed Parcels 1 and 2, and one an agricultural well on proposed Parcel 3 to serve proposed
Parcels 3 and 4. See Exhibit 5 for project plans.

B. SAN MATEO COUNTY CDP APPROVAL
The San Mateo County Planning Commission approved a CDP for the proposed project on
October 27, 2010. The Planning Commission’s CDP approval was appealed to the County Board
of Supervisors, and on April 26, 2011, the Board denied the appeal and approved the CDP.
Notice of the County’s CDP decision was received in the Coastal Commission’s North Central
Coast District Office on July 28, 2011 (see Exhibit 3). The Coastal Commission’s ten-working
day appeal period for this action began on July 29, 2011 and concluded at 5 pm on August 11,
2011. One valid appeal (see Exhibit 4) was received during the appeal period.

C. APPEAL PROCEDURES
Coastal Act Section 30603 provides for the appeal to the Coastal Commission of certain CDP
decisions in jurisdictions with certified LCPs. The following categories of local CDP decisions
are appealable: (a) approval of CDPs for development that is located (1) 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 line of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance, (2) on
tidelands, submerged lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, or stream,
or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff, and (3) in a sensitive
coastal resource area; or (b) for counties, approval of CDPs for development that is not
designated as the principal permitted use under the LCP. In addition, any local action (approval
or denial) on a CDP for a major public works project (including a publicly financed recreational
facility and/or a special district development) or an energy facility is appealable to the

6

A-2-SMC-11-032 (Cattermole)
Commission. This project is appealable because it involves development that is not designated as
the principal permitted use under the LCP.
The grounds for appeal under Section 30603 are limited to allegations that the development does
not conform to the certified LCP or to the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Section
30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to conduct a de novo CDP hearing on an
appealed project unless a majority of the Commission finds that “no substantial issue” is raised
by such allegations. Under Section 30604(b), if the Commission conducts a de novo hearing and
ultimately approves a CDP for a project, the Commission must find that the proposed
development is in conformity with the certified LCP. If a CDP is approved for a project that is
located between the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located
within the coastal zone, Section 30604(c) also requires an additional specific finding that the
development is in conformity with the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act. This project is not located between the nearest public road and the sea, and thus this
additional finding would not need to be made if the Commission approves the project following
a de novo hearing.
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. Any person may testify during the de novo CDP
determination stage of an appeal.

D. SUMMARY OF APPEAL CONTENTIONS
The Appellants contend that the County-approved project raises issues with respect to the
project’s conformance with LCP policies related to agricultural protection, visual resource
protection, locating new development, biological resource protection, archaeological resource
protection, and hydrology/drainage impacts. Specifically, the Appellants contend that the
project: 1) adversely impacts agricultural land by dividing and converting prime agricultural land
that is protected for agricultural uses, 2) divides the parcel unnecessarily and converts the
commercial rural service center to private residential development, 3) adversely impacts the
public viewshed, 4) poses adverse impacts to sensitive habitats and species, and 5) poses
potential impacts to cultural resources. The Appellants make additional contentions, including
with regard to lot legality, water availability, drainage and parking. Please see Exhibit 4 for the
complete appeal document.

E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION
Substantial Issue Background
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” (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 13115(b).). In previous
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decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the following factors in making such
determinations:
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 determines that the
development as approved by the County presents a substantial issue.
Agricultural Resources
The LCP defines and designates prime agricultural land and land suitable for agriculture,
including as a means to protect the land and ensure it is kept in agricultural production. The LCP
also limits division and conversion of agricultural land, and provides incentives for merging and
otherwise protecting agricultural parcels. In addition, Policy 5.7: 1) prohibits the division of
parcels that consist entirely of prime agricultural land, 2) prohibits the division of prime
agricultural land within a parcel unless agricultural productivity would not be reduced, and 3)
prohibits the creation of new parcels whose only building site would be on prime agricultural
land. The LCP specifically defines the division of prime agricultural land in IP Section 6351(i)
as: “The creation of any new property line whether by subdivision or other means.” Further, LCP
Policy 1.8 specifies that new development in rural areas is only allowed if it does not diminish
the ability to keep all prime agricultural land and other land suitable for agriculture (as defined in
the Agriculture Component) in agricultural production.
The Appellants make a series of contentions related to agricultural resource impacts, including
the following. First, they contend that the proposed project would adversely impact the prime
soils that are located in the rural service center portion of the site. However, as described further
below, the majority of the LCP’s agricultural protection policies do not explicitly apply within
the rural service center portion of the parcel, and therefore, these contentions do not by
themselves raise substantial LCP conformance issues.
With regard to conversion of agricultural land on the PAD portion of the subject property, the
Appellants contend that the existing historic dairy barn has been converted to farm labor housing
without CDP authorization. However, the County considered this alleged violation and imposed
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a special condition of approval on the project requiring any residential component of the
development to either be legalized through a subsequent CDP (to be obtained within 60 days of
approval), or to be removed from the agricultural parcel. Therefore, the County’s approval does
not raise substantial issues relative to the historic dairy barn contentions inasmuch as it addresses
the alleged violation to ensure that any conversion of agricultural land to residential uses that are
inconsistent with the LCP is eliminated. 1
The Appellants additionally contend that the County-approved subdivision creates a substandard
PAD parcel and adversely impacts agricultural resources. The approved project results in the
creation of a PAD lot that is almost entirely prime agricultural land, as designated by the LCP.
Although there is some non-prime land mapped on the northern portion of the PAD parcel, any
building site on the parcel would need to be located, at least in part, on prime agricultural land
for the following reasons. First, the non-prime area of the parcel has relatively steep slopes, and
therefore, may not be feasible for a building site consistent with the LCP. Second, the septic
percolation tests that were performed for the County’s review of the project analyzed the
feasibility of a septic system that would be located on the prime agricultural land, and
determined that such a septic system would be feasible on the prime land. Finally, even if there
was a feasible site to place a primary building and any necessary utility development on nonprime land, the site is configured so that any driveway access would need to cross prime
agricultural land, and therefore, at the very least a portion of the building site (driveway access)
would be required to be located on prime agricultural land. As discussed above, Policy 5.7
prohibits the creation of new parcels whose only building site would be on prime agricultural
land. Therefore, the approved project would be inconsistent with the certified LCP in this regard,
and the appeal contentions related to the subdivision of agricultural land raise a substantial issue
of conformance with the County’s LCP.
In addition, the County’s approval converts the existing agricultural well on the agricultural
property to a well designed to serve residential development on the commercial side of the
overall property, and explicitly to serve residential, not agricultural, development on the
agricultural property. The existing agricultural well was constructed as an agricultural well,
subject to a CDP exclusion because it was for agricultural purposes. Converting the well to nonagricultural uses reduces the amount of water that would be available for agricultural purposes
on the agricultural side of the property. The County did not analyze the way in which such
conversion would affect agricultural productivity on the PAD land. Thus, the County-approved
project raises substantial LCP conformance issues with respect to protection of agricultural land
and its viability for continued or renewed agricultural operations.
Finally, with regard to other contentions related to agricultural productivity on the resulting
parcels, the approved project would result in new commercially-zoned parcels and new
residential development adjacent to agricultural land designated for agriculture, and the LCP
requires agricultural resources on the land designated for agriculture to be protected from
1

Although it is alleged that development has taken place prior to submission of this permit application, including alleged
residential use of the dairy barn without CDP authorization, consideration of this appeal and CDP application by the Commission
has been based solely upon the policies of the certified LCP and the relevant Chapter 3 policies of the Coastal Act. Commission
review and action on this permit does not constitute a waiver of any legal action with regard to alleged violations, nor does it
constitute an implied statement of the Commission’s position regarding the legality of any development undertaken on the
subject site without a CDP, or that all aspects of the violation have been fully resolved.
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conflicts with other types of uses. The approval also tethers the agricultural property (proposed
Parcel 3) to the commercial property (proposed Parcel 4) by converting and using the water from
the agricultural well on Parcel 3 for commercial/residential uses and development on Parcel 4.
The County did not require a right-to-farm restriction to be recorded over the commercially
zoned parcels, did not account for the way in which the shared well use could adversely affect
agricultural activities on the PAD parcel, and did not otherwise address potential compatibility
impacts (through other restrictions, prescribed use and development setbacks from agricultural
land, etc.). Therefore, the County-approved project fails to address these LCP requirements and
the related appeal contentions raise a substantial issue of conformance with the LCP.
In conclusion, the appeal contentions raise a substantial issue of conformance with the
agricultural protection policies of the LCP because the approved project would create a PAD lot
where the only building site is on prime agricultural land, would convert an agricultural well to
commercial/residential use without an understanding of the way in which such conversion
reduces the viability of agriculture, and because the County did not require a right-to-farm
restriction or any other restrictions to protect agricultural resources from incompatible use
impacts associated with the newly created commercial parcels and the new residences.
Therefore, the appeal contentions regarding protection of agricultural resources raise a
substantial issue of conformance with the LCP.
Visual Resources
The County’s LCP includes strong protections for visual resources, including along scenic
corridors. The subject parcel is on the corner of two County designated scenic roads: Highway
84 (or La Honda Road) and Stage Road, and all County-approved new parcels and buildings
sites therein are visible from these roads. The LCP strongly protects scenic corridors in this area,
which has a distinct rural and natural character. The Appellants contend that all of the structures
within the approved subdivision (the two existing structures, the two new residences, and the
new garage) are within the viewshed of the coastal scenic roads. The LCP requires that new
parcels have building sites that minimize visibility from those roads and other public viewpoints.
In this case, the County’s approval would result in visually prominent building sites on the new
parcels. This is exemplified by the proposed siting of the new residences and shared garage,
which would accentuate, rather than minimize visual impacts within the Stage Road viewshed
(see Exhibits 1, 2 and 5). Additionally, the LCP requires that new development be located on a
portion of the parcel where the development is least visible from State and County Scenic Roads,
is least likely to significantly impact views from public viewpoints, is consistent with all other
LCP requirements, and best preserves the visual and open space qualities of the parcel overall.
As approved, development would be clearly visible from County scenic roads, and the County
did not impose adequate conditions to minimize the visual impacts of the development, such as
requirements to modify siting to avoid locations prominent in the viewshed, to design the
buildings to blend with the rural character of the area, and to screen new development from
scenic roads, including through maintenance of the existing trees that line the property.
Therefore, the County’s approval raises a substantial issue of conformance with the LCP’s visual
resource protection policies.
Lot Legality
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The Appellants contend that the County-approved project results in a total of six new parcels: the
Appellants’ own parcel (APN 081-013-100), a small utility parcel owned by the Applicant (APN
081-013-080) and the four lots resulting from the subdivision of the existing 12.4-acre parcel
(APN 081-013-090). The County’s action did not directly involve the Appellants’ property
(APN 081-013-100), which was created as a result of a prior County CDP (CDP 90-20), so this
appeal contention does not raise a substantial issue of the approved project with the certified
LCP. In terms of the small (0.04-acre) utility lot, it was last conveyed on June 3, 1988 by deed,
separate and apart from any other portion of property. According to the County, the smaller
utility lot parcel was established through a public utility ordinance and is shown on a subdivision
map that was recorded in 1991. However, it is not clear whether the creation of the parcel was
authorized by a CDP, as required by the LCP. The utility lot is currently improved with at least a
portion of a shed, and is not proposed for development individually. The small structure on this
lot was a telephone utility facility at one time, and no longer serves that purpose. In its approval
of the project, the County required the Applicant to merge the utility lot with proposed Parcel 1.
However, it is not clear if the utility lot was legally created with the necessary CDP, or whether
it is still legally a part of the subject 12.4-acre parcel. Therefore, the Appellants’ contention
regarding lot legality raises a substantial issue of conformance with the LCP because the legal lot
configuration of the parcel to be subdivided is not clear. 2
Rural Service Center Development
The subject property is partially within the San Gregorio rural service center, which currently
contains the San Gregorio General Store (owned and operated by the Applicants) that serves the
surrounding community, and the Applicants’ primary residence. Per the LCP, the rural service
center’s purpose is to provide services to the surrounding community through a combination of
land uses, and is envisioned to house mixed uses and a rural commercial center for the
surrounding community. Rural service centers are typically close to agricultural land, as is the
case here, and the LCP limits development in rural service centers to infilling that provides
commercial facilities which support agriculture and recreation and meets housing needs which
are generated by local employment. Additionally, new development in these areas must be
concentrated through infilling existing residential subdivisions and commercial areas, and by
discouraging urban sprawl, to protect and enhance the natural environment and revitalize
existing developed areas. Taken together, LCP Policies 1.10, 1.12, 1.16, 1.17, 1.18 and 1.19
direct new development to rural service centers to revitalize existing services, to concentrate and
cluster allowable commercial facilities where they won’t adversely impact surrounding rural and
agricultural lands, provide support for nearby agricultural production, and provide housing for
local employment.
The Appellants allege that the project would convert commercial land to residential use,
inconsistent with the LCP. The County approved two new single-family residences with a shared
garage on one of the new lots within the rural service center (proposed Parcel 1). The existing
rural service center portion of the property already contains a general store and a single-family
residence. The Applicants live in the residence and own and operate the general store. According
to the Applicants, the approved residences are intended to provide additional housing for their
family members to assist in running the general store, and therefore, the approved residences are
2

Id (Commission consideration and action not a waiver of further action, nor implied consent regarding legality, nor statement
that alleged violation resolved).
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consistent with the allowed uses in the rural service center. Further, the zoning district (C-1/S-7)
allows for a relatively high density of development and the two residences are within the
maximum intensity allowed. In summary, the County-approved project includes residences that
are relatively small and meant for family to help operate the store, and their use is consistent
with the LUP and the zoning designations for C-1 commercial zoning. Accordingly, the
approved residential development on the commercial property does not raise a substantial issue
of conformance with the certified LCP’s land use designations.
Archaeology
LCP Policy 1.24 requires the County to determine whether or not sites proposed for new
development are located within areas containing potential archaeological/paleontological
resources. Where the property in question is within such an area, and prior to approval of
development proposed in sensitive areas, the LCP requires that a mitigation plan, adequate to
protect the resource and prepared by a qualified archaeologist/paleontologist be submitted for
review and approval, and implemented as part of the project. In this case, the Appellants contend
that the County did not require an adequate archaeological analysis prior to approving the
project. The Appellants state that this is an area noted for habitation by pre-Europeans and that
there is physical evidence of archaeological resources within 300 feet of proposed Parcel 3. The
County reviewed the proposed development and did not identify any evidence of archaeological
features within the project vicinity. The County consulted the California Historical Resources
Information System and found no record of any previous cultural resource study performed
onsite. The County used this information to determine that there is a low potential for impacts to
archeological or other cultural resources. Nonetheless, to ensure consistency with the LCP, the
County imposed a condition of approval to protect any resources that may be uncovered on site.
County Condition 16 requires the following:
Should cultural resources be encountered during site work, all work shall immediately be
halted in the area of discovery and the applicant shall immediately notify the Community
Development Director of the discovery. The applicant shall be required to retain the
services of a qualified archaeologist for the purpose of recording, protecting, or curating
the discovery as appropriate. The cost of the qualified archaeologist and of any
recording, protecting, or curating shall be borne solely by the applicant. The
archaeologist shall be required to submit to the Community Development Director for
review and approval a report of the findings and methods of curation or protection of the
resources. No further site work within the area of discovery shall be allowed until the
preceding has occurred. Disposition of Native American remains shall comply with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e).
Therefore, the County’s condition requires the Applicants to discontinue work in the event
cultural resources are uncovered during the work on site, and to take steps to protect such
resources, as required by the LCP. Therefore, with regard to archaeological resources, the appeal
contentions do not raise a substantial issue of conformance related to archaeological resource
protection.
Biological Resources
The County’s LCP includes strong protections for biological resources, including sensitive
species and riparian corridors. The LCP protects certain species and environmentally sensitive
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habitat areas (ESHAs) by imposing buffers, restricting development to certain uses, and
requiring monitoring to prevent long-term impacts caused by encroachment of development. The
Appellants contend that the Applicants’ property contains sensitive habitat, such as breeding
ponds for California Red-Legged Frog (CRLF), and further contend that the County should have
required additional environmental studies for CRLF and San Francisco Garter Snake. The
County conducted an environmental review for the proposed project, including conducting a site
visit and consulting the California Natural Diversity Database and the San Mateo County Rare
and Endangered Species and Sensitive Habitat Maps, and determined that there is no evidence of
any endangered species, sensitive habitats, or special status plant species at the project site. In
addition, although there is an existing stream on the southwest corner of the property, no
development is proposed in the vicinity of the stream or potentially required stream or ESHA
buffers. In fact, the approved residences would be approximately 1,000 feet away from the
stream. Therefore, this appeal contention does not raise a substantial issue of conformance with
the LCP.
Water and Sewer Availability
The Appellants contend that the County did not adequately investigate the availability of water
to serve the subdivision and proposed residences, or the capacity for septic systems. The LCP
requires an adequate water supply to serve development, primarily through its agricultural
policies and urban development policies. The subject property relies upon two existing wells and
septic systems. In its review of the project, the County considered septic feasibility studies that
demonstrated adequate septic capacity to serve future development on all resulting lots, even
though residential development is only currently proposed on Parcel 1.
In terms of the existing well that is currently used for the existing residence (and that is located
on proposed Parcel 1), well tests indicate that there is sufficient capacity to serve the existing
residential and commercial development on proposed Parcel 2 as well as the new residential
development that would be developed on proposed Parcel 1. Well tests also indicate that the
existing agricultural well on proposed Parcel 3 has adequate capacity to serve residential
development on both proposed Parcel 3 (the PAD property) and proposed Parcel 4 (the new
parcel on the rural service center/C-1 side of the property that would not be developed until a
future date). As indicated above, though, the County did not evaluate the way in which such well
conversion would affect agricultural productivity on the PAD land. So, although it may be true
that the existing agricultural well could provide adequate water to serve residential development
on proposed Parcels 3 and 4, it is unclear whether there is adequate water to do that and to
accommodate agricultural needs on the PAD parcel. Thus, it is not clear that there is adequate
water available to serve the approved development, including with respect to both agricultural
viability and the residential/commercial development that would be facilitated by the subdivision
on Parcel 4.
Therefore, the appeal contentions regarding septic do not raise a substantial LCP conformance
issue, but the appeal contentions regarding water supply raise substantial LCP conformance
issues.
Other Issues
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The Appellants raise a number of other issues related to the County’s approval, including related
to parking. The parking needed for the general store in proposed Parcel 2 would not be impacted
by the approved project and there is no indication that additional parking spaces are needed to
serve the general store. These topics do not raise inconsistencies and thus, they do not raise a
substantial issue.
Substantial Issue Determination Conclusion
In conclusion, the County-approved project raises substantial issues with respect to its
conformance with LCP policies related to protection and enhancement of agricultural land and
visual resources, as well as with respect to water availability and lot legality. Therefore, the
Commission finds that a substantial issue exists with respect to the approved project’s
conformance with the certified San Mateo County LCP, and takes jurisdiction over the CDP
application for the proposed project.

F. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT DETERMINATION
The standard of review for this application is the San Mateo County certified LCP. All
Substantial Issue Determination findings above are incorporated herein by reference.
1. Agriculture
The San Mateo County LCP’s Agriculture Component contains numerous policies directed at
preserving and enhancing agricultural productivity in rural areas within the San Mateo County
coastal zone. First, the County’s LCP establishes rural areas, rural service centers, and urban
areas, and encourages allowable development to be concentrated in rural service centers and
urban areas, while discouraging development in rural areas, primarily to achieve the LCP’s
agricultural protection objectives. For example, LCP Policy 1.8 (Land Uses and Development
Densities in Rural Areas) states, in part:
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. …
The LCP contains policies that define and designate prime agricultural land and other land
suitable for agriculture, including as a means to help identify the types of protections that accrue
to each. LCP Policy 5.1 defines prime agricultural land, which includes the Class II soils that
extend over a portion of the subject site. It states, in part:
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. …
Policy 5.3 defines other (non-prime) land that is suitable for agriculture. It states:
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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.
Policies 5.2 and 5.4 designate certain land for agriculture, but specifically exclude land in the
rural service center from being designated as such. They state:
LCP Policy 5.2 (Designation of Prime Agricultural Lands). Designate any parcel which
contains prime agricultural lands as Agriculture on the Local Coastal Program Land Use
Plan Map, subject to the following exceptions: State Park lands existing as of the date of
Local Coastal Program certification, urban areas, rural service centers, and solid waste
disposal sites necessary for the health, safety, and welfare of the County.
LCP Policy 5.4 (Designation of Lands Suitable for Agriculture). Designate any parcel,
which contains other lands suitable for agriculture, as Agriculture on the Local Coastal
Program Land Use Plan Maps, subject to the following exceptions: urban areas, rural
service centers, State Park lands existing as of the date of Land Use Plan certification, and
solid waste disposal sites necessary for the health, safety and welfare of the County.
The LCP also specifies the permitted and conditional uses allowed within each type of
agricultural land, and limits the conversion of land from permitted uses to conditional or other
uses. LCP Policy 5.5 (Permitted Uses on Prime Agricultural Lands Designated as Agriculture)
states:
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)
nonresidential 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.
LCP Policy 5.6 (Permitted Uses on Lands Suitable for Agriculture Designated as Agriculture)
states:
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
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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.
b. Conditionally permit the following uses: (1) single-family residences, (2) farm labor
housing, (3) multi-family residences if affordable housing, (4) public recreation and
shoreline access trails, (5) schools, (6) fire stations, (7) commercial recreation including
country inns, stables, riding academies, campgrounds, rod and gun clubs, and private
beaches, (8) aquacultural activities, (9) wineries, (10) timber harvesting, commercial wood
lots, and storage 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.
LCP Policy 5.8 (Conversion of Prime Agricultural Land Designated as Agriculture) states:
a. 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. …
LCP Policy 5.10 (Conversion of Land Suitable for Agriculture Designated as Agriculture) states:
a. Prohibit the conversion of lands suitable for agriculture within a parcel to conditionally
permitted uses unless all of the following can be demonstrated: (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.
In addition, the LCP strictly limits the division of both prime agricultural land and land suitable
for agriculture, including by limiting the maximum density of lots resulting from new
subdivisions, and by requiring the protection of agricultural productivity in the resulting lot
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configuration. The division of agricultural land is specifically defined in the LCP’s zoning
regulations, as follows:
6351(i). Land Division. The creation of any new property line whether by subdivision or
other means.
LCP Policies 5.7 and 5.9 limit divisions of agricultural lands. LCP Policy 5.7 (Division of Prime
Agricultural Land Designated as Agriculture) states:
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.
LCP Policy 5.9 (Division of Land Suitable for Agriculture Designated as Agriculture) states:
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.
LCP Policy 5.14 requires a Master Land Division Plan to be filed prior to any new subdivision in
agricultural areas. It states:
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.
LCP Policy 5.11 establishes the permitted maximum density of development and total number of
density credits for agricultural parcels, as described in LCP Policy 5.14. It states, in part:
a. Limit non-agricultural development densities to those permitted in rural areas of the
Coastal Zone under the Locating and Planning New Development Component.
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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. …
LCP Policy 5.12 establishes the minimum parcel sizes for agricultural parcels. It states:
Determine minimum parcel sizes on a case-by-case basis to ensure maximum existing or
potential agricultural productivity.
LCP Policy 5.13 establishes the minimum parcel sizes for non-agricultural parcels that can in
some cases result from the division of agricultural land. It states:
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.
LCP Policy 5.15 further protects the agricultural productivity of lands designated for agricultural
by reducing land use conflicts in cases where non-agricultural development is proposed adjacent
to agricultural lands. It states, in part:
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 nonagricultural uses. …
Finally, LCP Policy 5.16 requires an easement to be granted to the County to protect agricultural
areas that are established through a Master Land Division Plan. It states:
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
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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 the policies of the Local Coastal Program), or significant alterations to natural
landforms.
Analysis
The subject property contains 6.7 acres of designated agricultural land. The LCP defines and
designates prime agricultural land and land suitable for agriculture, in order to protect the land
and ensure it is kept in agricultural production. The LCP also limits division and conversion of
agricultural land, and provides incentives for merging and otherwise protecting agricultural
parcels. The LCP does not have a minimum parcel size for agricultural land, but instead
determines minimum size on a case-by-case basis to ensure maximum existing or potential
agricultural productivity. Further, the non-agricultural development densities, including the
density permissible in the rural service center, are limited to that which can be accommodated
without adversely affecting the viability of agriculture.
Designation of Agricultural Lands
LCP Policy 5.1 defines prime agricultural land, which includes all land that qualifies for rating
as Class I or Class II in the U.S. Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service Land Use
Capability Classification. LCP Policy 5.2 designates prime agricultural lands and expressly
excludes rural service centers from the types of land that can be designated as prime agriculture.
LCP Policy 5.3 defines non-prime agricultural land that is suitable for agriculture as lands on
which existing or potential agricultural use is feasible, including dry farming, animal grazing,
and timber harvesting, and LCP Policy 5.4 designates other lands suitable for agriculture and
expressly excludes rural service centers from types of land that can be designated as agriculture.
Although the definition of non-prime agricultural land is tied to the feasibility of using it for
agricultural purposes, the criteria established to meet the definition of prime agricultural land
includes criteria that solely rely on identification of the underlying soil types. Accordingly, some
prime agricultural land (including land with Class I and Class II soils) is defined as such,
regardless of the agricultural viability of the land.
The majority of the subject property is comprised of DwA Dublin clay, nearly level, imperfectly
drained soil, which is Class II and therefore categorically defined by the LCP as prime
agricultural land (see location of prime soils in Exhibit 1). Pursuant to LCP Policy 5.2, the prime
soils that are located in the rural area of the parcel (i.e., the 6.7-acre PAD-zoned part of the
existing 12.4-acre parcel) are designated by the LCP as prime agricultural land and the prime
soils that are located in the rural service center are not designated as prime agricultural land
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because they are inside the rural service center area. The remainder of the PAD property, which
includes slopes along the northern border of the property, is not classified as prime land under
the LCP’s definition. However, in the past, the property, as a whole, has been used for dry
farming and animal grazing. Further, the County has designated the property for agriculture by
applying the PAD zoning district. Thus, the remaining non-prime land in the PAD area
constitutes land suitable for agriculture under the LCP.
The agricultural resources on the PAD portion of the property are protected through the LCP
policies that specifically protect land designated as agriculture (e.g., Policies 5.1 through 5.10) as
well as policies applicable to all new development whether or not proposed on lands designated
for agriculture (e.g., Policies 1.8 and 5.11.) In contrast, because agricultural land in the rural
service center is not designated for agriculture, those agricultural resources that exist in the rural
service center are only protected through policies applicable to all new development without
regard to whether or not the land is specifically designated for agriculture (such as New
Development Policy 1.8 and Policy 5.11, a policy protecting agriculture by regulating the density
of non-agricultural development).
Allowed Uses on Agricultural Lands Designated as Agriculture
LCP Policies 5.8 and 5.10 limit conversion of agricultural land designated as agriculture by
prohibiting conditional uses of the land (such as residential and other ancillary or nonagricultural uses) except where no other alternative sites exist, and, in the case of non-prime
lands, where continued or renewed agricultural use of the soils is not feasible. The proposed
project does not propose any uses on the PAD agricultural land, except to retain the existing
historic dairy barn. Although the barn has allegedly been used in the past for residential
purposes, the Applicant is now proposing to restore it to its previous use as an agricultural barn.
As previously discussed, the County-approved project required the Applicant to apply for a CDP
to either retain the use of the existing barn for farm labor housing or restore it to agricultural
uses. Since the time of the appeal, the Applicant has modified the project description to include a
proposal to restore the barn to agricultural uses and retain it in its existing location. Therefore, no
new uses are proposed on the PAD agricultural land at this time.
Subdivision of Agricultural Lands Designated as Agriculture
The LCP strictly limits the division of prime and non-prime lands designated for agriculture. IP
Section 6351(i) defines the division of agricultural land as the creation of any new lot line,
whether by subdivision or other means. Policy 5.7 prohibits the division of parcels that consist
entirely of prime agricultural land, it prohibits the division of prime agricultural land within a
parcel unless agricultural productivity would not be reduced, and it prohibits the creation of new
parcels whose only building site would be on prime agricultural land. In addition, Policy 5.9
prohibits the division of other lands suitable for agriculture that are designated for agriculture,
unless agricultural productivity of any resulting parcels determined to be feasible for agriculture
would not be reduced.
In addition, LCP Policy 5.14 requires the filing of a Master Land Division Plan before the
division of any parcel in rural areas designated as Agriculture on the LCP’s LUP Maps as of
March 25, 1986. The Master Land Division plan must demonstrate: (1) how the parcel will be
ultimately divided, in accordance with permitted maximum density of development, and (2)
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which parcels will be used for agricultural and non-agricultural uses, if conversions to those uses
are permitted. Policy 5.14 also limits the number of parcels created by a division to the number
of density credits (i.e., units of residential development) to which the parcel being divided is
entitled, prior to its division. Therefore, on land designated for agriculture, the number of parcels
created by a subdivision must be equal to the number of density credits that existed for the parcel
prior to subdivision. The number of density credits, and thus the permitted maximum density of
development, is established in Policy 5.11 and LCP Table 1.3. Table 1.3 indicates the number of
density credits that land in the rural areas is entitled to. For example, on prime agricultural land,
parcels are entitled to one density credit per 160 acres, on lands with a slope of more than 30%
but less than 50%, parcels are entitled to one density credit per 80 acres, and for lands within the
100-year floodplain, parcels are entitled to one density credit per 60 acres. For all lands in the
rural areas of the County that are not called out in specific categories in Table 1.3, parcels are
entitled to one density credit per 40 acres. Policy 5.11 also indicates that each legal parcel is
entitled to at least one density credit, regardless of its size or constraints. In this case, the existing
parcel is thus entitled to one density credit, due to its size.
As previously described, the project site is unique in that the existing parcel is bisected by the
rural area boundary, containing both a designated agricultural PAD-zoned rural area, and a
designated rural service center C-1 zoned area for commercial uses. Even though there are prime
soils and agricultural lands on both sides of the line, only the PAD portion of the property is
subject to the LCP agricultural protection policies that apply only to land designated for
agriculture. However, even within this context, the parcel does contain agricultural resources on
the PAD portion that are strongly protected by the LCP. The majority of the PAD land contains
prime agricultural soils, and even though it is only 6.7 acres (i.e., when nearby agricultural
parcels are generally larger, ranging from 30 acres to over a couple of hundred acres) small
farms and small leased lots are increasingly important given demands for locally grown food in
nearby urban areas, and the ability of even very small properties to be used for such purposes.
In fact, the subject 6.7-acre PAD land can accommodate some amount of viable agricultural
production, based upon site characteristics and historical use. According to the 2010 San
Gregorio Watershed Management Plan, 3 farms along Highway 84 have historically contained
orchards, grazing operations for beef and dairy cows and dry farming. In some cases, crops such
as cauliflower, Brussels sprouts, artichokes and seed potatoes were commercially grown in the
area. Currently, most farming in the area consists of various crops (including apples, cauliflower,
Brussels sprouts, wine grapes, and artichokes), dry hay farming and grazing/rangeland.
The project site was subject to a Williamson Act land contract, preserving it for agricultural uses,
beginning in 1967. In 1986, however, the Williamson Act contract was amended to exclude the
commercially zoned portion of the lot, because under the law, land in a Williamson Act contract
must be preserved for agricultural or other open space uses. The Applicants have indicated that
they farmed the land in the past on a very small scale, including for dry crops and cattle grazing,
but that they now believe the site is not viable for agricultural production. Although the site
contains an existing agricultural well, the Applicant has argued that the well is not an adequate
water source to properly farm the land, and that the water produced by the well is too saline for
3

San Gregorio Watershed Management Plan, prepared by Stillwater Sciences, Stockholm Environment Institute and San
Gregorio Environmental Resource Center, dated June 2010 (pp. 16-17).
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irrigating crops (notwithstanding the Applicants’ and the County’s reliance on said well in the
County’s approval to serve two residential developments on proposed Parcels 3 and 4).
The Commission Staff contacted Farm Link, an organization that pairs farmers with landowners
who have private agricultural lands available for lease, to ascertain the demand for similarly
situated lots with an agricultural water source and prime/agriculturally suitable soils. 4 The Farm
Link representative, Mr. E. Winders, indicated that the coastside farms within unincorporated
San Mateo County are seeing moderate demand for leases, including small to mid-scale farms
such as the 6.7-acre property. In addition, he indicated generally that small-scale farming is
becoming increasingly prevalent in this area. In fact, Mr. Winders indicated that he was working
to establish a farming lease on a small farm in close proximity to the project site. Further, given
the existing well and prime soils on site, Mr. Winders indicated that the property would be
attractive for grazing uses, and that Brussels sprouts, leeks and artichokes would also likely be
viable, particularly since these crops are salt-tolerant and commonly grown along the coast.
Additionally, the County’s Agricultural Advisory Committee recommended protecting the
agricultural land for agricultural purposes, and even enlarging the PAD designation to
incorporate an area of the prime soils that are located within the C-1 zoning designation in order
to further protect and provide for agriculture. In fact, although the land on the rural services
center side of the split zoning is not explicitly protected by the LCP for agriculture, there is
nothing prohibiting or precluding the landowner form using the lands on both sides of the line
for agricultural purposes, which would mean that even more area would be available for
agricultural purposes since much of the C-1 side of the existing parcel is not currently developed.
Therefore, historical and current farming in the area, along with the property’s prime soils and
water well, the input of the County’s Agricultural Advisory Committee, and comments from the
Farm Link representative, evidence that a small scale farming operation would be viable at this
site. Any division of the PAD portion from the C-1 portion of land would further constrain the
PAD portion of land and likely result in residential development and displacement of productive
agricultural soils. Likewise, allotting the agricultural well to residential use, on both sides of the
line, would serve to both do the same, and to further constrain agricultural viability on the PAD
land.
The entire 12.4-acre parcel is made up of almost entirely prime soils. Pursuant to the maximum
density criteria, if the entire parcel was located in the rural area (as opposed to being bisected by
the rural area boundary), its maximum density would be one unit, and subdivision of the parcel
would not be allowed pursuant to LCP Policy 5.11 and 5.14, because pursuant to those policies,
the number of parcels that may result from a subdivision is limited to the number of density
credits to which the parcel being divided was entitled, prior to the division. However, as
previously discussed, the subject parcel is partly in the rural area (PAD) and partly in the rural
service center (C-1). Density credits are not applicable in rural service centers, and the C-1
zoning district, which is the zoning district for the rural service center portion of the parcel,
allows for one residential unit for each 5,000 square feet of lot area.

4

Phone conversation with E. Winders, Farm Link, Thursday, November 29, 2012.
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When considering this issue, the County determined that because the LCP allows each separate
rural parcel a density credit, to be used for residential development, the PAD portion of land
should get its own density credit. Following this interpretation, the County allowed a division
between the commercial and agricultural portions of property, and indicated that the rural PAD
parcel could potentially be used for future residential development, even though such a
subdivision would be prohibited by the LCP if the parcel were entirely located in the rural area.
The County’s conclusion is inconsistent with the LCP for several reasons. First, it ignores the
fact that density credits are strictly limited to one per legal parcel. Second, the existing parcel is
already served by a primary residence, which would count towards its density credit if a
subdivision were to occur. And third, it does not account for the LCP’s standards, which only
allow one additional density credit for each additional 40-160 acres of land area, beyond the first
40-160 acres of land area. 5
Regardless of the County’s determination, however, the number of density credits applicable to
the proposed PAD parcel is ultimately irrelevant because the creation of the proposed PAD
parcel, which is the only area of the parcel to which density credit provisions apply, cannot be
approved consistent with the LCP. First, as discussed, LCP Policy 5.7(c), in regulating the
division of prime agricultural land, prohibits new parcels where the only building sites consist of
prime agricultural land. In this case, the resulting PAD lot is comprised almost entirely of prime
agricultural land and while the other land suitable for agriculture on the PAD land may or may
not be feasible for the primary footprint of a future building, the only feasible septic leachfield
that was identified was on prime land, and any driveway to access a building footprint would
necessarily encroach onto the prime land as well. Therefore, as proposed, the subdivision would
be inconsistent with the LCP because the LCP prohibits the creation of parcels where the only
building site would be located on prime agricultural land (Policy 5.7(c)), and at a minimum, a
portion of any future building site (at least the driveway) would be located on prime land.
Second, LCP Policy 5.9 prohibits the division of lands suitable for agriculture unless it can be
demonstrated that agricultural productivity would not be reduced. In this case, the LCP-protected
agricultural land is confined to the 6.7-acre PAD portion of the parcel (due to the way the LCP
defines agricultural protection relative to rural service centers such as this). However, allowing
the 6.7-acre PAD area to be developed with a residence or other non-agricultural use in the
future (as would potentially be allowed pursuant to the conditional use requirements for a
separate parcel of agricultural land, and as would at the least be perceived by a property owner of
a legal lot, including in light of constitutional takings issues), would result in a reduction of land
area available for agriculture, and a corresponding reduction in the existing or potential
agricultural productivity of the land, inconsistent with LCP Policy 5.9.
Third, LCP Policy 1.8 requires that new development in rural areas (including the proposed
subdivision of the rural PAD land, which is defined by the LCP as development) only be allowed
if it does not diminish the ability to keep all prime agricultural land and other land suitable for
agriculture (as defined in the Agriculture Component) in agricultural production. Accordingly,
enabling the future use of Parcel 3 for residential or other non-agricultural uses would be
5

As previously discussed, the density credits accrue at a rate of one per 40 – 160 acres of land area, depending on the constraints
of the site.
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inconsistent with this policy because it would lead to the loss of land area that is designated for
agriculture.
Fourth, as described earlier, the proposed project includes the conversion of the existing
agricultural well on the agricultural property to a well designed to serve residential development
on the commercial side of the overall property, and explicitly to serve residential, not
agricultural, development on the agricultural property. The existing agricultural well was
constructed as an agricultural well, subject to a CDP exclusion because it was for agricultural
purposes. Converting the well to non-agricultural uses reduces the amount of water that would
be available for agricultural purposes on the agricultural side of the property. The record lacks
evidence indicating to what degree such conversion would affect agricultural productivity on the
PAD land. If the water is allotted to residential/commercial development on the C-1 side of the
line, that reduces the amount of water available for agricultural purposes. Similarly, if the water
on the PAD side of the line is allotted to residential uses, that also reduces the amount of water
available for agricultural purposes on the PAD side (and the residential use on the PAD side that
is referenced would also reduce land area available on the PAD land and otherwise affect
agricultural viability in ways not completely understood currently).
Finally, as indicated above, LCP Policy 5.14 requires a Master Land Division Plan that requires
identification of which parcels will be used for agricultural purposes and which for nonagricultural purposes. It is not entirely clear that there has been an explicit acknowledgment of
this requirement by the Applicants (or the County). In any case, if the PAD parcel is intended to
be used for non-agricultural purposes, and that is what is proposed under Policy 5.14, such
conversion is not approvable under the agricultural protection policies of the LCP, as described
above in relation to the agricultural values of the PAD site. If instead the PAD parcel is intended
to be used for agricultural purposes pursuant to Policy 5.14, then Policy 5.16 requires that the
land be subject to an easement in favor of the County that limits its use to “agricultural uses,
non-residential development customarily considered accessory to agriculture, and farm labor
housing”. The only conversion from these uses allowed under LCP Policy 5.16 is to open space,
subject to certain criteria. Contrary to this requirement, the Applicant intends the PAD parcel to
be created to be used for residential purposes (including as evidenced by the fact that the existing
agricultural well is proposed to be used for residential purposes on the PAD site; the Applicants
proposed a building site to be evaluated for purposes of the CDP application on the PAD site;
and the Applicants’ representations to the Commission regarding their intent for the PAD
property). Thus, in either circumstance, the creation of the PAD parcel is inconsistent with LCP
Policies 5.14 and 5.16.
In conclusion, the proposed project is inconsistent with the agricultural protection policies of the
LCP because it creates a stand-alone agricultural parcel through subdivision whose only building
site would be on prime agricultural land, and for which future non-agricultural development
could be pursued to the detriment of agricultural land, including because it would preclude an
area of agricultural land (prime and/or non-prime) from being available for use as agriculture at
all. It would also convert an agricultural well to commercial/residential use without an
understanding of the way in which such conversion reduces the viability of agriculture on the
PAD property. The proposed project also cannot be found consistent with LCP provisions
requiring land divisions to explicitly define parcels for agricultural and non-agricultural uses,
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and where such parcels are otherwise permissible, further requiring restrictions be placed on the
agricultural parcels to avoid all non-agricultural uses and development on them in the future. The
proposed project is not approvable under the LCP, and must be denied.
2. Visual Resources
The County’s LCP includes strong protections for visual resources, including along scenic
corridors. LCP Policy 8.5 (Location of Development) states:
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. …
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.
LCP Policy 8.28 (Definition of Scenic Corridors) states:
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.
LCP Policy 8.30 (Designation of County Scenic Roads and Corridors) states, in part:
b. Designate…La Honda Road (State Route 84)…[and]…Stage Road….
The subject property is located at the intersection of La Honda Road (State Route 84) and Stage
Road. The LCP designates both of these roads as County scenic roads and corridors, and they
both contain outstanding rural and open space views that take in the flora, geology, and other
unique natural and manmade attributes, including historic and cultural resources, affording
pleasure and instruction to the highway traveler. In such areas, the LCP requires protection of the
viewshed when siting new development. Where the entire property being subdivided is visible
from County scenic roads, as is the case at the subject site, the LCP requires that new parcels
have building sites that minimize visibility from those roads and other public viewpoints. LCP
Policy 8.5(a) requires that new development be located on a portion of a parcel where the
development is least visible from State and County Scenic Roads, is least likely to significantly
impact views from public viewpoints, is consistent with all other LCP requirements, and best
preserves the visual and open space qualities of the parcel overall.

25

A-2-SMC-11-032 (Cattermole)
In this case, the proposed project would subdivide the parcel into four separate lots. One lot
would be developed with two residences and shared garage as part of this proposal, and all four
could potentially be developed further in the future. All four parcels would be visible from the
two bordering County scenic roads, even though views are occasionally obstructed by trees and
existing development on the parcel. The two new residences and the new shared garage would be
prominently visible from Stage Road (see Exhibits 1, 2 and 5).
With regard to proposed Parcel 1, the two proposed residences would be located relatively close
to the road, even though the proposed parcel extends approximately 600 feet west towards the
middle of the proposed parcel line (where it meets the PAD land). Therefore, a far larger setback
could be achieved between the road and the residences, thereby locating the development where
it would be less visible from the scenic road. With regard to proposed Parcel 4, this proposed
parcel fronts La Honda and even though there is some intervening vegetation, would result in a
residential or commercial building site that would be prominent in this view. The proposed
parcel configuration makes development here likely, as compared to the existing parcel
configuration that could allow for more sensitive siting relative to the scenic roads.
Because the existing lot configuration provides the most siting flexibility, and because it is
possible to locate the proposed development where it would be less visible from the scenic road
and corridor, the project, as proposed, is not consistent with this requirement. Although it is
possible that different parcel configurations and different siting and design alternatives could
avoid impacts to visual resources through revised (or no) subdivision and revised building
envelopes and screening requirements, the fact that the proposed project is in direct conflict with
the agricultural resource protection policies of the LCP prevents the identification of the
appropriate siting and design in this case, until after the number and configuration of lots that
can be created consistent with the new development and agricultural protection provisions of the
certified LCP is first identified.
3. Lot Legality
LCP Policy 1.2 Definition of Development states, in part:
As stated in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, define development to mean: 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 lot splits, except where the land division is brought about in
connection with the purchase of such land by a public agency for public recreational use.
LCP Policy 1.27 Confirming Legality of Parcels states:
Require a Coastal Development Permit when issuing a Certificate of Compliance to confirm
the legal existence of parcels as addressed in Section 66499.35(a) of the California
Government Code (e.g., lots which predated or met Subdivision Map Act and local
government requirements at the time they were created), only if: (1) the land division
occurred after the effective date of coastal permit requirements for such division of land (i.e.,
either under Proposition 20 or the Coastal Act of 1976), and (2) a coastal permit has not
previously been issued for such division of land.
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LCP Policy 1.28 Legalizing Parcels states:
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).
IP Provision 6105.0. Legal Lot Requirement states:
No permit for development shall be issued for any lot which is not a legal lot. For purposes
of this ordinance, development does not include non-structural uses of property including but
not limited to roads, fences or water wells.
In addition to the 12.4-acre subject lot, the Applicant also owns a 0.04-acre piece of property
(APN 081-013-080) which is zoned for commercial use (C-1) adjacent to the subject property
and also located within the rural service center. This property was last conveyed on June 3, 1988
by deed, separate and apart from any other portion of property. According to the County, the
smaller parcel is a utility lot that was established through a public utility ordinance and is shown
on a recorded map from the 1991 subdivision, which created the 0.5-acre lot adjacent to
Highway 84 in the middle of the subject property (see Exhibit 1). The utility lot is currently
improved with at least a portion of a shed, but this portion of property is not proposed for
development individually. The small structure on this lot was apparently a telephone utility
facility at one time, but no longer serves that purpose. In approving the proposed project, the
County required merger of the utility lot with proposed Parcel 1. However it is not clear if the
utility lot was legally created, or whether it is still legally a part of the subject 12.4-acre parcel.
Thus, any new application for development on the subject property should include information
necessary to determine the legality of the utility lot.
4. De Novo Review Conclusion
The proposed project is inconsistent with LCP requirements related to agriculture and visual
resources, as well as with respect to water availability and lot legality. Therefore, the
Commission must deny the proposed project. Denial of the proposed project will not eliminate
all economically beneficial or productive use of the Applicants’ property or unreasonably limit
the owners’ reasonable investment-backed expectations of the subject property. Denial of the
application to develop the project site to the extent and manner proposed by the Applicants
would still leave the Applicants feasible alternatives to use the property in a manner that is both
economically beneficial as well as consistent with the certified LCP.
As stated above, some of the project deficiencies could be addressed by the imposition of
conditions. In fact, there are alternative projects that could avoid the identified inconsistencies,
including: (1) the no project alternative because the parcel is already developed with a
commercial and residential use; (2) revised numbers and configurations of lots that adequately
protect agricultural and visual resources; and (3) the construction of the proposed employee
housing without further land division, consistent with the Applicants’ stated goals and the
commercial intent of the rural services center zoning. Consideration of these and other
alternative projects would depend on additional data not currently in evidence regarding
agricultural viability and the number and configuration of parcels that can be developed
consistent with the agricultural, new development and public view protection provisions of the
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certified LCP.
Project denial does not preclude the Applicants from applying for a project that addresses site
constraints and is supported by the information necessary to fully evaluate the project’s
conformity with the LCP. For example, the subdivision could be reconfigured to enlarge Parcel 3
sufficiently to allow for a building site on the commercially zoned land, so that the newly created
parcel would have a building site that is not on prime agricultural land, as required by LCP
Policy 5.7(c), and that does not otherwise occupy land suitable for agriculture. Water supply
issues would still need to be addressed, but at least such parcelization does not lead to the types
of problems with a PAD-only agricultural lot as identified herein. In addition, building envelopes
could be set back as far as possible from scenic corridors, and building designs could incorporate
measures to soften visual impacts and blend with the surrounding natural environment, including
through the use of natural building materials (e.g. wood, stone) and earth tones, as well as
screening landscaping and berms. Other potential project permutations include eliminating any
subdivision and the attendant LCP consistency issues it engenders, and instead pursuing
development on the rural services center (C-1) side of the property without subdivision,
including residential development similar to that proposed here, as adjusted to address visibility
and agricultural impact concerns. This latter alternative is feasible, particularly in view of the
Applicants’ proposal to use the proposed residences for employee housing consistent with the
intent of the rural service center zoning.
Thus, denial of this project is not a final adjudication of the potential for development on this
site, but is instead a finding that the project proposed is inconsistent with the LCP and cannot be
approved.

G. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)
Public Resources Code (CEQA) Section 21080(b)(5) and Sections 15270(a) and 15042 (CEQA
Guidelines) of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (14 CCR) state in applicable parts:
CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR) Section 15042. Authority to Disapprove Projects. [Relevant
Portion.] A public agency may disapprove a project if necessary in order to avoid one or
more significant effects on the environment that would occur if the project were approved as
proposed.
Public Resources Code (CEQA) Section 21080(b)(5). Division Application and
Nonapplication. …(b) This division does not apply to any of the following activities: …(5)
Projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves.
Public Resources Code (CEQA) Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A). Require that an activity will not
be approved or adopted as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the
activity may have on the environment.
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CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR) Section 15270(a). Projects Which are Disapproved. (a) CEQA
does not apply to projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves.
Section 13096 (14 CCR) requires that a specific finding be made in conjunction with CDP
applications about the consistency of the application with any applicable requirements of CEQA.
This staff report has discussed the relevant coastal resource issues with the proposal. All above
LCP conformity findings are incorporated herein in their entirety by reference. As detailed in the
findings above, the proposed project would have significant adverse effects on the environment
as that term is understood in a CEQA context.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR) Section 15042 “a public agency may disapprove a
project if necessary in order to avoid one or more significant effects on the environment that
would occur if the project were approved as proposed.” Section 21080(b)(5) of the CEQA, as
implemented by section 15270 of the CEQA Guidelines, provides that CEQA does not apply to
projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves. 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 which would substantially lessen any significant adverse
effect which the activity may have on the environment.
The Commission finds that denial, for the reasons stated in these findings, is necessary to avoid
the significant effects on coastal resources that would occur if the project were approved as
proposed and is necessary because there are feasible alternatives and mitigation measures
available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect the project may have on
the environment. Accordingly, the Commission’s denial of this project represents an action to
which CEQA, and all requirements contained therein that might otherwise apply to regulatory
actions by the Commission, does not apply.

APPENDIX A – SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS
1. San Mateo County certified Local Coastal Program (LCP)
2. Administrative record for San Mateo County CDP Application Number PLN2009-00112
3. San Gregorio Watershed Management Plan, prepared by Stillwater Sciences, Stockholm
Environment Institute and San Gregorio Environmental Resource Center, dated June 2010
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On Proposed Parcel 1(C-1) looking West towards Proposed Parcel 3 (PAD)
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On Proposed Parcel 1 (C-1) looking south toward proposed Parcel 4 (C-1) and La Honda Road (SR 84)
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT NNCTSTON OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal

SECTIONI.
Name:

Information Sheet Prior To Completing This X'orm.

Aonellant(s)

Shauna McKenna and David Rhodes

MailingAddress: P.O. Box 106

Crty:

Zip Code

San Gregorio

:

94074

Phone: 650/346-4671
6501544-9521

SECTION

l.

II.

Decision Beine Anpeqlg4

Name of locaVport government:

San Mateo County Planning Commission

2.

Brief description of development being appealed:

l)"Minor Subdivision" 2) Grading Permit 3) Use Permit and Coastal Development Perrnit 4) Architectural Review
Permit 5) Certification of a Mitigated Negative Declaration for a subdivision of a l2l4 acre parcel into four parcels
and development of two single family dwellings on a single proposed parcel located at 7625 Stage Road in the
unincorporated San Gregorio area of San Mateo County.

3.

Developmenfs location (street address, assessor?s parcel no., cross street, etc.):

T625StageRoad,SanGregorio,APN:081-013-090. SituatedattheruralservicecenterofSanGregoriolocated
within a small valley where State Route 84/La Honda Road and Stage Road intersect. The San Gregorio Creek runs
through the are4 and flows out to San Gregorio State Beach 9/10 of a mile west. Sunounding hillsides are used for
agricultural uses. Is within the Cabrillo Highway State Scenic Conidor.

4.

n
Xn
tr

Description of decision being appealed (check one.):
Approval; no special conditions
Approval with special conditions:
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.

TQ FE COMPLETPD BY COMn4SSTON:
APPEAL NO:
DATE FILED:

DISTRICT.

N

irl
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lrpEAL FRQM,COASTAJ, PERMIT DECISION OF LOQAL GOYERNMENT

(Pase 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):
n PhnningDirector/ZoningAdministrator
Xn City Council/Board of Supervisors
tr Planning Commission

n

6.
7.

other

decision:
file number (if any):

Date of local government's

Iuly26,20ll

Local government's

PLN 2009-00112

SECTION

III.

Identification of Othef Interestcd Peno4s

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

a.

Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

George and Mary Cattermole P.O. Box

b. Names and mailing addresses

7l

San Gregorio,

CA94074

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

(1) Shauna McKenna & David Rhodes, PO Box 106 San Gregorio
(2) Kerry L. Burke, 34 Amesport Landing, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
(3) Cathy (StafD Chenoweth,7365 Stage Rd. San Gregorio
(4) Kathleen Armsfiong PO Box 44 San Gregorio
(5) Ron Sturgeon, San Gregorio Resident spoke at both BOS Hearings
(6) Total Compliance Management, Evan W.R. Edgar Edgar & Associates, Inc. 18222lst Street
Sacramento,

Ca 95811

(7) Bill and Georgy Sanders P.O. Box 167 San Gregorio
(8) Rex Geitner, San Mateo Agricultual Advisory Committee, Farm Bureau Offices 765Main Street,
Half Moon Bay
(9) Lynn Ross, P.O. Box 26 San Gregorio

(10) Donald Jepsen and Dana O'Neill, 588 La Honda Road San Gregorio
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a,ppEAL FROM QOASTA,L PERMIT DECISION OF LQCAI' GOYERNMENT (Pase 3)
SECTION

IV.

Reasons $upnortins This Apneal

PLEASE 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.
State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary descripion of Local Coastal hogram, 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.)
This need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be suffrcient
discussion for staffto determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellan! subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staffand/or Commission to support the appeal request.

l.

Cattermole Aopeal
Creation of substandard PAD parcel - on-going residential use

2.

Creation of a substandard Commercial parcel for the San Gregorio store that provided NO off
street parking. No parking for employees, No parking for Post Offrce. Only 935 square feet
claimed as commercial space for the Store. No parking for the aparhnent.

3.

Conversion of commercial zoned parcels into solely Residential use.

4.

Residential uses proposed on all 5 parcels created by Cattermole

5.

Inadequate environmental studies for red-legged frogs

6.

Inadequate environmental studies regarding drainage

7.

Inadequate environmental studies regarding septic

8.

Inadequate info regarding impacts to domestic water source

9.

Conversion of prime soils within the Rural Service center not intended for residential use

10. Conversion does not meet the test of LCP

/ SF garter

policy l.l2(a)

snake

- easement needed to ensure

compliance regarding local housing needs
11. Subdivision is not required to create additional dwelling units and would tie the housing to the
Store.
12. County ignored Ag Ad committee's recommendation to increase the size of the PAD parcel and
reduce the number of residential units.
13. On

steet parking creates congestion and will be more problematic once additional residential
units are constructed.

14. Parcel map has an omission of properly in the northeast corner of the map. This map would be
creating 6 Cattermole parcels in its current configuration and is considered a Major

Subdivision.
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15. No analysis of the impacts from the store and other buildings on Cattermole properly were made

my San Mateo County Staff.

16. The existing (15 years) use of the barn as 3 living units should not be legalized. Barn is on prime
soils and there is no agriculture on site, therefore in this case the additional housing units
should not be allowed and should be demolislred immediately.
17. Piece meal approach to maximizing the development and conversion of this sensitive property

should be scrutinized.
18. Why did the CCC appeal Paul McGregor's single home on 16 acres and not this application to
create 6 lots from 14 acres?
19. San Mateo County did not require Agricultural Easement on the created PAD parcel in conflict

with ordinance.
20. Blacksmith shop was always a cornmercial use
residential use.

-

converted illegally by Cattermole's to

21. July 26,2011 Board of Supervisors meeting George Cattermole states that red-legged frogs were
on this property and that he graded a pond (without permits).
22. Williamson Act contract was on Cattermole parcel trntil last year without agricultural use and 6
6 (six) illegal residential units.

23. Agricultual Advisory recommendation of only 2 parcels was ignored by San Mateo County.
24. No archaeology study done in an area noted for habitarion by pre-europeans. There is physical
evidence of a finding within 300 feet of proposed parcel 3.

25. Graphics to be developed shown Before, During and After Cattermoles ownership/development
scheme.
26.

A hydrological study is needed to determine potential impacts and mitigation.

27. NO WHOLESALE

CHANGE OF SAN GREGORIO RURAL SERVICE CENTER INTO

CATTERMOLE RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
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APPPAL F'ROM CO.ASTAL PERIVIIT DECISION OF I,OCAL GOVERNMENT (Pase 4)

SECTIONY. Certj$sation
The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

Note:
Section VI.

Asent Authorization

IAMe hereby

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

Signature of Appellant(s)
Date:
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To:

California Coastal Commission

From: Shauna McKenna / David Rhodes (Appellants)
Date: August

i;;

9.2011
,..

,

RE: Cattermole / San Gregorio Subdivision Appeal

We know the complexities of the mixed zoning of this proposed subdivision/
development and the LCP's we are left to rely on do not align with nor represent the
intent of the historic and rural agricultural lands of San Gregorio. Please look beyond
San Mateo County's approved plans and rcalize this residential development is not
appropriate for a designated California Critical Coast Area.
The Cattermole lands should be devoted to commercial uses and not residential. The
Cattermole's have previously subdivided and sold offthe parcel we own. They don't
need this subdivision to build the two houses they have proposed. If you do not approve
this suMivision then the houses are truly linked to the General Store on a C-l zoned
acreage,

Water and Septic system concems:
The increased water and septic demands that the proposed development will place on the
existing water supply system will have the potential to significantly adversely affect ow
personal health and our home's viability, as well as our neighbors who are also
concerned. We are worried about the system's ability to continue to provide sufficient
clean water under the added demands of the proposed developments and we are
concerned that the added impact on the waste disposal systems will potentially
contaminate our water supply. A thorough investigation needs to be conducted to
quantiff whether the existing on site resources can appropriately provide the water supply
and disposal requirements that will be placed upon them by the new development.

Ow well is located in close proximity to the spring, the well and the leach field that
serves the San Gregorio General Store and the existing residences and the proposed
development. The impacts of the increased usage of the waste disposal mechanisms are
unknown, and the impacts of that on the quality of our drinking water supply are also
unknown.

Additionally we are also significantly concerned about the impact of the increased
number of septic systems on oru quality of life. The soil found on this properly consist of
clay. When it is wet it is a thick muck. When dry, it is as hard as concrete. Currently,
under certain conditions the presence of the leach field behind our home creates puddles
of standing water that emit a repugnant odor. This odor is undeniably derived from
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human waste and we can only imagine that it will not improve with the increased usage
associated with the proposed subdivisions and development.
The redwood septic tank that is currently supporting the illegal residence/barn needs to be
addressed. We are concerned about raw sewage coming out of the tank. Cattermole's
were asked to have it pumped out during our appeal. Cattermole's run a public business
and stated that they learned they needed to divert to their /d leach field and to pump their
septic systems. This indicates poor land stewardship and leaves us very concemed that
the county has left us in a fix it mode. The Board of Supervisors asked us to complain,
there are issues during or after the development to the same departments that put us in
this compromised position.

if

What impact will the proposed parcel 3 and 4 have on our well and septic system? Those
project plans and proposed homes aren't on the table yet, but they will impact us when
they are sold and developed by another pafty. Parcel 3 is commercially zoned and Parcel
4 is on prime soils with I house allotted each. What is the real impact to our water
viability and well water quality? If these concerns are not mitigated, our health is being
put at risk

Drainage issues:
In addition to our drinking water and waste disposal concerns we are also worried about
the effect of the proposed development on surface runoff. Currently, during periods of
frequent rai& puddles of standing water develop on site. The proposed development is
located uphill from our property, and we are concerned that the increased runoff
associated with the development will flood our property. The current culvert system,
which runs in front of our parcel, is not adequate or effective today. There is no
municipally maintained storm water drainage system. These culverts become clogged
and do not transport water away from our properly effectively.
Visual Impacts and Inaccurate Parcel Maps:

All 4 buildings of the proposed development

are within the view shed of the coastal
scenic highway. To our knowledge all proposed development within the coastal scenic

highway view shed requires the construction of story poles to assess the visual impact
the development on the community.

of

Why did the Califomia Coastal Commission appeal Paul McGregor's single home on 16
acres and not this application to create 5 lots from 14 acres?
These projects could significantly increase the residential population of "downtown" San
Gregorio and any development needs to be reviewed very carefrrlly.

The parcel map found in the final staffreport has an omission of property in the northeast
corner of the map. This map would be creating 6 Cattermole parcels in its current
configrration and is considered a Major Subdivision. This is the location where the
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*shed" is shown in and out of 2 separate maps. This is the shed that has had an illegal
resident for 20 years without a legal septic system.

Biological and Archeological concerns:
The Coastside Habitat Coalition (CHC) is a 501(C) organization founded by George
Cattermole with the intent ofprotecting endangered species and their habitat.
The red-legged frog has been found on this proposed housing development. This
occurred when we were members of the Coastside Habitat Coalition. Dr. Dan Holland, a
noted herpetologist, was hired by the CHC to help identiff areas that may have redlegged frog populations living on them. There were several finds in the area by Dr.
Holland: near the mouth of San Gregorio creek at Highway 1, under the Stage Road
bridge of San Gregorio Creek and on the Cattermole properly. These finds are less than a
mile away from the proposed subdivision. They were never frled in the rare find
database.

County Staff did a search of the California Natural Diversity Database and said there was
no special status species found to occur within two miles of the project areas.
When we did research in this same database, we found something that states contrary to
county staff s findings. The California red-legged frog has a finding listed that occurred
less then a mile from this property. We have included these documents in this packet.
See Occurrence #561.
During the July 26,2011 Board of Supervisors meeting George Cattermole states that
red-legged frogs were on his property and that he graded a pond (without permits). The
hearing was recorded and is viewable from their website /archive.

In addition, the Coho and steelhead fish are attempting a comeback in San Gregorio
creeh which lies several hundred yards from this area. Degradation of the stream
environment is a distinct possibility with the additional burden of infrastructure that this
development brings.

Another issue of concern is the stress on sensitive archeological areas. Our research
indicates that the San Gregorio valley was part of the Ohlone Native American naditional
tenitory, No archeological investigation was conducted prior to permission for this
proposed development.
We do have physical evidence of an archeological item that was found within 300 feet of
this proposed subdivision and the recording of such a find if you would like to see them.

Commercial Use and Parking:
In addition, any future commercial changes in the C-l area should require onsite parking.
This was not included in the proposed parcel for the store. There needs to be adequate
on site parking for the existing business, so it does not adversely impact the

Exhibit No. 4
A-2-SMC-11-032 (Cattermole)
Appeal of County CDP Decision
Page 8 of 11

surrounding area. The currentparking is public right of way and should be reviewed
further. The store parcel must comply with off-sheet parking requirements, per the
County parking ordinance.
On busy weekends the parking extends above and below the General Store on Stage Rd.
and onto highway 84, in front of our property.

Change in Use to Residences:
Another issue is the notion of a rural service center. This project completely changes the
intent of the Local Coastal Plan and now there is only one small commercial parcel and
the rest of Cattermole properly has been converted to residential use.
Why wasn't there an analysis of the existing buildings prepared? There is a rental
apartment above the general store, and an illegal shed that has been used for a residence
for 20 or more years. The shed does not have a legal septic system.
Proposed Parcel *A: The existing (15 years) use ofthe "dairy barn" has been converted
to 3 separate rental units. This Barn is on prime soils and there is no agriculture on site,
therefore in this case the additional housing units should not be allowed. The county has
approved the project for one home in addition to the barn as a residence.

The "Black Smith Shop" was always a commercial use. It has been converted to a rental
unit illegally.
The two newhomes on Parcel t have been approved for non-owner occupancy, which
the total residential uses to 8 residences, including the one the Cattermole's
currently reside in.

will bring

Conversion of Prime Soils:
San Mateo County ignored the Agricultural Advisory Committee's recommendation
only 2 parcels and to increase the size of the PAD parcel and reduce the number of

of

residential units.

Agricultural Easement on the created PAD parcel and
is in conflict with ordinance. The conversion does not meet the test of LCP policy
1.12(a)-easement needed to ensure compliance regarding local housing needs.
San Mateo County did not require

This project creates a substandard PAD parcel. Parcel3 and Parcel4 have
proposed houses on prime soils. This is not allowed per LCP policy 5.7c and 5.8.
Also Policy 5.7 prohibits dividing prime soils, which this project does Why was the
Agricultural Component not used to review this project that has Agricultural
Zoning?
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Does the conversion of prime soils within the Rural Service Center allow for residential
use?

The Williamson Act contract was on Cattermole prrcel until last year without
agricultural use and 3 illegal residential units.
Requested Action Items

In light of our previously stated concerns, we requested that the Board of Supervisors
require the permit applicant to take the following actions prior to granting their
permission for the proposed development. County Staffdeterrrined this unnecessary.

1.

2.

3.
4.
5.
6.

Conduct a through hydro geologic investigation of the property, including, but not
limited to;
a. Establishing the hydraulic conductivity of the existing site wells, to ensure
there is adequate water supply available for current and future demands on
the limited resource.
b. Investigating the hydraulic connectivity of the tapped aquifer that contains
our well, with the surface and shallow water tables to ensure that there is
zero potential for contamination of our drinking water well by the existing
or proposed onsite waste disposal systerns.
c. Investigating the onsite spring to ensure that future use will not deplete the
resource.
Conduct a thorough chemical analysis, including all potential constituents, of all
onsite water sources. Environmental Health took a sample of the standing water
near applicants septic system and found contamination on 2116lll. We've asked
for follow-up results after the repair to tank was completed.
Conduct a thorough Environmental Impact Report or a biological study that
includes an endangered species survey to ensure that no endangered habitat is
compromised.
Provide evidence that the proposed development will not increase the surface
runoffto our property.
Conduct an archeological investigation to identi$ any potential cultural
resources.
Construct story poles and fulfill all other actions to be in compliance with all
other coastal scenic highway regulations.

The Board of Supervisors have ignored our request that the CEQA document be recirculated to the State Clearing House and the public for the required 30 days before
making their decision. The Board of Supervisors did not notift us of their hearing 10
days before their meeting (as is their policy).

In closing, we ask that you please regard the ramifications of going forward with this
residential expansion. The proposed development is in the middle of a spring-fed
wetland. Giventhe overwhelming indication of the endangered red-legged frog, the
county's lack of vision in opening land to sub-divisiono and most importantly, the impact
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of residential development on California critical coast area" we ask for your support in
considering this appeal.
The commrmity of San Gregorio doesn't want a wholesale change of the San Gregorio
Rural Service Ceater into the Cattermole Residential Development.
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RESIDENCEs #1 and #2 and Garage

ROOFING: Ashalt composition shingles
Certainteed Weathered Wood

EXTERIOR TRIM: Painted Certainteed Fiber Gement
Benjamin Moore Sussex Green HC109

WINDOWS: Aluminum
Color: Bronze
N {-a"a3J:
E6LOR PREVIEW":

i-i.]:ij-4-t4,r

HC

EXTERIOR WALLS: Painted Certainteed Fiber Cement board and b*tten
smooth vertical siding with veftical battens
Benjamin Moore sandy hook gray HC108

ENTRANCE DECK: Natural wood
Redwood-Watco natural linseed oil finish

:r
scndy hook groy

Attachment: J

FileNumbers: PIN2OO9-OOIl2
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]

Sent:

Wednesday, December 07, 2011 8:07 AM

To:

Nicholas Dreher

Subject:

Cattermole San Gregorio Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:

Red

Hello Nick,
Regarding the concern you have expressed about the possibility of threatened species being harmed by
our project, I would point out that the County has required us to "...have a qualified biologist conduct a
pre-construction survey for the California Red-Legged Frog and San Francisco Garter Snake...". The
only construction planned and approved at this time is on proposed Parcel One. Should anyone want to
construct anything on Parcels 3 and 4, a Coastal Development Permit would be required and
presumably the County would require "pre-construction" surveys. As we have previously noted, almost
all, if not the entire San Mateo Coast is habitat for the CRLF as they migrate up to a mile from their
breeding habitat which in in streams and ponds. In light of this fact it would seep that a "preconstruction" survey is required to make sure no species are present while construction is underway. Will
we be required to do another study at that point?
The claim that our property contains wetlands is patently false. Out plan has always been to create
habitat with our man-made spring in order to provide habitat for the species. One of the primary
reason the CRLF survives is that it has found habitat in agricultural ponds developed by ranchers and
farmers.
George Cattermole

10/18/2012
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]

Sent:

Sunday, December 11, 2011 9:27 AM

To:

Nicholas Dreher

Subject:

Fwd: Cattermole San Gregorio Project Addendum

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:

Red

Hello again Nick, I just realized I should clarify the meaning of "man-made spring" - what I am
referring to is a horizontal well in the side of our hill which we understand was dug early last century.
George Cattermole
Begin forwarded message:

From: "Nicholas Dreher" <ndreher@coastal.ca.gov>
Date: December 9, 2011 3:38:19 PM PST
To: "George Cattermole" <georgecattermole@earthlink.net>
Subject: RE: Cattermole San Gregorio Project
Hello Mr. Cattermole,
Thank you for your email. We are taking this seriously, in order to determine whether or not
additional information (biological and agricultural) are needed at this time. I understand the concern
that such endeavors are costly, so I am working to determine whether they are necessary in this
particular case. I will get back to you once I have heard from our biologist. I hope to get back to
you sometime next week, as he will not be back until Monday.
Thank you for your patience and understanding as we work to resolve this matter,

Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
(415) 904-5251
ndreher@coastal.ca.gov
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, December 07, 2011 8:07 AM
To: Nicholas Dreher
Subject: Cattermole San Gregorio Project

Hello Nick,
Regarding the concern you have expressed about the possibility of threatened
species being harmed by our project, I would point out that the County has required us
to "...have a qualified biologist conduct a pre-construction survey for the California RedLegged Frog and San Francisco Garter Snake...". The only construction planned and
approved at this time is on proposed Parcel One. Should anyone want to construct
anything on Parcels 3 and 4, a Coastal Development Permit would be required and
presumably the County would require "pre-construction" surveys. As we have previously
noted, almost all, if not the entire San Mateo Coast is habitat for the CRLF as they migrate
up to a mile from their breeding habitat which in in streams and ponds. In light of this fact

10/18/2012
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it would seep that a "pre-construction" survey is required to make sure no species are
present while construction is underway. Will we be required to do another study at that point?
The claim that our property contains wetlands is patently false. Out plan has always
been to create habitat with our man-made spring in order to provide habitat for the
species. One of the primary reason the CRLF survives is that it has found habitat in
agricultural ponds developed by ranchers and farmers.
George Cattermole

10/18/2012
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Monday, December 12, 2011 7:18 AM
Nicholas Dreher
More information

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Red

12/11/11
Dear Mr. Draher:
The appellants allege, without any supporting data, that “the whole property is a springfed wetland”. This is not the case. When we had perc tests done for parcels #1, 3, and
4, numerous large holes were dug on each of those parcels.
Langley Hill (the company
which performed the tests) indicated on the perc test data sheet for each parcel that
water was found 11 feet down. If you would like copies of these data sheets, we can fax
them to you.
A cursory search of the internet returns results which state that a wetland must contain
all three of the following: wetland hydrology, hydritic soils, and hydrophytic
vegetation. In order to have hydritic soils “the general rule of thumb is that if the
upper 12” of the soil is saturated 12.5% of the growing season, the soil will be
hydritic.”
Turning to our property, water was found 11 feet below ground level. This is a much
greater distance that the 12 inches which would make the soil hydritic. Therefore, the
hydritic soil requirement is not met. Because all three requirements must be met for the
area to be a wetland, the failure to meet this requirement would mean that the property is
NOT a wetland and that there is no need to explore the other requirements.
You have made reference to your need for additional agricultural information. While not
exactly sure what you have in mind we will be glad to provide that information if we can.
Thanks for your attention to these matters.
George Cattermole

1
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Saturday, December 03, 2011 5:16 AM
Nicholas Dreher
letter

Hello Nick - Regarding the letter you mentioned you will be sending - I never asked, but
assumed you would be sending it snail mail - could you also e-mail me the letter?
Thanks, George Cattermole

1
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

George Cattermole [gbcattermole@gmail.com]
Friday, January 13, 2012 5:00 PM
Nicholas Dreher
Re: Appeal Application

Hello Nick,
Thanks for getting back and for your work on this. We hope we can have the hearing in
March and will gladly travel to wherever it is held.
Again, please let us know if there
is anything we can do to facilitate your efforts on this matter.
George Cattermole
On Jan 12, 2012, at 1:41 PM, Nicholas Dreher wrote:
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

Hello Mr. Cattermole,
I received your voicemail message regarding your application. I
apologize for not returning your message until now but I was out the
past two days for personal reasons. Our North Central District is
currently experiencing a restructuring, which has resulted in a new
set of supervisors on my end who have asked to review your application
prior to moving forward. Accordingly, we will not be able to make the
February hearing. I want to assure you we are still actively
analyzing the various appeal issues that have been raised in order to
move this forward as quickly as possible. This application and the
appeal contentions present a number of complicated issues that we need
to properly address. I appreciate your ongoing patience. I can
assure you the current timeframe you have endured is not uncommon
given our staff limitations. I appreciate your frustration with the
amount of time this has taken. I am meeting with my new supervisor
late next week to review your application to get to the bottom of our
concerns, so we can move forward.
Going forward, I ask that all inquiries/concerns you have be made
either by letter to this office or by email to me.
Sincerely,
Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street suite 2000
SF, CA 94105
(415) 904-5251
ndreher@coastal.ca.gov

1
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Monday, February 13, 2012 1:44 PM
Nicholas Dreher
Cattermole Project

Dear Mr. Draher:
First, we would like to provide the following chronology of our interactions with you:
The appeal was filed August 1, 2011. We waved the 45 day requirement in reliance on
your statements that you needed to visit the property (which you did in August), and that
we could expect a hearing in 4 months, if there was no substantial issue, and in 8-9
months, if there was a substantial issue.
In response to our inquiries in Sept. and Oct., you said you were busy with other
matters and staff reorganization.
In late November, you said it was now our turn and that you would be making
decisions on our case in the next week. You expected a hearing no later than March, 2012.
We waited to hear from you all December. We called your office on January 9, 2012
and were surprised to learn that you had gone on vacation without contacting us. You
called back and cited staff reorganization.
We called you on February 8. Again you cited staff reorganization. Again you
stated that decisions on our case would be made the next week.
We would respecfully suggest that the Commission implement a policy requiring that
parties be contacted once every 30 days and provided with an update on their project.
Finally, you have mentioned that you will be demanding additional information. We
think it is important that this additional information not be more burdensome than the
information required of Coastal Commissioner Steve Blank when he constructed his 15,000
sq. ft. house on agricultural land in the middle of CA red-legged frog and SF garter snake
habitat near Anno Nuevo, CA.
Thanks for your attention to these matters,
George and Mary Cattermole

1
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Tuesday, March 06, 2012 8:42 AM
Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
San Gregorio Cattermole project

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Red

Hello Nick - could you please let us know if there has been any progress on our project
and whether or not there is anything we can do to facilitate your work? Any date set for
the hearing?
Thanks, George Cattermole

1
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To Dan Carl
From: George Cattermole
Re: Cattermole San Gregorio Project
Dear Dan Carl:

My wife has written you regarding our proposed project in San Gregorio. I am
following up with this letter which, while it repeats much of the material covered in her
letter, neverthless provides a fuller picture of the history of our project, our reasons for
believing that your staff has not been fair in its teatment of our case, and further
information which we hope you will give a fair hearing.
In the normal course of a Coastal Commission review, and we have been
involved in several of these, one expects the staff to identify issues that need to be
addressed and, if needed, request additional information. Your staff has, until these last
two weeks and only after our hearing was scheduled, refused to communicate and clearly
identify the issues on which we are now told the denial of our project will be based. Our
hope is that we can meet with you as soon as possible and discuss this decision which
challenges our project'scompliance with the Loacal Coastal Plan. As we understand
them, your staff's objections to our project are: species/habitat, agriculture, visual
resources, and the need for local employment, the latter two being raised only in the last
two weeks.

Species/habitat
The appellants have asserted that we have "colonies" of California Redlegged frogs and wetlands on our property - both lies. In early September of 2011,
after mentioning that he had "biological and agricultural concerns" Mr. Dreher told
us repeatedly that he was trying to get your biologist to visit our property. Shonly
thereafter, Mr. Dreher came to our property, took photos and told us that we should
not have a biological report prepared until we heard from him, in writing, what was
required. Mr. Dreyer then received a letter from us on December 12 (See Attachment A)
pointing out that numerous test holes were dug on and around every proposed building
site and that the water table was a minimum of 7 feet down, even in the winter months empirical proof that wetlands are not present. We also explained that we have been
required to have "pre-construction" surveys for the species.
In February, we were told that we should, henceforth, talk to Ms. Cavalieri. Ms.
Cavalieri would tell us nothing for 3 months. We have now (May 2012) been told by
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Mr. Dreher that he showed his photos to your biologist and that the biologist said
they indicate wetlands/habitat may be present on our property. Why were the
photos not shown to the biologist at an earlier date? There are. no wetlands on our
property and we find it difficult to believe the photos would indicate that there are.
Nevertheless, had we known of this concern we could have proven this at a much
earlier date. See correspondence below in Attachment A that show that Mr. Dreher
promises on December 9th to get back to us within a week regarding his attempts
to contact your biologist. On December 12,201I, he again promised to "get back
to us." He finally did - in May,2012. This is unacceptable. (SeeAttachmentA)
We have also informed your staff that we expect to be held to no more
rigorous standards than those employed in your approval of Commissioner Blanks
construction of an approved 15,000 square foot "single family dwelling" on
agricultural land in the middle of known CRLF and San Francisco Snake habitat.

On May12, after telling us that the staff will take the position that nothing be built
is.
on our pAD lot, Ms. Cavalieri indicated that she did not know what a density credit
Our parcel consists of two lots, one zoned commercial and the other PAD. The county
credit
has determined that the pAD has a density credit attached and that that density
allows for a single family house to be built there. Mr. Dreyer indicated that the staffs
"suitable
objection to building on our ag land was based on the fact that the entire lot was
foi agriculture". This is clearly wrong - see LCP and the County of San Mateo's LCP
which conditionally permits single family residence on both PAD land and land suitable
for agriculture. (Sections 5.5b and 5.6b)
While we would rather not push this issue, we would note that it could be claimed
that there has been a violation of LCP, section 5.2by the County of San Mateo in
declaring 6 acres of our property PAD. As this zoning and LCP were approved by the
Coastal Commission, the Commission, as well, may have violated the LCP- .
LCp section 5.2 provides that a "parcel" containing prime soils should be
word
designated pAD unless that "parcel" is in the rural service center. Note that the
.,parcel", not portion of parcel or half of parcel. The clear meaning being that the
ur.Ji,
"parcel" is either in the PAD or in the rural service center, but not both'

*5.2

Designation of Prime Agricultural Lands
Designate any parcel which contains prime agricultural lands as Agriculture on the
Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan Map, subject to the following exceptions: State
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Park lands existing as of the date of Local Coastal Program certification, urban areas'
rural semice centers, and solid waste disposal sites necessary for the health, safety, and
welfare of the County. (emphasis ours)
Our parcel contains the San Gregorio General Store which has been the focal point of
commercial activity in San Gregorio since 1889. Therefore, none of our parcel should
have been designated PAD, because it is in the rural service center. It may not need to be
zoned commercial. It could be zoned residential. But, it should not have been zoned
pAD. Should this be shown to be the case it is very likely that far more development
would be permitted on our "agricultural" parcel.

Visual resources
We were told a week ago that our construction of the two 2O00 sq. ft. single story
houses proposed on commercial property in the rural service center will be denied
because of visual resources. This was the first time that anyone had ever mentioned this
issue to us. Our proposed houses are single story and there will be no problem screening
them as there are only a couple of places where they can be seen from Stage Road and
Highway 84. It is not clear how the scenic view protections interact with the urban/rural
service center designation of our property. Do you really expect all development in the
urban area to be invisible for the road? Again, should this be the case we are confident

that trees can hide our proposed one-story residences.

The other last minute objection was raised in our telephone conversation with Ms.
Cavalieri on April 9. She objected to the construction of residential units on our
commercially zoned property. Under the LCP, this residential construction is allowed to
"meet the needs for local employment." As stated in our letter the Supervisors dated
April 29,2011, we are applying to construct these residential units so that our children
can assist us in the running of the San Gregorio General Store. One of the residences may
be used by us, as our current residence at7625 Stage Rd. is 100 years old and has been
declared a"tear down" after a termite report.
We do not know what you envision as a better use of our property than the residences we
propose. There are many vacant office buildings in HMB. A restaurant or hotel would
have far more environmental impacrts than the houses we are proposing.
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As the major employer in San Gregorio, we believe that our statement that
residential housing is needed should be sufficient to satisfy the terms of the LCP. We
would like to point out that the delay in construction of these residential units caused by
the appeal to the Coastal Commission is causing extreme stress on our business as we do
not have the support that we need to keep it running. Therefore, your expeditious
handling of this matter would be helpful in meeting the needs of local employers
The County has required that we either return our barn to it's original condition or
have it qualify for farm labor housing, We have investigated the feasibility of converting
the structure to farm labor housing and determined that we cannot afford it. Currently a
farmworker who works for our neighbor DominiqueMuzzzi and us and an employee in
our store and his family reside in the barn. Where will they live? Ms. Cavalieri
mentioned the apartment above our store as existing housing for our manager and indeed,
when we move our employee out of our barn he will reside there. Our other four
employees do not live in San Gregorio, nor does the Post Office employee. We are a
rural service center which provides our local community with services including a store
offering general merchandise, , bathrooms. free music, a space for public meetings,
recycling, organic produce, and a post office. These services are also available to the
general public and without that customer base our business could not survive. To repeat,
we want to build housing for our two children who have expressed a desire to live near us
and help us run our business. This is our way of "meeting the needs of local
employment" and you should support us in this effort rather than basing your rejection of
our plans on your totally unfounded estimates of how many workers we need to run our
business and the employment needs of local agricultural concerns.
We would add that farmers owning and living on their land have more incentive to
care for and work it than those who are tenants and that living and working in the same
place reduces the carbon footprint.

Again, we hope we can meet with you as soon as possible in order to explain our
project and make any modifications needed to get your staff's approval.
Sincerely,
George Cattermole
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Attachment A

I

From: George Cattermole

tmailto:georgec*t

Sent: Wednesday, December 07, 20118:07
To: Nicholas Dreher
Subject: Cattermole San Gregorio Project

l

AM

Hello Nick,
Regarding the concern you have expressed about the
possibitity of threatened species being harmed by our proiect, I
would point out that the County has required us to "...have a
quatified biologist conduct a pre-construction survey for the
Califurnia Red-Legged Frog and San Francisco Garter Snake..." .
The only construction planned and approved at this time is on
proposed Parcel One. Should anyone want to construct anything
on Parcels 3 and 4, a Coastal Development Permit would be
required and presumably the County would require "preconstruction" surveys. As we have previously noted, almost all, if
not the entire San Mateo Coasl is habitat for the CRLF as they
migrate up to a mile fro* their breeding habitat which in in streams
and ponds. In light of this fact it would seep that a "preconstruction" Survey is required to make Sure no Species are
present while construction is anderway. Will we be required to do
another study at that Point?
The claim that our property contains wetlands is patently
false. Out plan has always been to create habitat with our mQnmade spring in order to provide habitat for the species. One of the
primary reason the CRLF survives is that it has found habitat in
agricultural ponds developed by ranchers and farmers.
George Cattermole

On Dec 9, Mr. Dreher resPonded:
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Hello Mr. Cattermole,
Thankyoufor your email. We are taking this seriously, in order to determine
whether or not additional information (biological and agricultural) are needed at
this time. I understand the concern thnt such endeavors are costly, so I am
working to determine whether they are necessary in this particular case. I will get
back to you once I have heard from our biologist. I hope to get back to you
sometime next week, as he will not be back until Monday.
Thank you for your patience and understanding as we work to resolve this matter,

Nicholas B. Dreher
And on December 12,2012:
Thank you for this Mr. Cattermole. I am doing my best to work with our
other staff to address your concerns. I will contact you when our
Biology staff has had an opportunity to get back to me.

Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
C alifu rnia C o a s tal C ommi s s ion

Attachment B
From : George Cattermole lmai lto :georgecattermole @ earthlink. net]

Sent: Monday, December 12,20'11 7:18 AM
To: Nicholas Dreher
Subject: More information
Dear Mr. Dreher:
The appellants allege, without any supporting data, that "the whole
property is a spring-fed wetland". This is not the case. When we had
perc tests done for parcels #1,3, and 4, numerous large holes were dug
on each of those parcels. Langley Hill (the company which performed
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the tests) indicated on the perc test data sheet for each parcel that
water was found 11 feet down. lf you would like copies of these data
sheets, we can fax them to you.
A cursory search of the internet returns results which state that a
wetland must contain all three of the following: wetland hydrology,
hydritic soils, and hydrophytic vegetation. ln order to have hydritic
soils "the general rule of thumb is that if the upper 12" ol the soil is
saturated '12.5/" of the growing season, the soil will be hydritic."

Turning to our property, water was found 11 feet below ground level.
This is a much greater distance that the 12 inches which would make the
soil hydritic. Therefore, the hydritic soil requirement is not met.
Because all three requirements must be met for the area to be a wetland,
the failure to meet this requirement would mean that the property is Nor
a wetland and that there is no need to explore the other requirements.
You have made reference to your need for additional agricultural
information. while not exactly sure what you have in mind we will be
glad to provide that information if we can.

Thanks for your attention to these matters.
George Cattermole
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Dreher, Nicholas@Goastal
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:
Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal
Friday, May 11,2012 3:00 PM
Dreher, N icholas@Coastal
FW: Cattermole project
Follow up
Red

- -- - -original Message-- - - From: Ce-rge Cattermole [maitto: georgecatLermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, MaY 04, 20!2 l-0:48 AM

To: Cavafieri, Madel-ine@Coastal
Subject: Cattermole Project
Dear Ms. Cavaferi:

The LCp section below provides that a "parcel" containing prime soils should be designated
pAD unless that ,,parce-l,, is in the rural- service cenLer. Note that the word used is
.'parcel,,, not porlio.r of parcel or hal-f of parcel. The clear meaning being that the
..iarcel,, is eilher in the PAD or in the ruraL service cenLer, but not both' The parcel
cannoL be split in ha1f, or quarLers, etc.

*5.2 Designation of Prime Agriculturaf Lands
Designate any parcel which contains prime agriculLuraf lands as Agricul-ture on the Local
CoasLaI program Land Use Plan Map, subjecL to the following excepLions: State Park lands
existing as of Lhe date of Locaf Coasti] Program certification, urban areas, rural service
centersl and solid waste disposal sites necessary for the health, safety, and welfare of

the County.
contains the San Gregorio Generaf Store which has been the focal- point of Lhe
Our parcel
-Gregorio
the rural service center since 1889. Therefore, it is our position that none
san
of our iarcet should have been designated PAD, because it is in the rural service center.
It does not have to be zoned commercial. ft could be zoned residential. But, it should
not be zoned PAD.
Could someone please explain why 5 acres of our parcel- is zoned PAD in what appears to be
to be a vioLation of Lhe LCP?
George and Mary Cattermole
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

Mary Cattermole [joeycatt@gmail.com]

Sent:

Monday, May 14, 2012 4:15 PM

To:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal; Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Carl, Dan@Coastal

Subject: letter from Cattermole
May 13, 2012
Re: Cattermole project
Location: Corner of Stage Rd & Highway 84, San Gregorio, CA
Dear Mr. Carl,:
We are concerned that your staff, Mr. Dreher and Ms. Cavalieri, are acting in an unprofessional and improper manner in the
handling of our project.
Our project consists of the subdivision of 12 acres into 4 parcels and the construction of 2 residences:
parcel #1: 2 new 2,000 sq. ft. residences on commercially zoned land within the urban boundary,
parcel #2: the existing San Gregorio General Store and one existing residence within the urban boundary. We are
the owners of the store and reside in this residence.
parcel #3: 6 acres of PAD (agricultural) zoned land with no development proposed outside the urban boundary
parcel #4: one acre of commercailly zoned land within the urban boundary with no development proposed
On May 7, 2012, Mr. Dreher stated that the staff would issue a report on May 25 recommending the denial of our entire
project. A hearing would be held in mid June.
SENSITIVE HABITAT
In December, 2011, Mr. Dreher told us that we should not have a biological report prepared until we heard from him
what was required. (See email below) We never heard from him.
In February, 2012, after we pointed out that Coastal Commissioner Blank had prepared his own habitat survey when
applying for his 15,000 sq. ft. residence, we were told that, henceforth, we should talk to Ms. Cavalieri. Ms. Cavalieri would
tell us nothing for 3 months.
On May 7, 2012, Mr. Dreher said that we had failed to prove that our property was not a wetland or endangered species
habitat. This same Mr. Dreher had told us not to do a study.
Our property is not a wetland. All the parcels have passed perc tests.
Our property is not CA red-legged frog(CRLF) breeding habitat. Breeding habitat requires a stream or pond that holds water
from March-September. It is obvious to the naked eye that we do not have a stream or such a pond.
Frogs spend 70-80% of their time in their breeding habitat, but can travel up to two miles when foraging. See federal ruling on
CRLF available online.
The County required that we have a biologist survey for foraging frogs before construction.
VISUAL RESOURCES
On May 7, 2012, Mr. Dreher stated that the two 2,000 sq. ft. single story residences within the urban boundary would be
denied because they could be seen from Stage Rd.
It is not clear how the scenic view protections interact with the urban/rural service center designation of our property. Do you
really expect all development in the urban area to be invisible from the road? If so, we are confident that trees can
screen our proposed single story residences.
HOUSING FOR LOCAL EMPLOYMENT
On May 11, 2012, Ms. Cavalieri stated that our project would be denied because the Local Coastal Plan allowed residences
on commercial property only where necessary for local employment. We had not shown that the residences were needed for
“local” employees.
As private individuals, it is not our job to be assessing or proving the housing needs of citizens, local or otherwise.
The County of San Mateo (the entity properly charged with assessing housing needs), by approving our development, found
that the residences were needed.
As we have previously stated, one proposed residence is for our son to help us run the General Store. The other is for us, as
our current 90 year old residence has been declared a teardown by the termite inspector.
PAD PARCEL
Finally, Ms. Cavalieri stated that they did not want development on the PAD zoned parcel. We pointed out that the PAD

10/18/2012
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acreage had one density credit so that one residence could be built on it whether or not it was placed on a separate parcel.
Ms. Cavalieri said that she did not know what a density credit was. Is it possible that people who do not understand
the basic zoning of our property are making decisions about our project?
George and Mary Cattermole
12/9/11
Hello Mr. Cattermole,
Thank you for you email. We are taking this seriously, in order to determine whether or not additional information (biological
and agricultural) are needed at this time. I understand the concern that such endeavors are costly, so I am working to
determine whether they are necessary in this particular case. I will get back to you once I have heard from our biologist. I
hope to get back to you sometime next week, as he will not be back until Monday.
Thank you for your patience and understanding as we work to resolve this matter,
Nicholas B. Dreher

10/18/2012
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]

Sent:

Wednesday, May 16, 2012 3:15 PM

To:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal; Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal

Subject:

Fwd: Cattermole Project in San Gregorio

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:

Red

Begin forwarded message:

From: George Cattermole <georgecattermole@earthlink.net>
Date: May 15, 2012 9:09:11 AM PDT
To: dan.carl@coastal.ca.gov
Subject: Cattermole Project in San Gregorio
To Dan Carl
From: George Cattermole
Re: Cattermole San Gregorio Project
Dear Dan Carl:
My wife has written you regarding our proposed project in San Gregorio. I am following up with this
letter which, while it repeats much of the material covered in her letter, neverthless provides a fuller
picture of the history of our project, our reasons for believing that your staff has not been fair in its
teatment of our case, and further information which we hope you will give a fair hearing.
In the normal course of a Coastal Commission review, and we have been involved in several of these, one
expects the staff to identify issues that need to be addressed and, if needed, request additional information.
Your staff has, until these last two weeks and only after our hearing was scheduled, refused to
communicate and clearly identify the issues on which we are now told the denial of our project will be
based. Our hope is that we can meet with you as soon as possible and discuss this decision which
challenges our project’scompliance with the Loacal Coastal Plan. As we understand them, your staff’s
objections to our project are: species/habitat, agriculture, visual resources, and the need for local
employment, the latter two being raised only in the last two weeks.

Species/habitat
The appellants have asserted that we have “colonies” of California Red-legged frogs and wetlands on our
property - both lies. In early September of 2011, after mentioning that he had “biological and agricultural
concerns” Mr. Dreher told us repeatedly that he was trying to get your biologist to visit our property.
Shortly thereafter, Mr. Dreher came to our property, took photos and told us that we should not have a
biological report prepared until we heard from him, in writing, what was required. Mr. Dreyer then
received a letter from us on December 12 (See Attachment A) pointing out that numerous test holes were
dug on and around every proposed building site and that the water table was a minimum of 7 feet down,
even in the winter months - empirical proof that wetlands are not present. We also explained that we have
been required to have “pre-construction” surveys for the species.
In February, we were told that we should, henceforth, talk to Ms. Cavalieri. Ms. Cavalieri would tell us nothing
for 3 months. We have now (May 2012) been told by Mr. Dreher that he showed his photos to your

biologist and that the biologist said they indicate wetlands/habitat may be present on our property.
Why were the photos not shown to the biologist at an earlier date? There are no wetlands on our
property and we find it difficult to believe the photos would indicate that there are. Nevertheless,
had we known of this concern we could have proven this at a much earlier date. See
correspondence below in Attachment A that show that Mr. Dreher promises on December 9th to
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get back to us within a week regarding his attempts to contact your biologist. On December 12,
2011, he again promised to “get back to us.” He finally did - in May, 2012. This is unacceptable.
(See Attachment A)
We have also informed your staff that we expect to be held to no more rigorous standards than
those employed in your approval of Commissioner Blanks construction of an approved 15,000
square foot “single family dwelling” on agricultural land in the middle of known CRLF and San
Francisco Snake habitat.

Agricultural resources
On May12, after telling us that the staff will take the position that nothing be built on our PAD lot, Ms.
Cavalieri indicated that she did not know what a density credit is. Our parcel consists of two lots, one zoned
commercial and the other PAD. The county has determined that the PAD has a density credit attached
and that that density credit allows for a single family house to be built there. Mr. Dreyer indicated that the
staffs objection to building on our ag land was based on the fact that the entire lot was “suitable for
agriculture”. This is clearly wrong - see LCP and the County of San Mateo’s LCP which conditionally
permits single family residence on both PAD land and land suitable for agriculture. (Sections 5.5b and
5.6b)
While we would rather not push this issue, we would note that it could be claimed that there has been a
violation of LCP, section 5.2 by the County of San Mateo in declaring 6 acres of our property PAD. As this
zoning and LCP were approved by the Coastal Commission, the Commission, as well, may have violated
the LCP. .
LCP section 5.2 provides that a “parcel” containing prime soils should be designated PAD unless
that “parcel” is in the rural service center. Note that the word used is “parcel”, not portion of parcel or
half of parcel. The clear meaning being that the “parcel” is either in the PAD or in the rural service center,
but not both.
*5.2 Designation of Prime Agricultural Lands
Designate any parcel which contains prime agricultural lands as Agriculture on the Local Coastal Program
Land Use Plan Map, subject to the following exceptions: State Park lands existing as of the date of Local
Coastal Program certification, urban areas, rural service centers, and solid waste disposal sites necessary for
the health, safety, and welfare of the County. (emphasis ours)
Our parcel contains the San Gregorio General Store which has been the focal point of commercial activity
in San Gregorio since 1889. Therefore, none of our parcel should have been designated PAD, because it is
in the rural service center. It may not need to be zoned commercial. It could be zoned residential. But, it
should not have been zoned PAD. Should this be shown to be the case it is very likely that far more
development would be permitted on our “agricultural” parcel.

Visual resources
We were told a week ago that our construction of the two 2,000 sq. ft. single story houses proposed on
commercial property in the rural service center will be denied because of visual resources. This was the
first time that anyone had ever mentioned this issue to us. Our proposed houses are single story and there
will be no problem screening them as there are only a couple of places where they can be seen from Stage
Road and Highway 84. It is not clear how the scenic view protections interact with the urban/rural service
center designation of our property. Do you really expect all development in the urban area to be invisible
for the road? Again, should this be the case we are confident that trees can hide our proposed one-story
residences.

Local employment
The other last minute objection was raised in our telephone conversation with Ms. Cavalieri on April 9.
She objected to the construction of residential units on our commercially zoned property. Under the LCP,
this residential construction is allowed to “meet the needs for local employment.” As stated in our letter
the Supervisors dated April 29, 2011, we are applying to construct these residential units so that our
children can assist us in the running of the San Gregorio General Store. One of the residences may be used
by us, as our current residence at 7625 Stage Rd. is 100 years old and has been declared a “tear down”
after a termite report.
We do not know what you envision as a better use of our property than the residences we propose. There
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are many vacant office buildings in HMB. A restaurant or hotel would have far more environmental
impacrts than the houses we are proposing.
As the major employer in San Gregorio, we believe that our statement that residential housing is needed
should be sufficient to satisfy the terms of the LCP. We would like to point out that the delay in
construction of these residential units caused by the appeal to the Coastal Commission is causing extreme
stress on our business as we do not have the support that we need to keep it running. Therefore, your
expeditious handling of this matter would be helpful in meeting the needs of local employers
The County has required that we either return our barn to it’s original condition or have it qualify for
farm labor housing, We have investigated the feasibility of converting the structure to farm labor housing
and determined that we cannot afford it. Currently a farmworker who works for our neighbor Dominique
Muzzzi and us and an employee in our store and his family reside in the barn. Where will they live? Ms.
Cavalieri mentioned the apartment above our store as existing housing for our manager and indeed, when
we move our employee out of our barn he will reside there. Our other four employees do not live in San
Gregorio, nor does the Post Office employee. We are a rural service center which provides our local
community with services including a store offering general merchandise, , bathrooms. free music, a space
for public meetings, recycling, organic produce, and a post office. These services are also available to the
general public and without that customer base our business could not survive. To repeat, we want to build
housing for our two children who have expressed a desire to live near us and help us run our business.
This is our way of “meeting the needs of local employment” and you should support us in this effort rather
than basing your rejection of our plans on your totally unfounded estimates of how many workers we need
to run our business and the employment needs of local agricultural concerns.
We would add that farmers owning and living on their land have more incentive to care for and work it
than those who are tenants and that living and working in the same place reduces the carbon footprint.
Again, we hope we can meet with you as soon as possible in order to explain our project and make any
modifications needed to get your staff’s approval.
Sincerely,
George Cattermole

Attachment A
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, December 07, 2011 8:07 AM
To: Nicholas Dreher
Subject: Cattermole San Gregorio Project

Hello Nick,
Regarding the concern you have expressed about the possibility of threatened
species being harmed by our project, I would point out that the County has required
us to "...have a qualified biologist conduct a pre-construction survey for the
California Red-Legged Frog and San Francisco Garter Snake...". The only
construction planned and approved at this time is on proposed Parcel One. Should
anyone want to construct anything on Parcels 3 and 4, a Coastal Development
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Permit would be required and presumably the County would require "preconstruction" surveys. As we have previously noted, almost all, if not the entire San
Mateo Coast is habitat for the CRLF as they migrate up to a mile from their
breeding habitat which in in streams and ponds. In light of this fact it would seep
that a "pre-construction" survey is required to make sure no species are
present while construction is underway. Will we be required to do another study at that
point?
The claim that our property contains wetlands is patently false. Out plan has
always been to create habitat with our man-made spring in order to provide habitat
for the species. One of the primary reason the CRLF survives is that it has found
habitat in agricultural ponds developed by ranchers and farmers.
George Cattermole

On Dec 9, Mr. Dreher responded:
Hello Mr. Cattermole,
Thank you for your email. We are taking this seriously, in order to determine whether or not
additional information (biological and agricultural) are needed at this time. I understand the concern
that such endeavors are costly, so I am working to determine whether they are necessary in this
particular case. I will get back to you once I have heard from our biologist. I hope to get back to you
sometime next week, as he will not be back until Monday.
Thank you for your patience and understanding as we work to resolve this matter,

Nicholas B. Dreher
And on December 12, 2012:
Thank you for this Mr. Cattermole. I am doing my best to work with our
other staff to address your concerns. I will contact you when our
Biology staff has had an opportunity to get back to me.
Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission

Attachment B
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, December 12, 2011 7:18 AM
To: Nicholas Dreher
Subject: More information
Dear Mr. Dreher:
The appellants allege, without any supporting data, that "the whole
property is a spring-fed wetland". This is not the case. When we had
perc tests done for parcels #1, 3, and 4, numerous large holes were dug
on each of those parcels. Langley Hill (the company which performed
the tests) indicated on the perc test data sheet for each parcel that
water was found 11 feet down. If you would like copies of these data
sheets, we can fax them to you.
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A cursory search of the internet returns results which state that a
wetland must contain all three of the following: wetland hydrology,
hydritic soils, and hydrophytic vegetation. In order to have hydritic
soils "the general rule of thumb is that if the upper 12" of the soil is
saturated 12.5% of the growing season, the soil will be hydritic."
Turning to our property, water was found 11 feet below ground level.
This is a much greater distance that the 12 inches which would make the
soil hydritic. Therefore, the hydritic soil requirement is not met.
Because all three requirements must be met for the area to be a wetland,
the failure to meet this requirement would mean that the property is NOT
a wetland and that there is no need to explore the other requirements.
You have made reference to your need for additional agricultural
information. While not exactly sure what you have in mind we will be
glad to provide that information if we can.
Thanks for your attention to these matters.
George Cattermole
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]

Sent:

Thursday, May 17, 2012 7:20 PM

To:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

Subject: Fwd: Cattermole Project in San Gregorio

Hello Nick - Please see below - May 30th is good for us. Thanks, George Cattermole
Begin forwarded message:

From: "Carl, Dan@Coastal" <Dan.Carl@coastal.ca.gov>
Date: May 17, 2012 6:11:05 PM PDT
To: <georgecattermole@earthlink.net>, <joeycatt@gmail.com>
Cc: "Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal"
<Nicholas.Dreher@coastal.ca.gov>, "Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal"
<Madeline.Cavalieri@coastal.ca.gov>
Subject: Cattermole Project in San Gregorio
Mr. and Mrs. Cattermole:
I have been out of the office all week, but returned today and received your three emails
regarding your project. I can appreciate your frustration, and want to make sure we have an
opportunity to discuss your concerns, including with the process and the substantive issues,
before finaling our report and taking this to a hearing. For me that means taking a step back
and setting up a time when we can all be in a room together and walk through the LCP
policies as they apply to your project. Because of our internal deadline for reports (i.e., we
are finaling and distributing reports for the June hearing over the next week), that means
that your project will need to be set for a hearing at a later date. Please coordinate with
Nick to set up a meeting. For me, I currently have openings May 30th and the week of June
4th. I hope one of those time periods is convenient for you, and look forward to discussing
all of this together. Thank you.
Dan
________________________
Dan Carl

District Director
Central Coast and North Central Coast Districts
California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
P: 831-427-4863
F: 831-427-4877
dcarl@coastal.ca.gov
www.coastal.ca.gov
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]

Sent:

Thursday, May 17, 2012 7:23 PM

To:

Carl, Dan@Coastal

Cc:

joeycatt@gmail.com; Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal; Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal

Subject: Re: Cattermole Project in San Gregorio

Hello Dan Carl - thanks for getting back to us. I have forwarded this to Nick - May the 30th is good for
us. Looking forward to discussing our project with you. George Cattermole
On May 17, 2012, at 6:11 PM, Carl, Dan@Coastal wrote:
Mr. and Mrs. Cattermole:
I have been out of the office all week, but returned today and received your three emails
regarding your project. I can appreciate your frustration, and want to make sure we have an
opportunity to discuss your concerns, including with the process and the substantive issues,
before finaling our report and taking this to a hearing. For me that means taking a step back
and setting up a time when we can all be in a room together and walk through the LCP
policies as they apply to your project. Because of our internal deadline for reports (i.e., we
are finaling and distributing reports for the June hearing over the next week), that means
that your project will need to be set for a hearing at a later date. Please coordinate with
Nick to set up a meeting. For me, I currently have openings May 30th and the week of June
4th. I hope one of those time periods is convenient for you, and look forward to discussing
all of this together. Thank you.
Dan
________________________
Dan Carl

District Director
Central Coast and North Central Coast Districts
California Coastal Commission
725 Front Street, Suite 300
Santa Cruz, CA 95060
P: 831-427-4863
F: 831-427-4877
dcarl@coastal.ca.gov
www.coastal.ca.gov
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]

Sent:

Friday, May 18, 2012 4:53 PM

To:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

Subject: Re: Meeting to discuss Appeal A-2-SMC-11-032 (Cattermole)

Thanks - will attend - just say where and whether or not you would like us to bring anything to the
meeting. George Cattermole
On May 18, 2012, at 4:43 PM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:

<meeting.ics>
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Monday, May 21, 2012 5:42 AM
Carl, Dan@Coastal; Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal; Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal
Cattermole Project

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Red

Hello CC members,
If the place for our meeting remains TBD, I would suggest we meet here, on the Project
site - either in our home or the store office (private). That would make it possible for
all of you to see what we want to do (a walking tour would take no longer than 15 minutes)
and still give us time to talk about our plans. We look forward to learning about your
concerns and finding ways to address them.
George Cattermole, San Gregorio
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

Mary Cattermole [joeycatt@gmail.com]

Sent:

Monday, May 21, 2012 3:36 PM

To:

Carl, Dan@Coastal; Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

Subject:

Cattermole project

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:

Red

Dear Coastal Commssion staff:
Ms. Cavalieri’s interpretation of the LCP placing the duty on us to show that our proposed residential construction was
necessary for local employees has caused me a great deal of stress.
In a letter to the SM Co. Supervisors (of which you have a copy) we had stated that the proposed residences were to be for
our children to come and help us with the store as we enterred retirement.
In April, 2012, I emailed Ms. Cavalieri that as the main employer in San Gregorio, our statement that housing was needed
should be sufficient to address the issue.
None of this was enough for her. On May 11, 2012 she told us that our entire project would be denied because we had failed
to show that the residences were needed for local employees.
My first reaction was to try, again, to satisfy her demands with an account of the number of employees in San Gregorio and
their living situations, as well as an account of my family, its employment and living situation. However, I found this
increasingly painful and realized that she was invading my privacy, the privacy of our employees and the privacy of others
working in San Gregorio.
Finally, it occured to me, that I should not be put in this situation at all because proving housing needs was not my job.
If you have ever been robbed or, otherwise had your privacy invaded, you will know how hurt and angry it can make you. It is
particularly bad when the invasion is demanded by a person in a position of authority.
Mary Cattermole
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

Mary Cattermole [joeycatt@gmail.com]

Sent:

Tuesday, May 22, 2012 11:05 AM

To:

Carl, Dan@Coastal; Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

Subject: Cattermole project

Dear Coastal Commission staff:
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

We believe that the portion of Section 1.12 of the LCP which restricts residential development to that which meets “housing
needs which are generated by local employment” is unconstitutional or so vague as to be unenforceable.
What is the legitimate government purpose served by restricting residential development in this fashion? What about the
housing needs generated by the unemployed, the retired, or those not locally employed? Why are they discriminated against?
In addition, what does “local” mean? San Gregorio is in the unincorporated area of San Mateo County. What are its
boundaries?
Finally, who is to determine if housing is needed and on what basis.
We request that you obtain an opinion from your attorneys as to the legality of this provision.
DENSITY CREDIT ON PAD
We believe that a portion of our real property was zoned PAD in violation of the LCP sections 5.2 and 5.4 (See our earlier
email on this topic). We have not heard back from you with respect to this issue.
Even if the property was validly zoned PAD, we believe that it has one density credit (allowing the construction of one
residence) pursuant to LCP Table 1.3 “All legal parcels shall accumulate at least one density credit.”
We have been advised by the County that the PAD property has one density credit even if it is not placed on a separate
parcel. The County, in approving the subdivision, found that the PAD property had one density credit.
The LCP, section 5.7 allows construction of residences on prime agricultural land if “no alternative site exists for the use”,
there is a buffer zone between agricultural and non agricultural uses and “the productivity of any adjacent agricultural land will
not be diminished”. Therefore, we believe that one residence could be constructed on the PAD land whether or not it is placed
on its own parcel.
We believe that by our proposed subdivision we are helping to clear up zoning irregularities in San Mateo County and past
mistakes in zoning that have been made.
If you have a reason for opposing this portion of our project, please let us know why.
Should we ask the County of San Mateo to explain why our property was incorrectly zoned PAD or is this question more
properly addressed to you at this point?

George and Mary Cattermole
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Thursday, May 24, 2012 5:49 PM
Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Re: Cattermole Project

See you then and there . George
On May 24, 2012, at 4:15 PM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

Hello Mr. Cattermole,
We will see you at 10am on May 30th at the General Store on your
property, located at the intersection of Stage Road and La Honda Road.
Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
(415) 904-5251
nicholas.dreher@coastal.ca.gov
-----Original Message----From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2012 5:42 AM
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal; Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal; Cavalieri,
Madeline@Coastal
Subject: Cattermole Project
Hello CC members,
If the place for our meeting remains TBD, I would suggest we meet
here, on the Project site - either in our home or the store office (private).
That would make it possible for all of you to see what we want to do
(a walking tour would take no longer than 15 minutes) and still give
us time to talk about our plans. We look forward to learning about your
concerns and finding ways to address them.
George Cattermole, San
Gregorio
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]

Sent:

Monday, June 04, 2012 3:17 PM

To:

Carl, Dan@Coastal; Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

Subject:

Cattermole Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status:

Red

June 1, 2012
Dear Coastal Commission Staff:
While we understand that we agreed that “the ball was in your court” at the end of our meeting here on May 30th, we want to
be sure we are on the same page regarding the issues that concern you so that we can address them. Because there were
four or us and three of you and we often spoke to one another separately, we gathered our collective responses to what we
perceived were your collective concerns and spelled them out below. Should there remain any issues you have not raised so
far, please let us know.
ISSUE ONE: LOCAL EMPLOYMENT
As we pointed out, we are proposing a project that will potentially provide four moderately priced homes, two of which are
specifically intended for our children to live in a help us run our business. Of our 6 employees, only one resides in San
Gregorio and the postal clerk resides in El Granada.
ISSUE TWO: VISUAL RESOURCES
8.5b. 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.
We do not believe that this section applies to commercial property inside the urban/rural boundary. If it does, then our project
should be governed by the second sentence, not the first, as our entire property is cradled on two sides by scenic roads.
ISSUE THREE: SUBDIVISION
By subdividing our property, we actually make the building envelopes on the property smaller, because of septic and fire
setback requirements (leach lines must be 50’ from property lines and CA fire requires buildings to be 30’ from property lines).
If Parcel 4 it is not separated from Parcel 3, the building envelope on Parcel 4 becomes larger. See diagram A (sent by mail).
If Parcel 1 is not separated from Parcel 2, the building envelope on Parcel 1 becomes larger. See diagram B (sent by mail).
Keeping the building envelopes small by subdivision of the property, increases the probability that residences will
be built as opposed to other projects which would have a greater negative impact on agriculture. Examples:
ALTERNATIVE PROJECTS WITHOUT SUBDIVISION
1) Challenge validity of PAD zoning under LCP 5.2. The County of San Mateo has stated that there is nowhere else in the
rural services centers where the PAD zoning designation was placed on a portion of a parcel. Request zoning changed to
allow for construction of low income housing or of a hotel on Parcels 3 and 4.
2) Faux Chateau with wine tasting and parking lot: A large wine tasting structure on Parcel 1 with gardens for picnicking.
Parcel 4 used as parking lot. Parcel 3 used as agricultural amusement park or as 15,000 sq. ft. owner’s residence.
3) Microbrewery and parking lot: same as above
1.

Hotel on Parcel 1: elimination of lot line between Parcel 1 and 2 allows more room for septic leach fields, but a hotel
would put heavy burden on drainage area. Probably need Parcel 4 for parking lot or take down current residence on
Stage Rd. for parking lot.

1.

Recycling center or gas station on Parcel 4.
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ISSUE FOUR: AGRICULTURE
Our PAD property is approximately 6 acres. The north side is a steep hill. Cypress and redwood trees line the north and
south sides and part of the east side. Large eucalyptus trees line the west side. There is currently a 2,000 sq. ft. barn
structure. Therefore, only about 3 acres of land is actually available for agricultural production. There is no surface water
supply or storage capability.
Due to the lack of water, there are only two possible agricultural uses grazing and dry farming. In summary, neither
of these is economically feasible on such small acreage.
In the 1980s we had cattle on the property. However, due to the small size of the acreage, the cattle had to be brought in
from the outside and loaded and removed each winter. We did not have the trucks, trailers and loading structures necessary
to carry this out and were dependent on neighbors. After a few skittish cattle broke through the fences and caused an
accident on Highway 1 with a cement truck, we stopped cattle grazing.
In the 1980s we raised pumpkins one year and peas another. We were dependent on a neighbor for the planting and
harvesting of these crops and ended up loosing money.
The property is not large enough to justify the expenditure on equipment and labor necessary to carry out grazing or
dry farming.
There has been no agriculture on the land for about 25 years. For 20 years a stage existed (now torn down) where musical
concerts were held each year to raise money for environmental causes.
ISSUE FIVE: SPECIES HABITAT AND WETLANDS
Contrary to what appellants claim, our entire property is not a wetland and we do not have colonies of red-legged frogs on our
property. We request that you let us know what information you need from us as soon as possible.
ISSUE SIX: EXISTENCE OF AND RIGHT TO USE DENSITY CREDIT ON AGRICULTURAL PARCEL.
The county has determined we own a density credit and that we may use it on our ag. parcel. Ms. Cavalieri indicated that we
could use to build a house on our commercial parcel, apparently not understanding that we do not need a density credit to do
this. We consider any effort to take our density credit or forbid us using it on our ag parcel to be a “taking”. We
therefore need to know your position on this issue as soon as possible.
CONCLUSION
We understand that you are concerned with protecting the PAD property. However, because this parcel does not
have a surface water source, it is simply too small to be economically viable for agricultural use unless an owner of
the property lived on-site and was willing to undertake it.
We believe that one residence on Parcel 3 and one residence on Parcel 4 would have the least environmental impact
of feasible alternatives and would be consistent with the surrounding neighborhood.
George and Mary Cattermole
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

Sent:

Tuesday, June 26, 2012 8:48 AM

To:

George Cattermole

Subject: RE: Coastal Commission June 12 telephone conversation
Thank you Mr. Cattermole. As I said previously, at this point, we will reach out to you if we determine a need for
additional information or feel it is appropriate to discuss particular components of the project with you further, or
when we get closer to a realistic hearing date. We are evaluating and working toward responding to the
questions raised during our in person meeting. Thank you for your continued patience,

Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
(415) 904-5251
nicholas.dreher@coastal.ca.gov
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2012 10:59 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Coastal Commission June 12 telephone conversation

Hello Nick,
Thanks for getting back to us. Our hope is that we can work together toward a recommendation of
approval for the Commissioners. I realize that in our correspondence so far we have not mentioned the
proposal we made when you came to visit which is that we would be willing to restrict the size and
location of the single family house on our ag land. Also, I am not clear about your position on
applicable LCP's section on views. In our June 12 telephone conversation you said that not all of our
property was visible from scenic highways and mentioned the trees covering the northern boundary of
our property. Section 8.5b assumes that the property is visible or not visible due to natural land forms, ie. hills and valleys, not
vegetation or trees which are removable. It states: 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. Our property is entirely visible from Stage Rd. and Highway 84. Therefore, this second
sentence of 8.5b applies, not the first. We believe the building sites we have proposed on our commercial lot minimize visibility from
hiway 84 and Stage Road and have expressed our willingness to have your staff determine where the building site can be located on the ag
land. Have I misunderstood your concerns on this issue?

Again, we do not care where the hearing is held and hope to have it as soon as
possible. Thanks, George Cattermole
On Jun 20, 2012, at 5:19 PM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:
Hello Mr. Cattermole,
I want to clarify that we are still evaluating the information you provided to us before, during and following the inperson meeting on your property. We will not be ready to give you our recommendation on or before June 26
and appreciate your continued patience while we continue to discuss this matter internally. I indicated during our
June 12 telephone conversation that we would be discussing it internally over these two weeks, which we have
done, but we have not come to a conclusion on your project at this time. We will try to move this to hearing as
soon as we can. In the meantime, we will reach out to you if we determine a need for additional information or
feel it is appropriate to discuss particular components of the project with you further, or when we get closer to a
realistic hearing date. In the event you need to contact staff during our ongoing review, please contact me alone
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by email directly. I will be sure to include other Commission staff members when appropriate and will be sure to
respond in a timely manner.
Thank you,

Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
(415) 904-5251
nicholas.dreher@coastal.ca.gov
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2012 10:01 AM
To: Carl, Dan@Coastal; Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal; Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal
Subject: Coastal Commission June 12 telephone conversation

Hello Mr. Dryer,
This is to confirm our telephone conversation on June 12 in which you said the Coastal
Commission Staff would have a better idea of what they were planning to recommend to the Board "in
a week or two." In your e-mail of May 22, you wrote that "The issues you have raised are exactly the
issues that we are working to evaluate and we will demonstrate our objective analysis of those issues in
our staff report." We believe we have addressed those issues in our correspondence and during your
visit here, but should you require anymore information from us, please let us know. We would greatly
appreciate a response on or before June 26. Thanks, George Cattermole
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Tuesday, July 10, 2012 11:07 AM
George Cattermole
RE: time frame?

Hello Mr. Cattermole,
We are not yet ready to discuss this with you again. I have to complete additional review
and analyze the growth/development potential under the zoning districts, speak with
Madeline and then we will contact you. I will reach out to you as soon as our review is
complete, which should be soon (not this week, but soon).
Thank you,
Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
(415) 904-5251
nicholas.dreher@coastal.ca.gov
-----Original Message----From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2012 8:20 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: time frame?
Hello Nick,
Do you have any idea when the staff will be able to tell us whether or not you are
going to recommend approval of our project to the Board and the reasons why or why not?
As you know, we waived time and have provided you with all the in formation you have
wanted so far and stand ready to provide any further information you might require and/or
make changes to our proposed project that will satisfy your concerns, e.g., restrict the
size of the house that could be built on our ag land.
.
Thanks, George Cattermole
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]

Sent:

Wednesday, July 18, 2012 9:43 AM

To:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

Subject: Cattermole project - please forward to rest of staff
July 17, 2012
Re: Cattermole project
San Gregorio, CA
Appeal #A-2-SMC-11-032
Dear Mr. Lester:
In the course of review of our project, we became aware that in the 1980s the County and Coastal Commission improperly
designated approximately one-half of our 12 acre parcel as PAD in violation of San Mateo County LCP section 5.2 which
provides as follows:
*5.2 Designation of Prime Agricultural Lands
Designate any parcel which contains prime agricultural lands as Agriculture on the Local Coastal Program Land Use Plan
Map, subject to the following exceptions: State Park lands existing as of the date of Local Coastal Program certification, urban
areas, rural service centers, and solid waste disposal sites necessary for the health, safety, and welfare of the County.
The other 1/2 of our parcel is zoned commercial and contains the San Gregorio General Store and U.S. post office. It has
been the center of the San Gregorio rural service center since 1889.
It is our position that the County and Commission were not authorized by the LCP to designate 1/2 of our parcel PAD
because “the parcel” was in the rural service center and, therefore, exempt from PAD designation. No portion of a parcel in
the rural service center should have been designated PAD. By their improper action, the County and Commission created
PAD acreage which because of its size, topography, and the absence of surface water is not economically feasible for
agricultural use. Other development options for this acreage are constrained because of the PAD designation.
We have raised this issue with the Commission staff, but they have failed and refused to undertake any steps to see that this
unlawful designation of our property is corrected.
We would prefer not to pursue this issue, but rather proceed with our proposed project as it now stands which, because of setback and other LCP requirements, will result in much less unwanted development potential.
Since the filing of the appeal on August 1, 2011, we have received no written communication from the Commission staff; we
have received no request for additional information; we received no credible reason why approval of our project has not been
recommended and a hearing scheduled.
We seek your assistance in this matter because we understand that the improper designation of our property as PAD may
require expertise to correct.
George B. and Mary J. Cattermole
cc: Dan Carl
Ms. Cavalieri
Nick Dreher
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Friday, August 03, 2012 12:05 PM
George Cattermole
Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal
RE: Appeal: Returning your 7/31/2012 Voicemail

Hello Mr. Cattermole,
I received your voicemail from yesterday. I was in our Santa Cruz office for the day.
There must be some confusion as to the meaning of my previous email and I apologize if it
was misleading. I was not in any way suggesting we have made a decision on the
outcome/recommendation and are now searching for a basis. On the contrary, we are still
developing our recommendation and I will be sure to check in with you when that becomes
clearer in light of our May 30 meeting and conversations with you since that meeting. I
will contact you when we are ready to discuss the recommendation.
Thanks,
Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
(415) 904-5251
nicholas.dreher@coastal.ca.gov
-----Original Message----From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, August 03, 2012 11:12 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Appeal: Returning your 7/31/2012 Voicemail
Hello Nick, called you again yesterday - August 2 - to ask what your recommendation will
be as you indicate that you have decided on that and are now "working of the basis". It
would be a great help to us if we could know this as should you still be recommending
denial we need to work on a legal response and possible alternative developments.
Also, want to be sure that you are aware that when you visited our property on May 30,
2012, Dan Carl said to my wife, Joey: "I do not think anyone cares about the visibility
of development in the commercial/urban area. Everyone expects development in the
commercial area to be visible."
I hope this is dispositive of the views issue.
Thanks,
George Cattermole
On Aug 1, 2012, at 4:59 PM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

Hello Mr. Cattermole,
I received your voicemail, but I do not have new information for you
at this time regarding this appeal. I will be reviewing the project
materials the next few days and next week. I understand you are going
on vacation soon. It is very unlikely this project will be on either
the August or September hearing agendas. We are working on the basis
for our recommendation and will let you know if/when we have
additional questions. Thank you for your patience,
Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
(415) 904-5251
nicholas.dreher@coastal.ca.gov
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Tuesday, August 07, 2012 1:32 PM
Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Project

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Flag for follow up
Red

August 4, 2012
Dear Mr. Dreher:
LCP section 8.5b: reads
“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.”
Visual Resources inside the urban/rural boundary are governed by LCP sections 8.11-8.13
and are not governed by LCP section 8.5. Section 8.5 is intended to apply in the rural
area and seeks to minimize or make invisible building sites. This is not consistent with
commercial rural service center zoning because commercial enterprise is expected to be
visible to the general public, as Dan Carl commented during your visit. In addition, the
LCP clusters development in commercial/urban/rural service center areas.
Applying LCP section 8.5 to a commercial area eliminates its legitimate government
purpose. It’s legitimate purpose when applied to a rural area would be to maintain
undeveloped views. You are not expected to maintain undeveloped views in an area zoned
for commercial development. Put another way, what is the legitimate government purpose
for denying subdivision in a commercial area? I suggest that there is none.
Denial of our subdivision will decrease the value of our property. Unless there is a
legitimate government purpose for doing so, any such denial is arbitrary and capricious as
well as being a taking of our property in violation of the US constitution.
Mary Cattermole
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Tuesday, August 14, 2012 6:41 PM
Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Re: Appeal: Returning your 7/31/2012 Voicemail

Hello Nick - This is to confirm that I received your telephone message yesterday (August
13) in which you said that we would be hearing from you in the next couple weeks and that
you would be scheduling our hearing for this Fall. We assume that means either in October
or November and are planning our schedules on that assumption. As we have previously
indicated, we are willing to travel anywhere to attend the hearing. Thanks for getting
back in touch and again, if we can provide you with any further information, please let us
know.
George and Joey Cattermole
On Aug 3, 2012, at 12:05 PM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:
> Hello Mr. Cattermole,
>
> I received your voicemail from yesterday. I was in our Santa Cruz office for the day.
There must be some confusion as to the meaning of my previous email and I apologize if it
was misleading. I was not in any way suggesting we have made a decision on the
outcome/recommendation and are now searching for a basis. On the contrary, we are still
developing our recommendation and I will be sure to check in with you when that becomes
clearer in light of our May 30 meeting and conversations with you since that meeting. I
will contact you when we are ready to discuss the recommendation.
>
> Thanks,
>
> Nicholas B. Dreher
> Coastal Program Analyst
> California Coastal Commission
> (415) 904-5251
> nicholas.dreher@coastal.ca.gov
>
> -----Original Message----> From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
> Sent: Friday, August 03, 2012 11:12 AM
> To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
> Subject: Re: Appeal: Returning your 7/31/2012 Voicemail
>
> Hello Nick, called you again yesterday - August 2 - to ask what your recommendation
will be as you indicate that you have decided on that and are now "working of the basis".
It would be a great help to us if we could know this as should you still be recommending
denial we need to work on a legal response and possible alternative developments.
> Also, want to be sure that you are aware that when you visited our property on May 30,
2012, Dan Carl said to my wife, Joey: "I do not think anyone cares about the visibility
of development in the commercial/urban area. Everyone expects development in the
commercial area to be visible."
I hope this is dispositive of the views issue.
Thanks,
George Cattermole
> On Aug 1, 2012, at 4:59 PM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:
>
>> Hello Mr. Cattermole,
>>
>> I received your voicemail, but I do not have new information for you
>> at this time regarding this appeal. I will be reviewing the project
>> materials the next few days and next week. I understand you are
>> going on vacation soon. It is very unlikely this project will be on
>> either the August or September hearing agendas. We are working on
>> the basis for our recommendation and will let you know if/when we
>> have additional questions. Thank you for your patience,
>>
>> Nicholas B. Dreher
>> Coastal Program Analyst
1
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>> California Coastal Commission
>> (415) 904-5251
>> nicholas.dreher@coastal.ca.gov
>>
>>
>>
>
>
>
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]

Sent:

Tuesday, August 16, 2011 3:08 PM

To:

Nicholas Dreher

Subject: Re: Cattermole Appeal: 49 day waiver

If not there in snail mail, will fax Friday - please let me know. George
On Aug 16, 2011, at 9:45 AM, Nicholas Dreher wrote:
Do you have a fax machine or scanner? You could have copied, scanned or faxed the original, but if you say it
is in the mail, I will expect to receive it by Thursday or so.

Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
(415) 904-5251
ndreher@coastal.ca.gov
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 16, 2011 7:00 AM
To: Nicholas Dreher
Subject: Re: Cattermole Appeal: 49 day waiver

Hello Nicholas, Have sent you a signed hard copy - have tried various ways to send it e-mail, but it
will not allow me to write on it. George Cattermole
On Aug 15, 2011, at 5:00 PM, Nicholas Dreher wrote:
Hello Mr. Cattermole,
Please sign the attached waiver form and return it to us at your earliest convenience by mail and email.
To help you fill out the form, here is some relevant information:
Local file number: PLN2009-00112
CCC File Number: A-2-SMC-11-032
Appeal filing date: August, 9, 2011
Send hardcopy to the Coastal Commission at 45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000, San Francisco, CA 94105.
Thank you,

Nicholas B. Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
North Central Coast District Office
California Coastal Commission
(415) 904-5251
ndreher@coastal.ca.gov
<49-day-waiver form.pdf>
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Monday, August 20, 2012 4:24 PM
George Cattermole
RE: Cattermole Project

I did receive your email regarding timing. We will be presenting a recommendation and the
Commission will be making the decision. Staff is meeting next week to discuss projects
for upcoming hearing agendas, wherein I will discuss your project. I think October and
November are realistic hearings at this point. I will check in with you after that staff
meeting (takes place at the end of next week).
Thank you for checking in and I will update you with any new information (including the
recommendation) as soon as I have some.
Nick Dreher

________________________________________
From: George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, August 20, 2012 5:33 PM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Cattermole Project
Thanks Nick. Not sure you received our e-mail concerning the timing of your decision
regarding our project. You said that we would be hearing from you in a couple of weeks
and that the hearing would be sometime this Fall. We assume that means we will hear from
you any day now and that the hearing will be in either October or November. Are we
correct?
Thanks, George Cattermole
On Aug 20, 2012, at 2:58 PM, "Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal" <Nicholas.Dreher@coastal.ca.gov>
wrote:
> Thank you Mr. Cattermole. I have forwarded this message to my supervisors and Dan Carl
(Deputy Director).
>
> Thanks,
>
> Nick
>
> ________________________________________
> From: George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
> Sent: Sunday, August 19, 2012 6:23 AM
> To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
> Subject: Cattermole Project
>
> Hello again Nick - please forward this to Dan Karl and the other staff
> members working on our project. Thanks, George Cattermole
>
> August 18, 2012
>
> To: Coastal Commission Staff
>
> For over a year, in telephone conversations or in person, you have raised the following
objections to our project and at one point informed us you were prepared to deny our
proposed subdivision based upon these objections. You have also indicated that you are
concerned that our plans would permit a house to be built on our PAD land, and we believe
this is the real reason you find our project objectionable and that the objections below
have been raised have so that we will negotiate away the density credit belonging to our
PAD land so that a house cannot be built there. We have indicated that we would be
willing to restrict the size of that house to a modest footprint even though the Blank
precedent would permit us to build a 15,000 square foot structure on agricultural land.
1

Exhibit No. 6
A-2-SMC-11-032 (Cattermole)
Applicant Correspondence
Page 43 of 66

Below we sum up our position regarding what we believe to be bogus and unfair objections
to our project.
>
> LOCAL HOUSING NEEDS: You said that we could not build residences (we propose two 2,400
sq. ft. residences) on our commercial property because we had not shown that they were
necessary to “meet the needs of local employment.” This section of the LCP is clearly
unenforceable and unconstitutional because even if someone (it is not our job to prove
housing needs) could determine what housing “needs” are, the section discriminates against
the nonlocal and the unemployed.
>
> VIEWS: You said we could not subdivide our commercial land because of LCP section 8.5
which protects views from scenic roads by clustering new lots. This section is intended
to apply in the rural area. It makes no sense when applied to our property which is in
the commercial/urban area where development has already been concentrated and is expected
to be visible.
>
> CA RED-LEGGED FROG: It is obvious to the naked eye that we do not have a stream or pond
capable of acting as breeding habitat for the CA red-legged frog.
Any such pond must be
2-4 feet deep and hold water from March-Sept.
CARFs travel up to two miles when
foraging. The entire coast within two miles of a stream or pond is foraging habitat.
Environmental protection generally involves keeping construction away from breeding ponds
and watching for frogs during construction in foraging areas.
>
We have a man-made, cement enclosed, horizontal well which produces a trickle of
water.
You have not mentioned this issue since we pointed out that Coastal Commissioner
Steve Blank had his own staff, rather than a biologist, prepare the habitat survey for his
property, which does contain a breeding pond, when he built his 15,000 sq. ft. house.
>
> AGRICULTURAL LAND: We have 6 acres of property designated as PAD which it is not
economically feasible to farm because it does not have any surface water. This property
has one density credit. We fully intend to use this density credit to build a residence
on this property which is screened from public view by cypress trees.
>
> We believe these to be inappropriate and/or unconstitutional arguments and a breach of
the public trust vested in you by the Coastal Act.
>
> George and Mary Cattermole
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

Sent:

Wednesday, September 05, 2012 1:17 PM

To:

'George Cattermole'

Subject: RE: Cattermole Project
Hello Mr. Cattermole,
We plan to release the staff report likely the third, but possibly the fourth, week of September. We are planning
to take this item to the October hearing.
Nick Dreher

From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, September 03, 2012 12:17 PM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Cattermole Project

I will check in with you after that staff meeting
(takes place at the end of next week).
On Aug 21, 2012, at 1:23 AM, "Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal" <Nicholas.Dreher@coastal.ca.gov> wrote:
I did receive your email regarding timing. We will be presenting a recommendation and the
Commission will be making the decision. Staff is meeting next week to discuss projects for upcoming
hearing agendas, wherein I will discuss your project. I think October and November are realistic
hearings at this point. I will check in with you after that staff meeting (takes place at the end of next
week).
Thank you for checking in and I will update you with any new information (including the
recommendation) as soon as I have some.
Nick Dreher

________________________________________
From: George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, August 20, 2012 5:33 PM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Cattermole Project
Thanks Nick. Not sure you received our e-mail concerning the timing of your decision regarding our
project. You said that we would be hearing from you in a couple of weeks and that the hearing would
be sometime this Fall. We assume that means we will hear from you any day now and that the hearing
will be in either October or November. Are we correct? Thanks, George Cattermole
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On Aug 20, 2012, at 2:58 PM, "Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal" <Nicholas.Dreher@coastal.ca.gov> wrote:
Thank you Mr. Cattermole. I have forwarded this message to my supervisors and Dan Carl (Deputy
Director).
Thanks,
Nick
________________________________________
From: George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Sunday, August 19, 2012 6:23 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Cattermole Project
Hello again Nick - please forward this to Dan Karl and the other staff members working on our
project. Thanks, George Cattermole
August 18, 2012
To: Coastal Commission Staff
For over a year, in telephone conversations or in person, you have raised the following objections to our
project and at one point informed us you were prepared to deny our proposed subdivision based upon
these objections. You have also indicated that you are concerned that our plans would permit a house to
be built on our PAD land, and we believe this is the real reason you find our project objectionable and
that the objections below have been raised have so that we will negotiate away the density credit
belonging to our PAD land so that a house cannot be built there. We have indicated that we would be
willing to restrict the size of that house to a modest footprint even though the Blank precedent would
permit us to build a 15,000 square foot structure on agricultural land. Below we sum up our position
regarding what we believe to be bogus and unfair objections to our project.
LOCAL HOUSING NEEDS: You said that we could not build residences (we propose two 2,400 sq. ft.
residences) on our commercial property because we had not shown that they were necessary to “meet
the needs of local employment.” This section of the LCP is clearly unenforceable and unconstitutional
because even if someone (it is not our job to prove housing needs) could determine what
housing “needs” are, the section discriminates against the nonlocal and the unemployed.
VIEWS: You said we could not subdivide our commercial land because of LCP section 8.5 which
protects views from scenic roads by clustering new lots. This section is intended to apply in the rural
area. It makes no sense when applied to our property which is in the commercial/urban area where
development has already been concentrated and is expected to be visible.
CA RED-LEGGED FROG: It is obvious to the naked eye that we do not have a stream or pond capable
of acting as breeding habitat for the CA red-legged frog. Any such pond must be 2-4 feet deep and
hold water from March-Sept. CARFs travel up to two miles when foraging. The entire coast within
two miles of a stream or pond is foraging habitat. Environmental protection generally involves keeping
construction away from breeding ponds and watching for frogs during construction in foraging areas.
We have a man-made, cement enclosed, horizontal well which produces a trickle of water. You
have not mentioned this issue since we pointed out that Coastal Commissioner Steve Blank had his own
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staff, rather than a biologist, prepare the habitat survey for his property, which does contain a breeding
pond, when he built his 15,000 sq. ft. house.
AGRICULTURAL LAND: We have 6 acres of property designated as PAD which it is not
economically feasible to farm because it does not have any surface water. This property has one
density credit. We fully intend to use this density credit to build a residence on this property which is
screened from public view by cypress trees.
We believe these to be inappropriate and/or unconstitutional arguments and a breach of the public trust
vested in you by the Coastal Act.
George and Mary Cattermole
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

Sent:

Thursday, September 20, 2012 11:28 AM

To:

'George'

Subject: RE: Cattermole project
Hello Mr. Cattermole,
We will not be able to take this matter to the October hearing. During our review and analysis, we determined this
project requires further analysis of the LCP policies as they relate to this very unique and particular property. Let
me assure you that we feel we have all the information we need from you at this time and will make sure to
include your emails and correspondence in our report and attach them as an exhibit to the report. We will let you
know if we have additional questions.
We are therefore focusing on bringing this to the November hearing in Santa Monica. As we stated before, we will
give you a call to inform you regarding the nature of our recommendation as soon as we have a recommendation identified.
We are now tentatively scheduling this for our November agenda and a more specific noticing (with details etc) will be mailed
to you once that schedule is confirmed. The staff report will do its best to fairly analyze the appeal contentions and issues in
light of the LCP, and a staff report will be mailed to you once it is ready for distribution - currently scheduled for the November
agenda.
We apologize for further delay, but we are determined to make sure our recommendation is appropriate under the
requirements of the San Mateo County LCP.
If you have any questions, please respond directly to this email and I will make sure to send in on to anyone in our
organization that you prefer.
Nick Dreher
Coastal Planner

From: George [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 11:08 PM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: RE: Cattermole project

Hello Nick,
We will not be available by phone as we will be out of the country until October 4. Please contact by email
regarding your recommendation and should the recommendation consist of a denial of our project we would like to
schedule a meeting with you on Monday, October 8 to discuss your decision. Thanks, George Cattermole.
-----Original Message----From: "Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal"
Sent: Sep 13, 2012 8:04 PM
To: 'George Cattermole'
Subject: RE: Cattermole project
Hello Mr. Cattermole,
In response to your below email, we will give you a call to inform you regarding the nature of our recommendation as
soon as we have a recommendation identified. Your correspondence will be included as an exhibit to Staff Report.
We are tentatively scheduling this for our October agenda (10/10-10/12) and a more specific noticing (with details etc)
will be mailed to you once that schedule is confirmed. The staff report will do its best to fairly analyze the appeal
contentions and issues in light of the LCP, and a staff report will be mailed to you once it is ready for distribution currently scheduled for the October agenda to be mailed 9/21, but subject to change.
Sincerely,
Nick Dreher

10/18/2012

Exhibit No. 6
A-2-SMC-11-032 (Cattermole)
Applicant Correspondence
Page 48 of 66

Page 2 of 3

Coastal Program Analyst
________________________________
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 06, 2012 2:45 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Cattermole project
September 6 , 2012
Dear Coastal Commission Staff:
As we prepare for the hearing on our project we need to know the following:
1) Will we advised of the staff recommendation and the basis therefore before the issuance of the staff report?
2) Will our responses to the issues raised by you be included in the staff analysis and report?
3) Will new issues be raised of which we have not been advised?
4) It is our understanding that you do not require any additional information from us. If this is not the case, please let
us know.
5) Will our e-mails to you discussing the issues raised by you thus far be part of the official record for the project for
purposes of appeal to the Superior Court or do we need to print these out and send hard copies to the Commission?
6) Can these emails be attached to the staff report so that there is no possibility for disagreement about what emails
were sent and/or received?
7) How far in advance of the hearing date will we receive a copy of the staff report?
1. How far in advance of the hearing date will we receive notice of the hearing so that we can arrange for
transportation to and lodging at the hearing location?
Also, please include the letter below "San Gregorio storeowner answers subdivision critics" to our file and distribute it,
along with all of our e-mail correspondence to the commissioners.
George Cattermole
San Gregorio storeowner answers subdivision critics
Several of our neighbors, the San Mateo County Agricultural Advisory Board and your publication have disseminated
false and misleading "information" regarding our plans to develop our property.
To set the record straight:
We have lived in San Gregorio and owned and operated the San Gregorio Store for 30 years. The eastern portion of
our property has been zoned commercial for 30 years. We have recently decided to divide the property into four
parcels so that we can sell some land to raise the funds necessary to help our children build houses on the
commercial part of our land. The San Mateo Planning Department and Board of Supervisors have approved both the
subdivision and our plans to build those houses.
Many of the issues raised are unrelated to these plans and directed at our store, which we are not intending to
change. We take this personally. We have created a healthy business, which provides numerous services including a
post office, free music, restrooms for the public, parking for commuters and bicyclists, and a place where members of
the community are able to meet and enjoy themselves.
Contrary to the appeal's claim that what we are proposing is a "minimum" of four houses, what we are planning would
permit a maximum of four houses. It is possible that our community will have four new families. It is hard to imagine
why anyone would find this to be undesirable. The claim that our project would cause problems with parking and
traffic is false. The county requires that all residences provide parking, and the increased traffic would be minimal.
One of the appellants complained that the population of San Gregorio would double and another complained that the
new development would harm agriculture. San Gregorio was once a town with a church, a school, a cheese factory, a
working hotel, a Chinese laundry and a baseball field on the agricultural land in question. All of these are now gone,
but when they existed there was far more agricultural production here than there is now.
When we arrived here, there were three abandoned houses on our commercial land, which we tore down, and on the
land they occupied there is now an apple orchard and three large plots on which we grow fava beans, tomatoes and
garlic. We were the seventh certified organic farm in California.
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Appellants claim there is a California red-legged frog colony on our property and produced photos of such a frog here.
Since we moved here there has never been a colony of the frogs on our property because there has not been
adequate habitat for the species. The photos show a frog that was dropped off at our store. I built a small sump for it
in hopes that we could get a colony started. We made no secret about out efforts and had several groups of students
out to learn about the species. Unfortunately, the frog disappeared, and we were told by Dan Holland, a leading
expert on the species, that the sump was not adequate habitat. At our request, he drew us a design for small ponds
which would be suitable for red-legged frogs, and we are currently in the process of constructing one.
The Review mentions our efforts to protect the frogs and the San Francisco garter snake on a POST property.
Yes, it is true that, in the past, we have taken official stands to protect the species on public and public trust lands
(California State Parks, Coastal Conservancy, Peninsula Open Space Trust and Midpeninsula Open Space District).
The only cases where private lands were involved were cases (e.g. Cascade Ranch) in which we were enforcing
covenants and restrictions to protect endangered species we had insisted on when the state sold the property
(citizen's taxes, citizen's property) to private individuals. We have never objected officially to development on private
property because we know that could well serve as a disincentive for people to care for the species.
Our policy has always been that there are only two viable options in cases where species are present on private
property: Persuade the landowner to properly care for the species or purchase the property from a willing seller. I
would encourage the appellants who claim to be concerned about the species, three of whom live in homes built on
the San Gregorio Creek, which is habitat for the frog, to construct seasonal ponds in conformance with Holland's
specifications and manage them for the species.
George Cattermole is a resident of San Gregorio.
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

Sent:

Thursday, October 11, 2012 4:44 PM

To:

'George Cattermole'

Subject: RE: Cattermole project
Does 10am work for you? I am also available all day. I also want to mention I do not want to re-hash all of the
issues. You have made your position very clear and I think a short conversation about the current progress and
our hearing process will be more constructive. We continue to develop our position during this, the staff report
drafting phase of the process.
Thank you,
Nick Dreher
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 4:39 PM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Cattermole project

Sure - 650 218 6711 - would be helpful if I knew roughly when. George
On Oct 11, 2012, at 11:31 AM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:
May I actually call you? I will be working remotely and prefer not to give out my personal number.
Thanks,
Nick
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, October 11, 2012 11:22 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Cattermole project

Hello Nick, I am available all day tomorrow - earlier is better for me - when is the earliest you would
be available for me to call you and what number should I use? Thanks, George Cattermole
On Oct 11, 2012, at 10:52 AM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:

Hello Mr. Cattermole,
I hope you had a nice vacation/trip. I received your and Mary’s voicemails regarding the appeal status. We are
working to take this to the November hearing in Santa Monica, as I discussed in the below email on September
20. If you would like to speak by phone, please let me know what time works for you tomorrow, Friday, October
12. Otherwise, I am currently working on our recommendation/report so we can get this item on November’s
agenda.
Sincerely,
Nick Dreher
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From: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Sent: Thursday, September 20, 2012 11:28 AM
To: 'George'
Subject: RE: Cattermole project
Hello Mr. Cattermole,
We will not be able to take this matter to the October hearing. During our review and analysis, we determined
this project requires further analysis of the LCP policies as they relate to this very unique and particular property.
Let me assure you that we feel we have all the information we need from you at this time and will make sure to
include your emails and correspondence in our report and attach them as an exhibit to the report. We will let you
know if we have additional questions.
We are therefore focusing on bringing this to the November hearing in Santa Monica. As we stated before, we
will give you a call to inform you regarding the nature of our recommendation as soon as we have a recommendation
identified. We are now tentatively scheduling this for our November agenda and a more specific noticing (with details etc) will
be mailed to you once that schedule is confirmed. The staff report will do its best to fairly analyze the appeal contentions and
issues in light of the LCP, and a staff report will be mailed to you once it is ready for distribution - currently scheduled for the
November agenda.
We apologize for further delay, but we are determined to make sure our recommendation is appropriate under the
requirements of the San Mateo County LCP.
If you have any questions, please respond directly to this email and I will make sure to send in on to anyone in our
organization that you prefer.
Nick Dreher
Coastal Planner

From: George [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2012 11:08 PM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: RE: Cattermole project

Hello Nick,
We will not be available by phone as we will be out of the country until October 4. Please contact by email
regarding your recommendation and should the recommendation consist of a denial of our project we would like to
schedule a meeting with you on Monday, October 8 to discuss your decision. Thanks, George Cattermole.
-----Original Message----From: "Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal"
Sent: Sep 13, 2012 8:04 PM
To: 'George Cattermole'
Subject: RE: Cattermole project
Hello Mr. Cattermole,
In response to your below email, we will give you a call to inform you regarding the nature of our recommendation as
soon as we have a recommendation identified. Your correspondence will be included as an exhibit to Staff Report.
We are tentatively scheduling this for our October agenda (10/10-10/12) and a more specific noticing (with details
etc) will be mailed to you once that schedule is confirmed. The staff report will do its best to fairly analyze the appeal
contentions and issues in light of the LCP, and a staff report will be mailed to you once it is ready for distribution currently scheduled for the October agenda to be mailed 9/21, but subject to change.
Sincerely,
Nick Dreher
Coastal Program Analyst
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________________________________
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 06, 2012 2:45 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Cattermole project
September 6 , 2012
Dear Coastal Commission Staff:
As we prepare for the hearing on our project we need to know the following:
1) Will we advised of the staff recommendation and the basis therefore before the issuance of the staff report?
2) Will our responses to the issues raised by you be included in the staff analysis and report?
3) Will new issues be raised of which we have not been advised?
4) It is our understanding that you do not require any additional information from us. If this is not the case, please let
us know.
5) Will our e-mails to you discussing the issues raised by you thus far be part of the official record for the project for
purposes of appeal to the Superior Court or do we need to print these out and send hard copies to the Commission?
6) Can these emails be attached to the staff report so that there is no possibility for disagreement about what emails
were sent and/or received?
7) How far in advance of the hearing date will we receive a copy of the staff report?
1. How far in advance of the hearing date will we receive notice of the hearing so that we can arrange for
transportation to and lodging at the hearing location?
Also, please include the letter below "San Gregorio storeowner answers subdivision critics" to our file and distribute it,
along with all of our e-mail correspondence to the commissioners.
George Cattermole
San Gregorio storeowner answers subdivision critics
Several of our neighbors, the San Mateo County Agricultural Advisory Board and your publication have disseminated
false and misleading "information" regarding our plans to develop our property.
To set the record straight:
We have lived in San Gregorio and owned and operated the San Gregorio Store for 30 years. The eastern portion of
our property has been zoned commercial for 30 years. We have recently decided to divide the property into four
parcels so that we can sell some land to raise the funds necessary to help our children build houses on the
commercial part of our land. The San Mateo Planning Department and Board of Supervisors have approved both the
subdivision and our plans to build those houses.
Many of the issues raised are unrelated to these plans and directed at our store, which we are not intending to
change. We take this personally. We have created a healthy business, which provides numerous services including a
post office, free music, restrooms for the public, parking for commuters and bicyclists, and a place where members of
the community are able to meet and enjoy themselves.
Contrary to the appeal's claim that what we are proposing is a "minimum" of four houses, what we are planning would
permit a maximum of four houses. It is possible that our community will have four new families. It is hard to imagine
why anyone would find this to be undesirable. The claim that our project would cause problems with parking and
traffic is false. The county requires that all residences provide parking, and the increased traffic would be minimal.
One of the appellants complained that the population of San Gregorio would double and another complained that the
new development would harm agriculture. San Gregorio was once a town with a church, a school, a cheese factory, a
working hotel, a Chinese laundry and a baseball field on the agricultural land in question. All of these are now gone,
but when they existed there was far more agricultural production here than there is now.
When we arrived here, there were three abandoned houses on our commercial land, which we tore down, and on the
land they occupied there is now an apple orchard and three large plots on which we grow fava beans, tomatoes and
garlic. We were the seventh certified organic farm in California.
Appellants claim there is a California red-legged frog colony on our property and produced photos of such a frog
here. Since we moved here there has never been a colony of the frogs on our property because there has not been
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adequate habitat for the species. The photos show a frog that was dropped off at our store. I built a small sump for it
in hopes that we could get a colony started. We made no secret about out efforts and had several groups of students
out to learn about the species. Unfortunately, the frog disappeared, and we were told by Dan Holland, a leading
expert on the species, that the sump was not adequate habitat. At our request, he drew us a design for small ponds
which would be suitable for red-legged frogs, and we are currently in the process of constructing one.
The Review mentions our efforts to protect the frogs and the San Francisco garter snake on a POST property.
Yes, it is true that, in the past, we have taken official stands to protect the species on public and public trust lands
(California State Parks, Coastal Conservancy, Peninsula Open Space Trust and Midpeninsula Open Space District).
The only cases where private lands were involved were cases (e.g. Cascade Ranch) in which we were enforcing
covenants and restrictions to protect endangered species we had insisted on when the state sold the property
(citizen's taxes, citizen's property) to private individuals. We have never objected officially to development on private
property because we know that could well serve as a disincentive for people to care for the species.
Our policy has always been that there are only two viable options in cases where species are present on private
property: Persuade the landowner to properly care for the species or purchase the property from a willing seller. I
would encourage the appellants who claim to be concerned about the species, three of whom live in homes built on
the San Gregorio Creek, which is habitat for the frog, to construct seasonal ponds in conformance with Holland's
specifications and manage them for the species.
George Cattermole is a resident of San Gregorio.

10/18/2012

Exhibit No. 6
A-2-SMC-11-032 (Cattermole)
Applicant Correspondence
Page 54 of 66

Page 1 of 3

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:

George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]

Sent:

Friday, October 19, 2012 9:39 AM

To:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

Subject: Re: Cattermole Project

Just did so. George
On Oct 19, 2012, at 9:18 AM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:
Hello,
Please also fax it to 415 904 5400. Thank you,
Nick Dreher
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, October 19, 2012 9:14 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Cattermole Project

Hello - have faxed the material I have to 831 427 4877 - let me know if you want me to fax
it to a different number. George
On Oct 18, 2012, at 8:00 PM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:
Hello,
Please send them to me and Madeline when you can. Thank you,

Nick Dreher
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, October 18, 2012 7:49 PM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Cattermole Project

Hello Mr. Dreher:
We did obtain a County of San Mateo Planning Permit (CDP 85-21/UP 85-12) for moving
the barn from our commercial to our ag land in 1985. We can send you copies of what of
what records we have.
George Cattermole
On Oct 18, 2012, at 4:46 PM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:

Hello Mr. Cattermole,
I want to clarify one point. As I mentioned in our phone conversation, we continue our deliberative
process. We continue to review the project and are working towards a conditional approval. We
will let you know when the written staff recommendation is available.
One note with regard to the structure on the PAD land (proposed parcel 3) - it is our understanding
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that no permit exists for this structure in its current location. If you can demonstrate otherwise,
please provide that additional information (permit history and relocation date).
Sincerely,
Nicholas Dreher
Coastal Planner
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Thursday, October 18, 2012 9:07 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Cc: Carl, Dan@Coastal
Subject: Cattermole Project

Dear Mr. Dreher:
We would like to make sure that you include as attachments to the staff
report both our emails to you and your emails to us. Thus, the complete
history of our correspondence should be included.
In our telephone conversation on Friday, October 12 you stated that you
would be recommending conditional approval of our project. You also said
that you wanted to protect our agricultural land. We have previously told
you that the land has no water for agricultural use and is not economically
viable.
We sincerely hope that the last 14 months of “environmental” review of our
project in which you have raised numerous irrelevant and constitutionally
prohibited objections to our project has not been designed to extort from us
concessions regarding the use of our density credit on our agricultural land.
Such appears to have been the case in your treatment of the Sterling
Project and we hope you will not similarly overreach and attempt to take
away our development rights.
We have indicated our willingness to restrict the size and location of the
house we are permitted by the LCP to construct on our ag land, and not take
advantage of the Blank precedent which would permit the construction of a
15,800 square foot house.
We would also note that you have told us that our project involves a "very
unique and particular property" and we agree. Because of this fact it is
unlikely that your decision regarding our project will provide unwanted
precedents for future projects such as your interpretation of “single family
dwelling” in the Blank case.
George Cattermole, San Gregorio
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Friday, October 19, 2012 9:45 AM
'George Cattermole'
RE: our barn

Also, I will be out all next week. Please send any comments, questions or concerns to
Madeline Cavalieri at Madeline.Cavalieri@coastal.ca.gov. I will be reachable the
following week.
Nick Dreher

-----Original Message----From: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Sent: Friday, October 19, 2012 9:43 AM
To: 'George Cattermole'
Subject: RE: our barn
Thank you Mr. Cattermole for such a quick turnaround.
appreciate the provided information below.

We received the fax in SF and we

Nick Dreher
-----Original Message----From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, October 19, 2012 9:39 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: our barn
Dear Mr. Dreher:
We can provide thie following history of the barn based on oral statements made to us over
the years for which we have no specific sources:
The barn was in the 1936 World’s Fair in San Francisco where it was a demonstration dairy
nursing barn. Each cow and calf had their own stall with a window, hence, the approx.
32 4'x4' windows.
It was brought down the coast and located somewhere between San Gregorio and La Honda.
Whether or not it was ever used as a diary barn, we do not know. When Highway 84 was
built in the 1950s, the barn was in the way of the road.
Therefore, the County moved it
to what is now our property and located it on what is now proposed Parcel #1.
When we purchased the property, the barn was in derelict condition with broken doors and
windows and no roof.
We attempted to restore it for a residence, but found that it
would be too expensive to have it meet County Codes. Because we viewed it as a beautiful
building and wanted to preserve a small piece of California history, rather than tear it
down, in 1985 we moved it to the PAD portion of our property. We replaced the roof and
broken windows with ones obtained from the old Ravenswood High School in East Palo Alto.
George Cattermole
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From: George Cattermole [georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2012 11:12 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Cattermole Project
Hello Nick I did contact Ms. Cavalieri - you should be aware that the number you gave me is a non-working number - and
discussed our concerns with her. She insisted that the staff's handling of our case has not involved intentional abuse on
the Commission's part, but rather that the Commission is severely understaffed and that you are proceeding in a timely
manner. I would point out that were the staff to have been more forthcoming regarding what from our phone
conversations we now believe to be its real concern - zoning and agriculture - we might have been much further along
in the "process". Regarding our agricultural land please consider that our ag land and agricultural well are contiguous
with the San Gregorio Rural Service Center and within 300 yards of 6 domestic wells. The real possibility of salt
intrusion into these wells as well as their contamination from chemicals which are used by local farmers should be
kept in mind - case in point - Pescadero. See San Mateo County Local Coastal Plan Section 5.10 (b) and Coastal Act
Section 30241 (b)
From your letter we assume that we can now plan on having our hearing in December and that you will not postpone
for a sixth time.
We hereby request an immediate hearing on our project so that the Commission can resolve the issues we have raised. Particularly,
the Commission needs to act to correct its violation of LCP section 5.2 in the designation of a portion of our parcel as PAD. In the
event that a hearing is not held in December, 2012, we will file a Writ of Mandate to compel a hearing as well as an Complaint for
Declaratory Relief, Equitable Relief, and Damages.
Thanks for your attention to these matters which are of great importance to us. George Cattermole

On Nov 19, 2012, at 11:45 AM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:
Hello Mr. Cattermole,
I received your voicemail. As I intimated last week (I may not have been clear), we have decided not to send a letter
requesting agricultural information and are moving forward to the December hearing. Our internal discussions have
led us to this direction, discussions which were ongoing when you and I discussed the letter a little over a week ago.
The confusion has been unfortunate and for that I am sincerely sorry, but decisions are not made quickly and we are
doing our best to develop a recommendation consistent with the LCP. With regard to our recommendation, it will be
available once the report is mailed out. I will be sure to inform you as soon as it is made publicly available. It will be
accessible online as well as mailed to you. Once it is public, I encourage you to read the recommendation and then
we can pursue a meeting/conversation with you prior to the December hearing date, if we all believe such a meeting
to be productive and helpful to the process. I am in the process of drafting. You are always welcome to contact
Madeline Cavalieri – 415 905 5260 if you feel I am not adequately addressing your concerns.
We will be in touch as soon as the report is finalized and ready to be mailed out.
Nick Dreher
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2012 6:38 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Cattermole Project

Hello Nick             I accept your apology but am convinced, from the broken promise and the pattern of our past
exchanges that the "confusion" you refer to was calculated - even a dog knows the difference between
being stumbled over and kicked. I am also aware that you are not calling all the shots so please know that
my last letter was directed at the Commission staff team as a whole.
            In order to comply with one of the two County requirement for our subdivision (the other a minor
change in our planned septic configuration), we are currently moving out the people who live in the barn
(they will be gone by early December) and will then remove the plumbing etc, This is sad because as the
barn now stands, it is in far better - safer, more hygienic and more comfortable - than most of the existing
farm labor housing on the coast - as one county inspector put it, it is the Ritz compared to what he has
seen in Pescadero. We plan on leaving the barn in its present location. The barn has always been an agricultural
structure. We have abandoned our efforts to have the barn permitted as farm labor housing because we have learned that it does not meet the
current building code requirements. In particular, it has too many windows to meet the energy requirements. However, we reserve the right
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to renew those efforts at a later time. Perhaps, some windows could be eliminated.
                We would have moved on this requirement sooner except that one of the occupants was involved in a near fatal
accident and we have put off evicting her and her family until she was well enough to leave.   A friend, a farm laborer who worked
for a local farmer and formerly stayed there for 12 years free of charge has returned to Mexico.
                Should someone decide to build a house on the land he or she may have the means to upgrade the structure to farm
labor housing.

            Please let me know if there is any further information you need, what you intend to recommend to
the Commissioners, and when we can expect the staff report.   
                                                George Cattermole
On Nov 15, 2012, at 2:22 PM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:
Hello Mr. Cattermole,
I apologize for the confusion this past week. At this time, we are moving forward to get this on in December. I have
a question regarding your proposal or intention concerning the residential barn on the PAD land. Are you proposing
to retain it as an uninhabited barn in its same location (permitted use in ag), or as farm labor housing (conditional use
in ag)? Each option carries a separate analysis, but I just need to know your present intent. You have provided
sufficient detail on the history, I just need to know what you want to do moving forward.
Thank you,
Nick
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2012 7:12 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Cattermole Project

Hello Nick,
Fort months you have been promising to tell us whether or not you need more information from us, what
your concerns are, if any, and when out hearing will take place. You have told us that you appreciate our
being patient. Five times you have given us a "probable" hearing date and five times that date has been
cancelled. We were supposed to have a hearing in November and that hearing was actually posted on your
web site's hearing schedule, only to be taken down 24 hours later because you needed information on our
barn which has been there all along - you and Ms Cavalarie and Dan Carl walked around it months ago.
You began months ago telling us you were going to deny the project based on "local employment" and
"visual" concerns, then told us months later we could expect "conditional approval" and a few days ago
that you are going to find that there is a significant issue and that I would receive a letter last Friday
explaining exactly what you wanted from us. You did not send the latter, but only now respond without
the letter. All this amounts to unprofessional behavior. Were I to run my business in such a fashion, I
would be out of business. I am a supporter of the Coastal Commission and its goals, but I now feel as I
did when my country was being run by Bush - I support it, but do not support those running it because they
are abusing their powers.
Please let us know what day this week you will be contacting us.
George Cattermole
On Nov 13, 2012, at 6:00 AM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:

Hello,
We will get back to you on this email and the requirement for agricultural viability information soon, so please hold off
on pursuing any viability study. I will contact you again this week to check in on this project.
Thank you,
Nick Dreher
From: George Cattermole [mailto:georgecattermole@earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, November 12, 2012 11:57 AM
To: Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Cc: Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Carl, Dan@Coastal
Subject: Cattermole Project

November 10, 2012
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Dear Coastal Commission staff:
After 15 months of review by you, numerous statements that you needed no more information
from us, and statements that our project was ready for hearing, we were advised on November 8,
2012 that you required an agricultural viability study of our entire property. If we did not comply
with these demands, you would delay our project by claiming that there was a substantial issue.
Viability of agriculture
We have previously provided you with an historical account of our inability to establish
commercially viable agriculture on our property chiefly because of the small size of our parcel and
because we do not have access to water for irrigation. If you would like us to provide you with
additional details of those efforts, we can do so. However, we advise you that these details will
be difficult for us to remember and write and difficult for you to read, i.e. a tale of woe.
There has been no attempt at commercial agriculture on any of our property for over 25 years.
We have engaged in “backyard gardening” on proposed Parcel 2 with no expectation or receipt of
remuneration. Efforts to sell what little produce we have grown have ended in failure.
We do not believe that use of ground water for commercial agricultural purposes is consistent with
good land stewardship because it can lead to depletion of the ground water aquifer and, in areas
near the coast, salt water intrusion.
There are no individuals or professional entities licensed or recognized as experts in “agricultural
viability”. Therefore, our statements and opinions are as good as anyones.
It is not appropriate for you to be asking for agricultural data for property inside the urban/rural
boundary. The zoning boundary (which was drawn and approved by the County and the
Commission ) separating the commercial and PAD portions of our property established what
analyses are necessary for development on each type of property . On commercial property
within the the urban/rural boundary, analysis of soil type or agricultural potential is not necessary
or relevant for development. On the PAD land, the soil type and agricultural potential is relevant,
but we are not proposing any development on that parcel at this time.
By our subdivision, we are making the urban/rural boundary a property line. Agricultural analysis
of this property line is not necessary because the type of agricultural analysis required was
established when you drew the urban/rural boundary line.
Finally, none of these issues would arise were it not for your violation of LCP section 5.2 in the
designation of a portion of our parcel as PAD despite the fact that “the parcel” is in the rural
service center.
Consistency of Rule Application
It is important that government entities that control people’s lives adopt clear rules that are
applied consistently. One of your staff members appeared to be laughing at me as he explained
that the Local Coastal Plan was ambiguous and inconsistent and that it was up to him to
determine what was required.
When Coastal Commissioner, Steve Blank built his 15,000 sq.ft. house and outbuildings on prime
soil and lands suitable for agriculture, he did not submit an agricultural viability study.
Here is the relevant portion of the Coastal Commission staff analysis of how the Blank house
meets the showing required by LCP Policy 5.10a(2) that “continued or renewed agricultural use
of the soil is not feasible”:
“The applicant proposes to plant three acres of raspberries in an undefined location. The
proposed development would not prevent renewed agricultural use of the soils. Therefore the
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proposed residential development and horse barn meet the second criteria of LUP(sic) Policy
5.10a.”
We are willing to plant raspberries in an undefined location (but we have no water to irrigate
them) and note that our proposed development would not prevent renewed use of the soils on the
PAD parcel because we are not even proposing development on the parcel at this time.
Your goal is an unconstitutional taking
We realize that you do not want us to build on our PAD parcel despite the fact that the LCP gives
us the right to one density credit to build a house there. You have been raising bogus issues for
purposes of delay and harassment. Now, you are requesting irrelevant information.
We believe that you are acting outside the scope of your authority in an effort to “take” our
development rights and engaging in abuse of process by making demands for irrelevant
information and threats of delay.
Mary Cattermole
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

George Cattermole <georgecattermole@earthlink.net>
Monday, November 26, 2012 6:23 PM
Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal
Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal; Carl, Dan@Coastal
agricultural viability of Cattermole ag land

Hello Nick,
While I realize you have said you no longer want us to do an ag viability study, I also remember that you
said ( in our phone conversation in which you said you would be sending me a letter the following day spelling
out what the Commission wanted in the study ) that the Commission "almost always wanted" such a study. We
have already sent you a great deal of information about our ag efforts and related materials, but I want you also
to look at a relevant study which bears on the viability of our ag land. The potential for profitable agriculture
on our ag land is constrained by the lack of storable surface water and the fact that the quality of groundwater
in the San Gregorio Creek watershed is relatively highly saline. For a discussion of groundwater quality in our
watershed please see Appendix A in the San Gregorio Creek Watershed Management Plan: Groundwater
Influences Affecting Aquatic Habitat Potential, San Gregorio Creek Watershed by Robert Zatkin and Barry
Hecht. < http://www.sanmateorcd.org/SanGregorioWMP_final.pdf>
George Cattermole
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