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NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT
DEPUTY DIRECTOR’S REPORT

For the

December Meeting of the California Coastal Commission

MEMORANDUM Date: December 11, 2012
TO: Commissioners and Interested Parties
FROM: Dan Carl, North Central Coast District Deputy Director

SUBJECT: Deputy Director’s Report

Following is a listing for the waivers, emergency permits, immaterial amendments and extensions
issued by the North Central Coast District Office for the December 13, 2012 Coastal Commission
hearing. Copies of the applicable items are attached for your review. Each item includes a listing
of the applicants involved, a description of the proposed development, and a project location.

Pursuant to the Commission’s direction and adopted procedures, appropriate notice materials
were sent to all applicants for posting at the project site. Additionally, these items have been
posted at the District office and are available for public review and comment.

This report may also contain additional correspondence and/or any additional staff

memorandum concerning the items to be heard on today’s agenda for the North Central Coast
District.

NO ITEMS TO REPORT THIS MONTH
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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

Subject: STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM for Item Thl2a
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: Mary Cattermole

To: Dreher. Nicholas@Coastal

Subject: found email

Date: Wednesday, December 05, 2012 5:04:48 PM

Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal <Nicholas.Dreher tal.ca.qov May 22 E D

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
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From: Cavalieri, Madeline@Coastal

To: Dreher. Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: FW: Cattermole Project
Date: 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 devel opment of moderate income housing as
well aslow 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, alow 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
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From: Mary Cattermole

To: Dreher. Nicholas@Coastal
Subject: Re: Cattermole project
Date: Tuesday, December 04, 2012 6:21:28 PM

Dear Mr. Dreher:

I could not find the email either. | guess | was mistaken and that you never said
you would address the issue of the violation of 5.2 by the Coastal Commission.
However, | 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 |
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 | 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
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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 | 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. | 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
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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



Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal ; E / J q

From: George Cattermole <georgecattermcle@earthiink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2012 12:32 PIVI

- -Tos ureherﬁNlcholas@Goasta.
Subject: Re: Meeting request

Hello Staff members - we have a proposal that I believe will satisfy all of us. It involves us redrawing our
proposed boundaries so that only one house could be built on the commercial land which would be on the same
parcel as the PAD] and selling our density credit rather than using it on our PAD land. We would rather not go
to court over our density credit, but shall if need be, and I think we have a good chance of prevailing. Water
distribution would also need to be worked out. We are currently having our well tested and it is highly likely
that they are hydrologically connected. We may need to postpone the hearing, but would rather not. George
Cattermole

On Dec 3, 2012, at 2:01 PM, Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal wrote:

Hello Mr. Cattermole,

| received your voicemail messages regarding a possible meeting. | will discuss this with Dan and Madeline and see if we
can arrange for something this week.

Sincerely,

Nick Dreher
415904 5251
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Dreher, Nicholai@Coastal

From: George Cattermole <georgecattermole@earthlink het>

Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 8:46 AM

To: : ~Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal,-Cavalieri, Madeline@Cuoastal, Carl, Dan@Coastal
Subject: Cattermole Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Nick,

Got your message and we will be there 9am Friday. We would iike to discuss our recent proposal, the issues
raised in your staff report, our density credit, Section 5.2 of the LCP and the following Sections of the Coastal Act as they
pertain to our project:

Coastal Act:
Section 30231 Biological productivity; water quality

The biolagical productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams, wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to
maintain optimum populations of marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall be maintained
and, where feasible, restored through, among other means, minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges
and entrainment, conirolling runoff, preventing depletion of ground water supplies and substantial interference
with surface water-flow, encouraging waste water reclamation, maintaining natural vegeiation buffer areas ihat
profect riparian habitats, and minimizing alteration of natural streams. (Emphasis mine.)

Section 30108 Feasible

"Feasible” means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking
into account economic, environmenlal, social, and technological factors

Water on Qur Property

The San Gregorio Rural Service Center is served by a well on Parcel #1. This is a good, long standing well that
has served our store since 1889 and our home since 1928. The well has been monitored closely by the County and
State. Most existing development in our area takes place close to the San Gregorio Creek on land with water rights to
and wells adjacent to San Gregorio Creek.  Parcels which do nct have water rights to the creek or a well that benefits
from creek underflow have difficulty finding and maintaining a potable water supply and must use water sparingly.

We are willing to allow the well on Parcel #4 to be used for serving farm labor housing and/cr the fimited
residential use we have proposed. (*Limited” = restricted size and location of residence). We originally drilled the well on
Proposed Parcel #4 as an agricuitural well because we were pursuing legalizing the barn as farm labor housing.

We are not willing to have either of our wells used for feasible commercial agriculture. For 123 years our
well has met the needs of a rural service center providing toilets, hand washing, drinking water, food preparation. The use
of our exiting water for commercial agriculture threatens the quality and quantity of water that is needed to serve our rural
service center,

We now propose converting the well on Parcel #4 to a domestic well. We have not yet written the water sharing
agreement for use of the well, but are considering specifically restricting the water use to domestic use only.

George Cattermole
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From: George Cattermole <georgecattermole@earthlink.net>

Sent: Sunday, December 09, 2012 12:16 PM

To:—— — T **Garlraﬂ@G'Oastal‘rGavalierirMadeline@Coastai;fDreher;"Nich'ola's'@CUa’stal;ijawre? 777777 o
Castaneda

Subject: Cattermole Project

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

San Gregorio December 8, 2012

To: California Coastal Commission Commissioners;

My family and | moved to San Gregerio thirty three years ago when we purchased the San Gregorio General Store.  Since
that time we have removed three old deteriorating houses and the gas station which involved a major environmental cleanup. In 1984
the County and Commission zoned our property into roughly two halves, the eastern haif store parcel was zoned commercial and the
western half was zoned PAD. After determining that we could not afford to renovate our barn on our commercial parcel as a
residence, we moved it to our ag parcel.

Itis clear from the staff report that the primary issues involve what we intend to do with our agricultural, PAD parcel and
whether or not the designation of that parcel created a density credit that we can use on it.

Density credits are units in a currency developed to be used only on lands which are designated as "Open Space” which
includes Public Recreation, Private Recreation, General Open Space, and Agriculture, The currency cannot be used on lands which
are zoned commercial. At the same instant a portion of our land was zoned PAD, the remaining portion was zoned commercial. The
density credit that was created in that instant cannot then travel to lands zoned commercial in which such currency is neither nesded
hor permitted.

We have indicated that we are willing to minimize the impact of using our density credit in either one of two ways, both of
which involve compromises on our part which benefit agriculture,

Option One:

We have agreed with the staff's opinion that conformity with the LCP could be achieved were our subdivision “be reconfigured
to enlarge parcel 3 sufficiently to allow for a building site that is not on prime agricultural land.”

We have informed staff that we would be willing to do this - to join parcels 3 and 4 rather than split them. Note that this
“enlargement of parcel 3” involves our attaching our commercial land to our PAD land which in all likelihood results in our taking an
economic hit. We have also indicated that we would be willing to restrict the size of the single family dwelling that would go on our ag
land. Because the LCP had been interpreted in a way which permits 15,800 square ft. single family homes, this also represents a
willingness on our part to compromise to meet the staff's concerns.

Option Two:

We would agree to not use our density credit on our ag land. This would .expose us to the vagaries of the density credit
market and it is near certain that it will result in cur obtaining Jess economic benefit than the conditioned use of our density credit in :
option two. This would resolve- the major issue identified by the Commission staff, and avoid litigation costs for both of us. i

Staff has acknowledged that our situation is “unique and particular” and that is primarily because our land is, as far as the
county and we know, the only parcel in San Mateo that is split zoned. To make the point clearer: any future subdivision that comes
before you that involves density credits will involve density credits that were generated by and General Open Space Land and must be
used on them. There is thus no danger that approval of our project will set a bad precedent,

Staff objects that a road leading te a residence in the northwest corner of our property would require a road which would cover
ag soil. When staff visited, we walked the land and showed them where we would be willing to site the home on our ag tand - a site
that utilizes the maximum amount of non-prime soils and the least amount of prime scils. They did not realize we were always walking
on “ranch roads” because they are not paved. We walked from our store to the barn driveway, then crossed it on a “ranch road” feading
to our Eucalyptus grove. That “ranch road” is used for transporting firewood we harvest from our Eucalyptus grove for heating our store
and by an employee who is a falconer who uses it to access his coops in the grove. It is just as much a ranch road as large portions of
Commissioner Blanks driveway which covers acres of ag land and was determined to be part of an existing ranch road.

Any honest evaluation of the two staff reports - Commissioner Blank's and ours-will reveal that there are different standards of

fairness employed. We sincerely believe that most of the staff's concerns could have been resolved were they to have been as
available and cocoperative as they were in Commissioner Blank's case.

1



Dréher, Nicholas@Coastal

From: George Cattermole <gecrgecattermole@earthlink.net>

Sent:. S Sunday, December.09,.2012 10:31-AM i i i .

To: Carl"Dan@Coastal; Cavalier, Madeline@Coastal, Drenrer, Nicholas@Coastal James "~~~ -
Castaneda

Subject: Cattermole Project: Density Credit Analysis

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Coastal Commission staff:

The zoning of our property creates two zoning areas.

The LCP did not anticipate the creation of parcels with split zoning. The only way to _
understand the LCP in conjunction with the split zoning is to understand that the word “parcel”
means “zoning area” or “zoning parcel”.

The issue is the number of structures (the density) allowed in each zoning area.

Table 1.2 Line (8) Neighborhood Commercial/Rural Service Center/Urban Area and C1/S7
Zoning area:

Table 1.2 of the LCP applies to the rural service center. Under line (8) Neighborhood
Commercial the columns Urban Area and Rural Service Center are checked indicating that
this line applies to our property. The column for “Density” is blank.

To determine the density for this zoning area, we must turn the Basic Zoning Development
Standards table of the Zoning Ordinances (the S-7 Table). This table determines the number
of structures allowed (the density) by the column entitied “Minimum lot area per dwelling
unit’. In the S-7 area for every 5,000 sq. ft. of land, you are allowed one dwelling unit.

In conclusion, the density of development in the Line (8) Neighborhood Commercial zoning
area is determined by the Basic Zoning table. '

Table 1.2, Line (18) Agricultural/Rural Area:

In the Agricultural/Rural Area, the density of development is controlled by a system of “density
credits”. The only zoning areas which use denisity credits are lines (15), (16) (17) and (18) of
Table 1.2 of the LCP.

Line (18) Agriculture under column “Density” refers to a system of density credits. Table 1.2
refers by footnote #1 to Table 1.3 to determine the number of “density credits” for each
parcel. :

Table 1.3 states that “all legal parcels shall accumulate at least one density credit.” Because
Table 1.3 is setting out zoning rules, the words “legal parcel” mean, in this context, the
“zoning area” or “zoning parcel”.



Even if the words “legal parcel” refer to entire larger parcel and the larger parcel generates

. the density credit, that does not mean that the density credit can be used on any portion of
. ———the-larger-parcel—it-cannot—Table-1-2-controls-the-“Land-Uses-and-Development-Densities*
| of the density credit. The density credit must stay and be used on the line (18)
Agricultural/Rural zoning area in accordance with Table 1.2.

The density credit cannot be used on the Line (8) Neighborhood Commercial area
because, the “Density” column for line (8) is blank because Neighborhood Commercial
does not use density credits. The only “Land Uses” which use density credits are
Lines 15, 16, 17 and 18.

In conclusion, the Agricultural portion of our property has one density credit which can
only be used on it. It is true that this zoning area consists almost entirely of prime

soil. Nevertheless, the LCP allows the use of a density credit on prime soil when there is no
other building site on the parcel.

The County and Commission created and approved this Agricultural “zoning parcel”.

Creation of a zoning parcel whose only building site is on prime soil or subdivision which
Tequires a density credit

The LCP requires a that a subdivision have a density credit for each parcel created. We have
a density credit for the Agricultural parcel. The Neighborhood/Commercial parcel does not
require one.,

The LCP prohibits the "creation” of a parcel whose only building site is on prime soil. We
submit that the word “parcel” here means “zoning area” or “zoning parcel”. The Commission
already "created" the "zoning parcel" when it created the split zoning. Putiing this "zoning
parcel" on its own "property parcel" does not change the nature of the parcel. We are not
"creating” the zoning parcel". It was created by the Commission. Therefore, our proposed
subdivision does not violate the LCP.

Mary Cattermole



DEC 102012

To: Coastal -Commissioners - ——

From: George Cattermole, Applicant - . COASTAL COMMISSION

Re: Cattermole Project. 1213/2012, Line 12a GENTHAL COAST AREA

My family and | moved to San Gregorio thirty three years ago when_we '
purchased the San Gregorio General Store. - Since that time we have removed three
“old deteriorating houses and the gas station which involved a major environmental
. Cleanup. In 1984 the County and Commission zoned our property into roughly two

~ halves, the eastern half store parcel was zoned commercial and the western half was
zoned PAD. After determining that we could not afford to renovate our barn on our
commercial parcel as a residence, we moved it to our ag parcel.

e :
“tis clear from the staff report that the primary issues involve what we intend to

- do with our agricultural, PAD parcel and whether or not the deS|gnat|on of that parcel

- Created a density credit that we can use on it.

Density credits are units in a currency deveioped to be used only on lands which
are designated as “Open Space” which includes Public Recreation, Private Recreation,
General Open Space, and Agriculture. The currency cannot be used on lands which
are zoned commercial. At the same instant a portion of our land was zoned PAD, the
remaining portion was zoned commetrcial. The density cfedit that was created in that
instant cannot then travel to lands zoned commercial in which such currency is neither
needed nor permltted

We have. mdlcated that we are lemg to minimize the impact of using our density
credit in either one of two ways, both of which involve compromises on our part which .
benefit agriculture.

Option One:

~ "We have agreed with the stafi’s opinion that conformlty with the LCP could be
achieved were our subdivision “be reconfigured to enlarge parcel 3 sufficiently to aliow
for a building site that is not on prime agricultural land.,” We have informed staff that we
~ would be willing to do this - to join parcels 3 and 4 rather than split them. Note that this
“enlargement.of parcel 3” involves our attaching our commercial land toour PAD iand
which in all likelihood results in.our taking an economic hit. We have also indicated that.
we would be willing 1o restrict the size of the single family dwelling that would go on-our
ag land. Because the LCP had been interpreted in a way which permits 15,800 square
ft. single family homes, thls also represents a wzlhngness on our part to compromlse 10
meet the staff’'s concerns.
Option Two:

We would agree to not use our density credit on our ag land. This would expose
us to the vagaries of the density credit market and it is near certain that it will result in
our obtaining less economic benefit than the conditioned use of our density credit in
option two. This would resolve the major issue identified by the Commission staff, and
avoid litigation costs for both of us.



-~

Staff has acknowledged that our situation is “unique and particular” and that is
primarily because our land is, as far as the county and we know, the only parcel in San
Mateo that is split zoned. To make the point clearer: any future subdivision that comes

. before you that involves density credits will involve density credits that were generated

by and General Open Space Land and must be used on them. There is thus no danger
that approval of our project will set a bad precedent. I S

 George Catttermole



o DEC10 2002
~ To: Coastal.Commissioners. - ... CALIFORNIA — -
— COA QG TAL CONISSIO
From: Mary Cattermole, Applicant CENTRAL GGAQTAREA

Re: 'Céttermble Project 12/13/2012 Lir'le 12a

*5.2" Designation of Prime Agrlcultural Lands

Designate any parcel which contains prime agricultural Iands
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.

*B.7 DIVISIOI’] of Prime Agricultural Land De&gnated as Agriculture |

-a. Prohibit the division of parcels consisting ent:rely of pnme
agricultural land. :

b, Prohibit the division of pﬁme agricultural land within a
parcel, unless it can be demonstrated that existing.or
‘potential ag'ricultural productivity would not be reduc':ed

c. Prohibit the creatlon of new parcels whose only
bu1|d|ng site would be on prime agricultural land.

| Sectlon 30519.5 Periodic review of certlﬁed local programs;
'recommendatmns, reports

(2) The commission shall, from time to time, but at least once every five
years after certification, review every certified local coastal program to
determine whether such program is being effectively implemented in
conformity with the policies of this division. If the_ commission
determines that a certified local coastal program is not being carried out
in conformity with any policy of this division it shall submit to the
affected local government recommendations of corrective actions that
should be taken. Such recommendations may include recommended
amendments to the affected local government's local coastal program.



From: George Ga:tt'ermoleégeorgecattermole@earthlink.nets
Subject: Cattermole Project: Density Credit Analysis
Date: December 9, 2012 10;30:53 AM PST

To: "Dan@Coastal Car" <dan.carl@coastal.cagovs, "Madeline@Coastal Cavaller!” <madeline cavalleri@coastal ca.govs,
"N:oholas@CoastaI Dreher” <Nicholas. Dreher@coastal ca.gov>, James Oastaneda <lcastaneda@oo sanmateo.ca.us>

Dear Coast'al Commmsxon staﬁ :
The zoning of our pro’pérty creates two zoning areas.
The LGP did not- antlclpate thee creation of parcels with split zoning. The only way o’ understand

the LCP in conjunciion with the split zomng is to understand that the word “parcel” means “zoning
area” or zon:ng parcel”

The issue is the number of structures (the density) allowed in each zoning area.

Table 1.2 Line (8} Nelohborhood Commerma!/l?lural Service Center/Urban Area and C1/57
zoning area..

Table 1.2 of the LCP applies to the rural service center Under line (8) Ne|ghborhood

Commercial the columns Urban Area and Rural Service Center are- checked mcllcatmg that this -

- line apphes to our property. The column for “Densrty” is blank.

- To determ[ne the density for this zonlng area we must turn the Basic Zoning Development
" Standards table of the Zoning Ordinances (the S-7 Table). This table determines the number of

structures aliowed (the density) by the column entitled “Minimum lot area per dwelling unit”. In
the S-7 area for every 5, 000 sQ- ft of land, you are aliowed one dwelling unit.

In conolusnon the denSlty of development in the Line (8) Nelghborhood Commercnal zoning area
is determined by the Basic Zoning table. :

Table1.2; Line 18 cul Rur I

In the Agnoultural!F{ural Area the densuty of development is controlled by a system of “density
credits”.. The only zoning areas which use density credits are lines (15), (16) (17) and (18) of
Table 1.2 of the LCP. :

Line (18} Agriculture under column “Density” refers toa syatem of density credits. Table 1 2
refers by foothote #1 to Table 1.3 to determme the number of “densaty credits” for each parcel.

Table 1.3 states that “all legal parcels shall acoumulate at least one densﬂy oredlt " Because

Table 1.3 is setting out zoning rules, the words “Iegal parcel” mean, in this context, the “zoning
area” or “zoning parcel”.

Even if the words “legal parcel” refer to entire larger parcel and the larger parcel generates the
density credit, that does not mean that the density credit can be used on any portion of the larger -

2



|—._parcel.__lt cannot.Table 1.2 controls.the “Land Uses and-Development. Densities” of-the- density——

"""" credit. The density credit must stay and be used on the line (18) AgnculturallFlural zoning area in
- accordance with Table 1.2,

The density credit cannot be used on the Line (8) Neighborhood Commercial area
because, the “Density” column for line (8) is blank because Neighborhood Commercial

~ does not use density credits. The only “Land Uses” which use density credits are Lines
15, 16,17 and 18.

in conclusion, the Agricultural portion of our property has one density credit which can
only be used on it. itis frue that this zoning area consists aimost entirely of prime soil.
Nevertheless, the LCP allows the use of a densuty credit on prime soil when there is no other
building site on the parcei

The County and Commission created and approved this Agricultural “zoning parcef”.

Crea’uon of a zoning parcel whose only buiiding site is on prime soil or SUdeVISIon which requires

a density credit

The LCP requires a that a subdivision have & density credit for each parcel created. We have a
density credit for the Agricultural parcel. The Neighborhood/Commercial parcel does not require
. one. - o '

The LCP prohibits the "creation” of a parcel whose only building site is on prime soll. We submit
that the word “parcel” here means “zoning area” or “zoning parcel”. The Commission already

~ "created" the "zoning parcel" when it created the split zoning. Putting this "zoning parcel” on its
own “property parcel” does not change the nature of the parcel. We are not "creating" the zoning
parcel". It was created by the Commission. Therefore, our proposed subdivision does not
violate the LCP. :

Mary Cattermole




RESIDENTIAL

i (0.6-0.2 d.u.fac.}

{18} Agriculture

1 d.c./160 ac.)’

(1) Very Low X X X

@ Low (0.3-2.0 d.u/ac.) X X X

(3)  Medium Low (2.1-6.0 d.u.fac.)’ X X X

@) Medium (6.1-8.0 d.ujac) X X X

(5) Medium High (8.1-16.0 d.ufac) X

) High (16.1-82.0 dufac) | X

COMMERCIAL '

(7) * General Gemmercial — X X

-(8) Néigh’borhood Commercial | = == - X

{9) Coastslde Commereial | - —— X

' Recreation

{10} Offices e X

INDUSTRIAL

(11) General ————

(12) Heavwy | e

OTHEH

(18) ' Institutional e X

{14) Transport:ation ~~~~~~ X

OPEN SPACE .

(15) Public Recreation {1 d.c.f40 ac.~ X X X
1d.cf60ac)'

{16} Private Hecréation (1 d.c./40 ac.- X X X

- 1 d.c./160 ac.)’

(17Y General dpen Space {1 d.c.740 ac.- X X x* X
1 d.c./160 zo.)’' :
{1 d.c./40 ac.- X X xE X

'See Table 1.3 for explanation of computation of maximum densily of development for compatible conditional uses.

2 Maximuf density permitted is sight dwelling units per acre.

GDBIN487.6FM (6/9/08)
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"TTABLET.3

MAXIMUM DENSITY CREDITS

in the rural areas of the Coastal Zone which are zoned Planned Agricultural District,
Resource Management/Coastal Zone, or Timberland Preserve/Coastal Zone, determine
the maximum number of density credits to which any legal parcel is entitled by using the
method of calculation shown below, and further defined by the Planned Agricuiture,
Resource Management/Coastal Zone, and Timbefiand Preserve/Coasta! Zone Zoning

District regulations. Alllegal parcels.shall accumulate at least o credit, -
Except.as providéd in Policy 5.11, the sum of the density W&dﬁy

a land.division shail not exceed ihe total credits on t he griginal parcels or parcels
- divided,

A.  Prime Agricultura[ Lands

. One density credit per 160 acres for that porﬂoh of a pareel which is prime
agricutiural land as defined in Policy 5.1 {i.e., the number of acres of Prime
Agrrcultural Land divided by 160).

B. . Lands With Landsllde Suscegtlblhty. ‘

One density credlt per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel which lies within any of
. the three least stable categories (Categories V, Vi and L) as shown on the U.S.
Geological Survey Map MF 360, “Landslide Susceptrbrllty in San Mateo County” or
‘its current replacement (1.e., the number of acres of land susceptible to landslides
" divided by 160). :

C. Land With Sloue 50% or Greaier

One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel which has a slope
50% or greater (i.e., the number of acres of land with a siope 50% or greater
divided by 160).

~D. Remete Lands
One density credit per 160 acres for that portion of a parcel over 1/2 mile from a
public road that was an existing, al-weather through, public road before the County

Local Coastal Program was initially certified in Novembey 1880 {i.e., the number of -
acres of remote iand dlwded by 160). :

1.13



P 1uiie u

' *TABLE 1 3 (continued)

MAXIMUM DENSITY CREDITS

l I:and W;th Sloge 30% But Less Than 50°/

"One densﬁy credlt per 80 acres for that portlon of a parcel which has a slope 30%

but less than 50% (i.e., the number of acres of land with a slope 30%, but less
than 50% leIdBd by 80)

Land Wlthln Fﬂft Zones or Active Faults

=

One density credit per 80 acres for that portion of a parcel which is located within -
the rift zone or zone of fractured rock of an active fault as defined by the U.S.

" Geological Survey and mapped on.USGS Map MF 355, “Active Faults, Probably

Active Fauits, and Associated Fracture Zones'in San Mateo County,” or its current

replacement {i.e., the number of acres of Iand Wathin rift zones or active faults
divided by 80). : ,

Lands Within 100-Year Flo'odg' lain

‘One density credit per 60 acres for- that portion of a parcel failing W|thm a 100-year

floodplain as most recently defined by the Federal Emergency Management
Agency, the U.S. Geological Survey,or the U.S, Army Corps of Engineers (i.e., the

nuimber of acres of land within the 100-year floodplain divided by 60).

‘Land With Slope 15% But Less Than 30%

One density credit per 60 ac.res for that'pdrtlon of a parcel with a slope in excess
of 15% but less than 30% {i.e., the number of acres of land with a slope 15%,- but
less than 30% divided by 60).

* Land Within Agricu!tural Preserves or Exclusive Agricultural Districts

~ One density credxt per 60 acres tor that portion of a.parcel within agricuttural

preserves or the exclusive Agricultural Districts as defined in the Resource
Conservation Area Density Matrix policy on March 25, 1986 (i.e., the number of
acres of land within Agricultural Preserves or Exclustve Agncultural DlStl‘ICtS

divided by 60}.

*

Al Othér Lands

- One density credit per 40 acres for that portion or portions of a parcel not within -

the above areas (i.e., the number of acres of all other land divided by 40).

1.14 -
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b AL

Maximum | -fdkimam
* Minimum lot helght __ Y*goverags
area per : Az
District dwelling unit W |Stories| Feet
— 3% | 36
- . 3| 36
~ 3 36
< 3 36
= 3 36
< 3 | 36
§7T.- ¢ o
<a 3 36
3 36
3 |. 36
3 36
* .28
.2 28 |
* 30
* *
w ®
¥ .1.30
* 28
. *
- 30
- 28
- 30
25| 35 |
- 28®@ |
3 36
3 36
3 36

Maximum coverage limitiations shall apply to all structures except structures in C, H, M or P districts in which there are
no dwelling facilities.

*Ses planner for additional requirements including possible floor area ratio (FAR), daytight plane and design review.
** Side yard'sstbacks on corner [cts shall be 50% cf the required front yard setback in the respactive district.

® 40 feet on corner lots - refer to zoning maps
@ combined total - both sides, 7.5 feet minimum on any one side

- @ from natural grade

@ agricuturalmon-agricuttural development
® combined total - both sides, & feet minimum on any one sude
® 40 feet on Bay/Ringwood Roads

23019-9 rev. rp B7/96 paga 2 I H



San Mateo County
Planning and Building Dnn

and Development
Standards

Districts established by Section 6110
are as follows:

Aq Agricultura District
AQ Airport Overlay District
C-1 Neighborhood Business District
Cc-2 General Commercial District _
CCR Coastside Commercial Réecreation District
COsC Community Open Space Conservation District
v KB Limited Highway Frontage Dlstnct
M-1 Light Industrial District
M-2 . Heavy Industrial District
0 Office District
} Parking District
PAD Planned Agricultural District
PUD" Planned Unlt Development District
R-1 One-Farmily Residential District
R-2 Two-Family Residential District . |
R-3 Multiple-Family Residential Distriot,
R-3-A Affordable Housing District -
R-E Residential Estates District ' '
RH Resldentlal Hillside District ‘ . oo
RM Resource Management District
RM-CZ  Resource Management-Coastal Zone District
TPZ Timberand Preserve District
TPZ.CZ Timbetland Preserve—Coastal Zona District
W

County Government Center = 590 Harnilton Street » Redwood City, California 94063 -

{415) 363-4161 - FAX [415) 3634849

23019-9 rev.1p 6/7/68 page |

15



(‘oastalAcf - ' ' i

Section 30231 Blologlcal productivity; water quallty

The biological productivity and the quality of coastal waters, streams,

 wetlands, estuaries, and lakes appropriate to maintain optimum populations

of marine organisms and for the protection of human health shall be
maintained and, where feasible; restored through, among other means,

- minimizing adverse effects of waste water discharges and entrainment,
_controlling runoff; preventing depletion of ground water supplies and
substantial interference with surface water-flow, encouraging waste water
- reclamation, maintaining natural vegetation buffer areas that protect
rzparzan habitats, and minimizing al.temrzon of natural streams. (Emphasis
mine. )

Section 30108 Feasible

"Feasible" means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner
within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors

‘Water on Ou_r Property

‘ The San Gregorio Rural Service Center is served by a well on Parcel #1.
This is a good, long standing well that has served our store since 1889 and our
home since 1928. The well has been monitored closely by the County-and
State. Most existing development in our area takes place close to the. San
Gregorio Creek on land with water rights to and wells adjacent to San Gregorio
Creek. Parcels which do not have water rights to the creek or a well that
benefits from creek underflow have difficulty finding and mamtamlng a potable
water supply and must use water sparlngly '-'

We are willing to allow the well on Parcel #4 to be used for serving farm
labor housing and/or the limited residential use we have proposed. (“Limited” =
restricted size and location of residence). We originally drilled the weil on
Proposed Parcel #4 as an agriculiural well because we were pursuing Iegalizmg
the bam as farm fabor housing. .

We are not willing to have either of our wells used for feasible

commercial agriculture. For 123 years our well has met the needs of a rural .
service center providing toilets, hand washing, drinking water, food preparation.

5



(NI

Thie use of “our exiting water for commercial agriculiure threatens the quality and

.quantity of water that is needed to serve our rural service center.

We now propose converting the well on Parcel #4 to a domestic well. We
have not yet written the water sharing agreement for use of the well; but are
considering specifically restricting the water use to domestic use only.

George Cattermole

I'l



Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal ﬁ’ /J a

From: George Cattermole <georgecattermole@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 8:40 AM

-Tor -—Dreher-Nichelas@Ceastat—— - —— ————— v e
Subject: Cattermole project

Dear Coastal Commission staff:

We are not asking for the moon here. If the County had not designated about 6 acres of our property as "Agriculture” in
violation of LCP 5.2, they could have designated it as Table 1.2, line (1} residential in the rural area. This would have
given us the right to build one residence for every .2 acres. Since we are talking about 6 acres, this would equate to one
residence. That is all we are asking for, the right to build one residence on that 6 acres.

George Cattermole



Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

From: Lynn Ross <Irthinkgreen@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 4.58 PM
- Tor-—————- -— ————-Breher- Nlchoias@Coastalf e e
Subject Support for Denial of Cattermole subdivision: CCC flle A-2-SMC-11-32
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status; Flagged

Dear Honorable Commissioners:

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of the Cattermole proposed subdivision in San Gregorio.
I support the California Coastal Commission Staff recommendation to deny the project.

! support the reasons described in the staff report.

My additional concerns are:

The illegal residences that they have added by installing illegal septic and water systems, including the historic
"blacksmith shop" within yards of the Cattermoles' residence.

On the tentative map they submitted to SMC the shop was described as a "shop" ---- yet they have changed it as
recently as the 1990s and very currently to a residence,

Is it legal to change a building from commercial use to residential use within the rural Service Center and how does their
illegal water and septic system they installed affect the proposed subdivision and the envirocnment?

Attached - faxed to Mr. Dreher- is a photo of the commercial shop that never served as a home.

Thank you. As a 5th generation resident of San Gregorio, its protection is in your hands, but the residents hope the town
is protected with all its it's visual beauty.

Sincerely,
Lynn Ross
PO Bon 26 San Gregorio 94074

650 747 0004
Sent from my iPhone

K



2012-12-07 16:32 JPMC Mission & Almar 831 421 9741 »> 4159045400 P 1/2

| Pe: () m"/‘fwm‘

/b;*ak l?)fe’/?@/’"
Coldernre, Coostal. Comm

%ﬂy%
g}’&—mmﬁf S L %édﬁJU;s;M

S Troenes

C‘*’* s ( HST) God St

\Ddﬁﬁfz A e )(//

“Flos pheto V—a/&ﬂar%wﬁ éawp [ of a@?mj
/7411;{73& /O frcfo <'7Qw~ [ lon

Smes s forseald cg?m% Av/aj
= freso s %M Vha /‘é//%ég/” - é/f?b

 ef & féthfm‘v( éﬁu'/0¢/7 &~
% Korat S’:e,;fmtt_, (Clotor s A~

Scw_, ?ﬂlfmﬂd p >‘—£ /40
gl | : /‘Qﬂt A ted__
(¢ Coenfe /‘7
O — I [ ?ﬂ_&, 1 e Mﬁé' 7[/‘-&
e )ﬁ 55 e

/ QT’AL / T‘é o f"hpfwaﬂ—'
Caﬂé—wma@a 74> C qﬂ?, ,hcé—!’%/ OZvM /{D{j
oT0.

7Y T.veolf QO




2012-12-07 16:32 JPMC Mission & Almar 831 421 9741 >> 4159045400 P 2/2

! i'.. ¥ ‘ . . F,,Qﬁm Oll,]hm /{055
émf -7 of 7. C/&D(—ﬁ
7 “Tor pireK 0(3; it o

' | (mmwf)
Former Levy Bross 8LOYE,

now & blacksmith shopPe

FoYe) “‘o..fs" j)ﬂc'(&'mf/meu/&* f/”/e/‘/td/e, od }Lﬁk

C (j:ﬂwwufe. §&Léo&wmom § «; S /_QJ/A_L 7Ld

| . ‘ 2! V'Mﬁ/‘[ﬂﬂr’&e‘,,-«#. o} " § Ad{g &LS S«ém

/S a %,QMGQQMC 0. M% d;ﬁﬁt _ ij/;tc 2p
/ ol a hesidewce Oph P2 _ oS 5

O & A7 aflel ’ a}éff Sephy /

IRy

| 2l



Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal ! 2; f Q a

From: Deirdre Conley <dd242a@gmail.com>

; Sent: Thursday, December 06, 2012 1129 PM

R s ~— - ——-—Preher;Nicholas@Coastal——m —™m™W—#7# ———— T e A
Subject: Letter re A-2-SMC-11-032
Attachments: Letter re Cattermole A-2-SMC-11-032.docx

Dear Mr. Dreher:

Attached is my letter concerning California Coastal Commission appeal scheduled to be heard on Dec 13, 2012 ¢ A-
2-SMC-11-032,

I support the staff recommendation to deny the Cattermole development proposal.

Unfortunately T cannot be at the Commission meeting on the 13th because T will be traveling. T have written the
attached letter in the hopes that it can be considered as part of the record. I will send the letter by regular mail
as well,

Thank you,

Deirdre L. Conley

29 Capay Circle

South San Francisco, CA 94080
email: dd242a@gmail.com




By Mail and Email

December 6, 2012

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

Subject: December 12-13 Hearing Appeal No. A-2-SMC-11-032

Honorable Commissioners:

I support the Commission staff recommendation {o deny the Cattermole proposed
development.

Thave been a San Mateo County resident for 57 years. [ believe the Commission staff
analysis was very thorough and accurate. Their recormmendation to deny the proposed
development is correct in view of the purpose and guidelines of the California Coastal
Commission to protect and conserve irreplaceable California coastal areas, This San
Gregorio property is a unique, historical, scenic and environmentally sensitive area.
Exceptions to the rules should not be made to allow the Cattermole proposed development
to go forward, I respectfully urge you to uphold the staff recommendation to deny.

Sincerely,

\; “
VT A

i

Deirdre L. Conley <>
29 Capay Circle
South San Francisco, CA 94080
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal ’rk /Qa

From:
Sent:

o

Subject:
Attachments:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Dear Mr. Dreher:

Preher;-Nicholas@Coastal— T -

Nirmala Dillman <ndillman@smcoe.k12 ca.us>
Thursday, December 08, 2012 5:43 PM

Letter re A-2-SMC-11-032
Ltr_Dillman_re A-2-SMC-11-032.pdf

Follow up
Flagged

Attached is my letter concerning California Coastal Commission appeal scheduled to be heard on Dec 13, 2012 : A-

2-SMC-11-032,

I support the staff recommendation o deny the Cattermole development proposal.

Unfortunately I cannot be at the Commission meeting on the 13th because of a required work meeting in
Sacramento on that day. I have written the attached letter in the hopes that it can be considered as part of the
record. T will put it in the mail as well.

Thank you,
Sheila Dillman

Sheila Moore Dillman

ndillman@smcoe k12.ca.us

Work Tel (650) 802-5443

FAX (650) 802-5322
Cell (650) 678-6294

a4



By Mail and Email

December 5, 2012

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

Subject: December 12-13 Hearing Appeal No. A-2-SMC-11-032
Honorable Commissioners:

I support the Commission staff recommendation to deny the Cattermole proposed
development

I'was a San Mateo County Coastside resident for 25 years before moving to San Francisco and 1
continue to work full tirne in San Mateo County. I believe the Commission staff analysis was
very thorough and accurate. Their recommendation to deny the proposed development is correct
in view of the purpose and guidelines of the California Coastal Commission to protect and
conserve irreplaceable California coastal areas. This San Gregorio property is a unique,
historical, scenic and environmentally sensitive area. Exceptions to the rules should not be made
to allow this type of development to go forward, I respectfully urge you to uphold the staff
recommendation to deny,

Sincerely,
Sheila Moore Dillman |

3971 26™ St.
San Francisco, CA 94131



Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal m /Q q

From: Gary Weinberg <gntange@mindspring.com=
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 10:19 AM
- Tor——— - ———Dreher; Nlcholas@Coastal T T T e e S
Subject: Appeat A-2-SMC-11-032 being heard on Dec 13, 2012
Attachments: CCC Itr -Weinberg.doc
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Mr. Dreher,

| have written a letter in support of the Commission staff recommendation to rule against the property
development proposal for the Cattermole property in San Gregoric. My letter is attached. | am also
mailing the signed original.

Sincerely,
Gary L. Weinberg

1029 Carolina St.
San Francisco, CA 84107

b



December 6, 2012

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

Re: Appeal A-2 SMC 11-032 (Cattermole) — Support Staff
Recommendation to Deny

Dear Commission Members:

| am writing to express my support for the Commission staff recommendation to
deny the Cattermole property development proposal, at least in its present form.
It does not comply with the Coastal Commission’s guidelines for appropriate
development projects for our Coast and should not be permitted to go forward. |
am well acquainted with the location and the issues involved as a long time
visitor to San Mateo County’s South Coast.

Sincerely,

Gary L. Weinberg
1029 Carolina St
San Francisco, CA 94107

at



Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal ’rh / J q

From: Dana ONeill <dlondoc@yahceo.com>
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 10:27 AM

~ To: o —-~ ~Dreher; Nicholas@Coastal— B T
Subject: Hearing 12-13-12, CCC Staff Report File #A-2-SMC-11-32 Cattermole Modified Appllcatlon

Dear California Coastal Commission Members,

This email is in support of the CCC Staff Report for the Cattermole A-2-SMC-11-32 modified
application. We support the proposed Parcels 3 & 4 as agricultural lands designated as PAD per
LCP Policies 5.8 and 5.10. This ensures the preservation and protection of agricultural lands in the
rural hamlet of San Gregorio.

We also support the Farm Link and San Mateo County's Agricultural Advisory Committee’s
recommendations for the protection of agricultural land for agricultural purposes.

We respectfully support the Cattermole’s modified application for the proposed Parcels 3 & 4 as
agricultural lands and are grateful to them for their reconsideration. We also support their
environmental and sustainable housing proposal for Parcel 1, on land which has previously had
various residential/commercial uses.

Cordially,
Dana O'Neill and Doc Jepsen
San Gregorio Residents (across from proposed Parcel #4)

Hard copy sent in US Mail
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Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal ] h / g a

From: greywolf@batnet.com
Sent; Friday, December 07, 2012 10,28 AM
CToy——— =~ Dreher, N:cholas@eoastal i T e s
Subject: Two Attached Comments from Appellants McKenna/Rhodes (A—2 -SMC-11- 032)
Attachments: A-2-SMC-11-032 appeal letter Rhodes.doc; CCC Catermole letter 12-13-12.doc
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Hi Nick,

Thanks for today's updated info re: emailed comments (please disregard my voice message form this morning).
Please find attached two statements from Shauna and myself.
Thanks for all your work on this!

David Rhodes



—45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 - : — S

CA Coastal Commission

San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

December 7, 2012

A Statement from Appellant David Rhodes regarding Appeal No. A-2-SMC-

11-032 (Cattermole Development)
Commissioners,

I am sorry that I will not be there for the hearing next Thursday so 1
appreciate the chance to be able to submit these comments ahead of time.

I support denial of Cattermole subdivision and the negative change that
approval would precipitate on water, septic and drainage conditions in San
Gregorio. In addition, harmful impact on visual resources would become
apparent and this is counter to the L.CP.

Since the LCP does not allow the conversion of an agricultural well to
residential, the plans do not conform to LCP policy. I concur with the
notion of small-scale agriculture use for the Western parcel and would
consider the Farm Link suggestion a viable economic alternative for future
consideration.

Thank you and your staff for this work and deliberation.

David Rhodes



California Coastal Commission December 7, 2012
45 Fremont Street, Suite 20000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

—Subject:—-Supportfor-denial-of Cattermole-subdivision-and-overdevelopment-of San-Gregorio— — -

CCC file # A-2-SM(C-11-32
Dear Honorable Commissioners,

I support the staff recommendation to deny the Cattermole’s extensive request to change
the nature of San Gregorio. There are numerous reasons to deny the project that are covered in the
staff report. The Cattermole’s have extensively used their property over the years with adverse
impacts to the surrounding properties in the area including over burdening their septic systems that
have leached onto adjacent properties from their numerous buildings including illegal units. Also
the commercial use has created traffic and parking congestion that should be accommodated on site
and not disturb and interrupt the existing neighbors in the San Gregorio community.

Listed below are my additional concerns with this project:

1. The Cattermole’s already have subdivided once in 1981, their remaining property can't
support another subdivision per the LCP rules or due to water, septic and drainage issues.

(3]

. The proposed commercial parcel 2 for the store is too small and does not allow for the required off
street parking. Off street parking for the existing commercial uses should occur in the
location the proposed additional residences on the only non-prime soils on their land,

(S8

. The LCP policy 5.22 does not allow creation of a new Planned Agricultural parcel that does not
have an adequate water source on each individual parcel.

4. The former “dairy barn” building was illegally converted to 3 living units approximately 25
years ago and the Cattermole’s have enjoyed the rental income for those illegal units for
decades. This illegal residential use without approved septic and water needs to be abated.

5. Inthe staff report described Parcel 4 as a "commercial lot" however the Cattermole Tentative map
appears to show the future use as residential development, not commercial use since no off
street parking area is shown on that parcel as required by the zoning.

6. If any new buildings or uses are approved on the Cattermole property additional hydrology

reports, biological reports and drainage studies are required to ensure that they will not
adversely impact the surrounding neighbors so we can maintain the quality of our environment,

Approval of this project would change and harm San Gregorio forever.
Currently there are multiple uses and buildings on the property that are not supported by the existing
water sources and septic systems. Why create additional strain and trauma on this and other parcels?
Please deny this ill-conceived, avaricious project.

Sincerely,

Shauna McKenna
P. 0. Box 683, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019



Dreher, Nicholas@Coastal

From: greywolf@batnet.com
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 11:11 AM
- Tor——— - *BreherﬁNlchoras@Coastal - — — - e
Subject: Attached photos RE; A-2-SMC-11-032 Cattermole appeal
Attachments: CIMG2203.jpg; CIMG2263.jpg; CIMG2276.jpg; IMG_0245.JPG
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Nick,

Please find attached photos that help show some of our concerns regarding our appeal.

The first photo shows standing water from last Spring's (May 2012) heavy rain in the Rhodes/McKenna backyard.

The other three photos show the parking situation around the commercial area that occurs on some weekends.
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Dreher, Nicholas@CoastaI

From; Kathleen Armstrong <kathleenaarmstrong@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, December 07, 2012 8:49 AM
S Tor— o f*W*Ireherf'N|cholas@Coastal*ﬁwmf’” - e
Subject: Letter on behalf of Appeal #A-2-SMC-11-032
Attachments: CoastalCommissionLetterScan_12.60001.bmp
Importance: High
Foilow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Nicholas;

Attached please find my letter to be submitted at the upcoming hearing for Appeal #A-2-SMC-11-032. This is a signed
copy. Please advise if I need to have a postmarked hardcopy sent to your offices today and I will mail it timely.

Thank you very much.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Thomas H. (Kathleen)Armstrong, 111
PO Box 44

San Gregorio, CA 95338
209/966-6559
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- -Pesember 6,202 —m7— - — ———— —- - — -
Mr, Nick Dreher, Coastal Program Analyst |i

California Coastal Cormmission

45 Fremont $freet

Sufte 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

RE: Cattermole Development Project- San Gregorio, CA  Appeal #A-2-5MC-11-032
Dear Mr. Dreher and Members of the Coastal Commission Board:

For the past few years, the rurai character of San Gregorio has been the subject of scrutiny and debate
over a proposed subdivision in what residents understood to be beth a rural service area and dedicated
prime agricultural lands. The development of the property owned by George and Mary Cattermole
immediately adjacent to the San Gregorio store, much of which is zoned prime agricuitural land and
designated in part as a “rural service area”, is a critical issue in the future of the community of San
Gregorio. it is for this reason, that | stupport the appeal filed by Shauna McKenna and David Rhodes and
feel obligated to underscore certain conditions which believe are urgently important in regards to this
project.

1. Portions of the subject property is properly zoned PAD and has never been contested by the
awners until this preposed development.

2. A portion of the subject property is a rural service ares and has never been contested by the
owners until this propesed development.

3. Owners have acknowledged the agricultural value of their land in participating in the Williamson
Act for the duration of their ownership,

4, The proposed subdivision does not comply with San Mateo County’s LCP Poficy 1.12a and LCP
Policy 5,22

5. There is neither adequate water source or county infrastructure to suppart the addition of 4
rasidences to this parcel, t is questlonable that there is sufficient water to support 1 residence.
Substandard water has been an issua for patrons of the existing commercial aperation, The San
Gregorio Store” and was a serious, undisclosed issue after the sale of the single family residence
which was sold to Ms. McKenna and Mr, Rhodes. Therefore, important details with regards to
potable water and supply should be addressed before approving any single family residential
development.

6. The owners have shown blatant disregard of County law by offering numerous non-conforming,
iltegal, and non-permitted habitations for over 20 years({ in some instances posing health and

3¢



safety ssues Tor the tenants of these steucturas), Thera is sugporting documentstion oiid photos
submftted at one point during this process by the appelianis,

7. Thehistory of prioruge on the parcels Indicates productive agricultural concerns which could te

conductad again in compliance with the roning. In so much as agriculture may not represent the

greatest returm as appoted to tive constriction andg sale of 4 resldences, the developers heve
attempted 1o Imply thet agrleultural 18 simply not viable a2 this location, Thisis a disceptionas
there are many apricalturel operations located adlacent to and very close 1o these parcels.

it s my hiope {89 s a majority of residents in the San Sregorie Valley and neighboring commimities) that
the highest avd best use Tor this property as o rura! servios area and lacal resource as an agriculturatly
moned property eontinue, if at all possible, to preserve the culture, character, and rurally tompatible
potantial that it represents vather than hecame an “estate subdivision”,

Farmdand on the San Mateo Coust is o priceless commodity and onpe developed it is naglighie that we
shall see Hs return In many generations, If at all, San Gregorie Is 8 precious cuitural resource with an
abvious historical corridor adjacant to Hwy 84 and leading to Mwy 1 which could be preserved in the
future to include the "rural service srey”.

Wiy hustrard’s Farndly hras farsmed fn this valley since 1892, We have saen the koss of local agriculture Lo
both well-inter tigned private land trusts as weli as to real estate developers. While chabge Is Inevitable,
the unepposed residentlsl development of thase last agricultural lands is simply incompatible with our
nature and heritage. 11, for instance, the possitility of 2 fire station in the rurat service area exlsted, it
would gladly go unchallenged as it represents support for the community 95 a wheole and the transient
tourist needs that actoetly exist hera,

It is ry greatest hope that you wil censider my staterment a3 you make your deciston and uphoid the
Staff recornmendation. The communication and #ffort of your staff has beern nvaluable and most
gratly apprectated.

Wiost sinceraly,

Signature on file

#rs, Thorras H. {Kathieen}srmstrong, i
PO Box 44

San Gregorio, CTA 24074
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Comments from appellants Ann Forrister and Casey Schaufler for the California Coastal Commission hearing
regarding permit A-2-SMC-11-044 (263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach) December 13, 2012,

"RECEIVED
DEC 07 2012

CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMISEION

South facing alevation superimposad on the
axisting structure. This plcture was takan facing
north from the northernmost bluff view point at
the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, The plcture was
takan Qctober 13, 2012,

We would fike to thank the California Coastal Commission staff for their report and recommendations. We are especially
pleased by the recommendations regarding bluff setback and restriction of future potential coastal armoring, We have
concern that one particular section of the local coastal program has not been adequately addressed, The relavant
section from the Local Coastal Program is 8.13.a.4:

STRUCTURAL AND COMMUNITY FEATURES—-URBAN AREAS AND RURAL SERVICE CENTER
8.13 Special Design Guidelines for Coastal Communities

The following special design guldelines supplement the design criteria in the Community Design
Manuai:

a. Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada

(4) Design structures which are in scele with the character of their setting and blend rather
than dominate or distract from the overall view of the urbanscape,

Itis our belief that the staff recommendation does not address this section of the LCP satisfactorily. In particular, the
scale of the proposed addition is out of character with the existing urbanscape. Three graphs are offered in support of
this position,

The resulting structure would be 2.7 times the average size of bluff top houses in Moss Beach. It would be 1,325 ft?
larger than the next largest biuff top house. The fact that the house is situated on a large parcel changes the comparison
slightly, The proposed expansion would be 2.1 times the average size of houses on large lots in the existing urbanscape.
The existing house at 263 Nevada already has the largest Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of any large lot structure, and after
expansion would have an FAR of 3.1 times the average of large jot houses on the bluff top in Moss Beach.

We ask that you deny a permit for the structure as designed or stipulate that you will permit only a smaller expansion of
the current siructure. The proposed house would be thoroughly out of character with the existing urbanscape. If a
permit is granted we would request that it be for a structure that is in keeping with the size of other structures in the
urbanscape. We base this request on the objective characteristics of absolute and relative sizes of structures.
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Tha proposed
structure would

|- -be 2:7 times-the -

2,085 ft? avarage
for bluff top
houses in Moss
Beach. it would
be 1,325 #° larger
than the next
largest house,
2010 Vallamar,

Comparing only
against other
larga lot {15,000
f*or largar)
properties shows
the proposed
structura would
ba 2.1 times the
2,769 ft” average.
it would be 1,935
#t” larger than the
naxt largest
house, 185 Reef
Paint.

The proposed
project expands
the house with
the largest
current FAR for
simiar lots by
A48%. The naw
FAR would be 3.1
times the average
for simifar large
lot {15,000 ft* or
farger) bluff top
properiies in
Moss Beach.



From: Ted Harris <tharris@calstrat.com>

Subject: Th12b — 263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach - Exisﬁng Home Infill
To: "zimmercce@email.com" <zimmercec(@email.com>

Commissioner Zimmer,
Hope you are doing well.

This Thursday a remodel and infill addition to the existing home and garage/coach house at 263
Nevada Ave, Moss Beach, San Mateo County will be before you. Please see the attached
summary below.

We've worked with staff to address issue raised in the appeal and we are glad to report that staff
is recommending approval with

conditions http://documents,coastal.ca.gov/reports/2012/12/Th12b-12-2012.pdf, which we
support.

Since the appeal to the Coastal Commission, the applicant has agreed to every request from CCC
staff to address each item, including:

1. Conducted final geotechnical evaluations that demonstrate the home addition will be
safely sited for its design life and will not rely on future shoreline protection.

2. Removed all proposed patio improvements seaward of existing home.

3. The applicant has agreed to no future shoreline protection

4. Provided supplemental visual impact simulations that show proposed improvements are
consistent with the LCP and not visible from the beach or any public road, and barely
visible and minimized from the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve Bluff.

5. This additional visual analysis and exhibits show that the project will not dominate or
distract public viewpoints and will complement the character of the community and blend
with the overall urbanscape and natural vegetation; see Exhibit 6 in the staff repott.

6. The blended design and complementary landscaping are consistent with the community
character.

7. The removal of the proposed patio improvements further minimizes visual impacts.

8. The agreement to prohibit future shoreline armoring permanently avoids potential future
visual and biological impacts of rock revetment or other shoreline protections.

Hope you will support staff’s recommendation to approve CDP A-2-SMC-11-044 on Thursday.
Please let us know if you have any questions,
My cell number is below and 1'd love to connect beforehand if you can spare the time.

Thank you again!

Ted

__Date: Tue, Dec 11,2012 at 3:22 AM S
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Ted Harris, Principal

California Strategies, LLC
980 9th Street, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814
office: 916.266.4575

cell: 916,997,7715
tharris(@calstrat.com
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~ To: Dréher, Nicholas@Coastal

From: Ted Harris [mallto:tharris@calstrat.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 2:09 AM

Subject: 263 Nevada Ave Summary

Hi Nick,

Thank you again for the well-prepared staff report and all of your time and work on this.
Please see a project summary below that I'm sharing with Commissioners FYT.

Please let me know if you have any comments or suggestions and anything further I can do to
help.

My cell is below. Please feel free to call anytime.
Thanks,
Ted

Ted Harris, Principal
California Strategies, LL.C
980 9th Street, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814
office: 916.290.6152

cell: 916.997.7715
tharris@calstrat.com

1



Th12b — 263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach
Existing Home Improvement

Hearing Date: December 13, 2012
Project Appeal No.: A-2-SMC-11-044
Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions

Request: Support Staff Recommendation

Background

The project is the remodel and addition to the existing home and garagefcoach house at
263 Nevada Ave, Moss Beach, San Mateo County.

The existing home at 263 Nevada Ave. includes living and dining rooms, 2 bedrooms, 2
baths, rear patio facing the ocean, and a front porch on the first floor and a two-car garage
with a second floor level office space (a “coach” house) directly over the garage in front of
the home, shown above. The proposed project adds a family room on the grade floor in the
gap connecting the existing main house with the existing detached garage/coach house. A
new second floor is added over the main house with a master bedroom, bath, office guest
bedroom and bath and balcony.

Proposed design utilizes the existing structural foundation of the house and garage and:
+ Does not expand the existing foundation toward the ocean or the street.
*  Only slightly increases the footprint for the proposed infill connection between the
existing house and existing clustered two-story garage/coach house.
» Does not impact existing views through the property from the street.
o Existing seccnd-story coach house already is in the view from the street
o Proposed second-story improvements will be directly behind the existing
second-story garage coach house.

“1otZ-—
Th12b - December 13, 2012



The San Mateo Coastside Design Review Committee Findings state that:

The location "is setback from the bluff's edge to mitigate negative view impacts,”

lands are not impacted by the proposed addition.”

The project "harmonizes with the adjacent buildings"

The setback design "blends with the natural vegetation and landforms of the site and
insures adequate space for light and air to itself and adjacent properties,”

The setback and blended design, including the proposed scale and massing,
"harmonizes with the adjacent buildings" and was found consistent with all
applicable community character and visual policies in the LCP.

The project will be one of the first LEED certified homes in the Half Moon Bay area, and the
exterior of the proposed project includes a natural color pallet and a non-reflective roof.

Blending with the landscape and complementing the character of community were primary
considerations throughout the design process. The shingled architectural style, site
location, natural and varied materials, setback design elements, varied massing and scale,
and naiural colors designed for the site were continuously evaluated by the project team.

Additional analyses, project changes, and conditions were achieved by working with local

planners and agreeing to every request from Coastal staff.

Key Project Changes and Conditions

Since the appeal to the Coastal Commission, the applicant has worked with Coastal staff to
fully address issues raised in the appeal, including:

Geotechnical evaluation and related project reductions and conditions:

1.

2.
3.

Conducted final geotechnical evaluations that demonstrate the home addition will be
safely sited for its design life and will not rely on fuiure shoreline protection.
Removed all proposed patio improvements seaward of existing home.

The applicant has agreed to no future shoreline protection.

Visual resource design, landscaping, and project reduction and conditions:

4,

o=

Provided supplemental visual impact simulations that show proposed improvements
are consistent with the LCP and not visible from the beach or any public road, and
barely visible and minimized from the Fitzgsrald Marine Reserve Bluff,

This additional visual analysis and exhibits show that the project will not dominate or
distract public viewpoints and will complement the character of the community and
blend with the overall urbanscape and natural vegetation; see Exhibit 6 in the staff
report.

The blended design and complementary landscaping are consistent with the
community character.

The removal of the proposed patio improvements further minimizes visual impacts.
The agreement to prehibit future shoreline armoring permanently avoids potential
future visual and biological impacts of rock revetment or other shoreline protections.

Request

We respectfully request a yes vote for staff's recommendation to approve CDP A-2-SMC-
11-044.

~20f2 -
Th12b - December 13, 2012

~"Public views to-and-along-the-along-the shoreline from-publie-roads-and-other-public——— — -
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Mesting Docember 13, 2012 Agenda Hem This.be
Marshall Tavern (# 2-06-017)

PO, Box 145
Didon Beach, CA, 84920
(707} 878-2167

Pecember 5, 2012
California Coastal Commission

45 Frammont 81, suite 2000
Sarn Francisco, Ca, 84105-2219

Re: Application # 2-06-17 {Altman, Marin Co.),
Marshall Tavern Henovation

Dear Staff and Commissioners,

Thank you for a second opportunity 1o comment on this project, and for your
continuing work 1o improve it

Special conditions 1b, 14, 3, and 4 will create permanent public access o
Tornales Bay that was not part of the county permit process.,

A public pier in the historic location will be more useful than one on the hotel site,
as previously proposed. The hotel site would have been more of a deck, suitable for
picnicking and looking at the water. This will be an actual pier. It will provide access to
he water for small boats at lower tides than the hotel site, as well as walking, viewing,
and fishing opportunities,

Thank you for ¢larifying that the public will have access 24 howrs a day. Since
this location is not bordering the parcel 1o the North {like the hotel site}, it should not
cause problems for that landowner. Because this is more of & pier than a pienic deck, it
makes sense to allow access at all howrs. I'm sure some will enjoy a moonlight paddle
on the bay.

The baslic layout in Exhibit 4 jooks great. Moving the public walkway 10 the west
of the private parking area and continuing ft south to the informal public parking area
provides a clear, unobstructed path for people to carry thelr kayaks from thelr cars 1o the
pier. The private pariking layout depicted in Exhibit 3 (page 7 of 11) may need to be
reconfigured to avold damage to cars parked in spaces 5,8, and 7 as people make the
turn onto the pier while carrving thelr boats.

Thank you again for adding public access to this project. Itis an important part of
the Coastal Act.

Sinceraly,

Signatﬂre on file

Seott Miller

1T




BART WILLOUGHBY

COPYw

December 8, 2012

Priority Mailing with Confirmation of Delivery

The Honorable Mary K. Shallenberger

Chair Person, California Coastal Commissioners
Post Office Box 354

Clements, CA 95337-0354

Re: Coastal Staff
Dear Commissioner Shallenberger:

Enclosed, please find communications to Charles Lester, Executive Director, dated
September 23, 2012, re: Disturbing Trends (North Central Coast Division) and dated June
11, 2012 re: Lands End 2-10-039 Report F20a. Additionally, communications to Mr.
Dreher dated September 12, 2012, AIMCO Permit 2-08-020 including several photos of
the AIMCO revetment located at 360 & 380 Esplanade respectively. Including letters
from AIMCO dated September 26, 2013 and October 11, 2013 (rescinding lateral access at
360 Esplanade).

The above communications and documentation was provided to Coastal Staff and
therefore, in substantial compliance with the Commissions “Ex Parte Communication
Requirements”.

To date, Executive Director Charles Lester has not addressed the serious concerns
outlined in the letters of September 23, 2012 and June 11, 2013. Additionally, the
AIMCO permit process including the recent “immaterial amendment” (2-08-020)
presents serious concerns that AIMCO dedicated a useless public access in exchange for
a reduction of the sand mitigation or in-lieu fees. The District Director’s Report to the
Commission on the AIMCO “immaterial amendment” failed to address the issue that
coastal staff lacked due diligence in confirming the viability of the AIMCO dedication of
public access around the revetment at 360/380 Esplanade.

The Coastal Commission places “public access” to beaches and to the coast as a
paramount condition for approval of most coastal development permits. In the AIMCO
permit and as the photographs (taken over a period of two years at low tide) amply
demonstrate the public will not benefit from AIMCO dedication of public access around
the revetment at 360/380 Esplanade. The documentation presented by AIMCO did not
indicate where the public access easement is located. Moreover, all easements have a
legal and physical description none of which AIMCO has provided. Personally, I would
invite each Commissioner to the Esplanade Beach at low tide and try to navigate around
the dedicated AIMCO public access.







BART WILLOUGHBY

September 23, 2012

Sent Via Email Attachment Only

Charles Lester

Executive Director California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

San Francisco, CA 94105

Re: Disturbing Trends (North Central Coast Division)
Dear: Executive Director Charles Lester

Recently, my attention has been focused on some very disturbing trends
regarding the inability of staff in the North Central Coast Division to perform the
required due diligence on several projects here in Pacifica.

The failure of due diligence ranges from:

1. The inability to perform the most basic file searches in the coordinating
important data and facts.

o The issuance of Coastal Act Violations when no violation exists.

3.  Failure to acknowledge and determine the adequacy of engineering
data and in some instances, ignoring that data entirely.

4. Creating a disparity between applicants especially in a location where
the coastal conditions appear to very similar in analysis and
composition of bluff and ocean energies.

In support of contentions above, the following information is equally available
to coastal staff and referenced accordingly.

Coastal Staff issued a Notice of Coastal Act violation to Pacific View Villas (V-
2-09-018) indicating that the revetment in front of the property was not
permitted. September 2, 2009, I responded after spending almost a day in the
Santa Cruz Office locating the file that was readily available to staff. The
revetment was permitted by immaterial amendment (3-82-228) and authorized
33,000 tons of rock. However, there was a complete lack of over-sight by the
Commission staff on this project. No cross section of what was completed on the
revetment and total riprap authorized across the property.
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Staff at the time I responded indicated that the “Commission” would have
never approved the construction of the revetment by “immaterial amendment”
and then went on to complain, there was no cross section of what was actually
built and materials used. Reality here, the Commission approved the
“immaterial amendment” and lacked the proper oversight on the project (at least
this portion of the project).

After the collapse of the Pacific View Villas revetment in 2009/2010 El Nino
storms on behalf of the property owners’ I applied for and was denied an
emergency permit to rebuild the revetment. Graciously however, the
Commission did approve a permit waiver 2-10-012-W. Staff complained when
the revetment was rebuilt and then issued Coastal Act Violation V-2-10-015.
Complaining the revetment not built to specification approved. The fact remains
and still remains to this very day in 1980 the Commission approved the City of
Pacifica Local Coastal Land Use Plan dated March 24, 1980. Specifically, page C-
28 indicates the following “The first of these is immediately South of the Dollar
Radio Station. A portion of this property consists of a former sanitary land
fill”. Commission staff failed to correlate the fact, there maybe serious
hazardous materials in this landfill and where no remediation of the site
recorded. Frankly, given the oversight by the Commission in “immaterial
amendment” and not recognizing the seriousness of materials in the sanitary
landfill, if I could have placed rock across the entire width of the Pacific View
Villas property, I would have done just that. This landfill issue is still very
serious and whatever is in the landfill needs to stay there and not migrate to the
Esplanade Beach.

The Ocean Shore Railroad has easements across several properties here in
Pacifica. Specifically along the Esplanade Bluffs APN 009-074-220, 009-401-090 &
009-401-100 Dollaradio and Lands End. In 2008, I discovered during significant
scouring of the Esplanade Beach several large boulders in the 2-3 ton range in the
Mean High Tide location of Lands End. This was thought to be exposure of
Franciscan Greenstone and upon investigation was older rock riprap. Further
discovery indicated that the riprap, lay in a (fairly) straight line, going north
towards Mussel Rock. This is consistent with the fact the Ocean Shore Railroad
track bed used riprap across the sandy bluff to support the railroad locomotive
of that time. This information was faxed to the Mark Johnsson at the
Commission and to the City of Pacifica. In essence, there are thousands of tons
of rock riprap buried along the Esplanade Beach from Lands End north to
Mussel Rock.

Additionally, several geo tech reports indicated the presence of Franciscan
Greenstone along the Esplanade Beach that included the Aimco property (Haro,
Kasunich March 1999 letter). In May 2009, to confirm the existence of Franciscan
Greenstone, I had the Esplanade Beach (Dollaradio-Aimco) with the use of a
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power auger search for Greenstone. No Greenstone could be found at a depth
of 20" from Dollaradio to Aimco property. This is now consistent with the
current documentation by Aimco in seeking their “immaterial amendment”.
The significance of this issue is two fold, all parties including Coastal staff were
given this information long before permitting (PVV, Tong, Sesame, Aimco, Lands
End & Dollaradio) began. = There is an arrogance in Coastal engineering staff
that ignored this fact. In a most recent email that I sent you, Coastal engineering
staff still referenced Franciscan Greenstone at the Aimco location, even though,
the included Aimco documentation sent to staff of “weakly cemented sands”.

In review of the Lands End released staff report (F20a) and the Aimco
“immaterial amendment” the documentation between the two, truly reveals a
huge disparity created by Coastal Staff. The Aimco documentation indicates
rock will be placed in front of the new soil nail wall and all appearances was
approved by the Commission. What is the problem with the rock buried at
Lands End to support the eventual scour that in many decades maybe seen but
protects the sea wall? Obviously, the two technologies between Aimco and
Lands End are significantly different (soil nail wall verse sea wall) yet rock is
needed at both. One exposed the other buried.

The indication from the Aimco “scour” documentation shows 35’ from the
edge of the rock revetment to the Mean High Tide. This is fantasy! The
documentation does not support where the Mean High Tide is located, where
Aimco property ends and state property begins. Nor does the documentation
support where the so-called “public access” easement is located in relationship to
the Aimco property and the new soil nail wall proposed by “immaterial
amendment”. Additionally, the wave-up-rush calculations are not current in
light of the Aimco bluff loss of 2009-2010. Staff never required Aimco to provide
the calculation that in effect, makes any public access easement across the Aimco
property useless.

Frankly Charles, I could write a book on the differences between the Lands
End and Aimco staff reports and the disparity created between applicants. More
disturbing is over the past few years; I have heard (and this is hearsay) that staff
disparages engineers on projects who do not conform to the coastal way of
thought in relationship to use of rock riprap. This is an activity that staff should
not be involved.

More recently, the email I received from Ms. Geisler from Mr. Dan Carl and
forwarded to a significant number of Coastal Staff is indicative of this arrogance
of staff acting with complicity. I shared this email with a retired federal judge
who indicated sending the email to a significant number of people was
inappropriate in the extreme and attempted to distort my credibility.
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In closing Charles, I have elected to bring these issues to your attention
instead of opting to write to all of the Commissioners. However, given the
contents of this letter and the facts that surround the contents I think you can
understand the serious concerns that I have. No one knows this stretch of
coastal property as I do and have been the information source for several projects
in Pacifica. In December 2009, a day will never forget. At 3:30 AM got up early
and began watching the high tide and large waves that approached the bluff at
330 Esplanade realizing the property was in danger. At 6:15 a.m. I was fearful
for the residents of 330 and informed the City of Pacifica, it was time to evacuate
the building given the severity of the bluff loss. The property has been vacant
ever since. I care tremendously for the coastal community that I live in and more
specifically, for those in the community, who live along the bluffs in Pacifica.

Very truly yours,

Bart Willoughby

735 HICKEY BL #545 « PACIFICA, CA « 94044
PHONE: 415.238.8837 = FAX: 650.355.4443



BART WILLOUGHBY

June 11, 2012

First Class Mail and Facsimile to (415) 904.5400

Charles Lester

Executive Director

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

Re: Lands End 2-10-039 Report F20a

Dear Executive Director Charles Lester:

When the Coastal Commission (“Coastal”) authorized the emergency permit
to build the seawall at Lands End, I took a sabbatical from my regular job and
spent the entire summer of 2011 and into the fall observing the construction of
the seawall. Charles, I cannot remember a period (even during media coverage
of Esplanade 2009-2010) when I observed Coastal staff at the Lands End site on a
regular basis. Clearly, Coastal had their fingers on this project and provided
substantial oversight during the construction phase of the project.

To Lands End credit, they are clearly a “community player” here in Pacifica.
The reports generated by Lands End engineering staff (RJR Engineering) have
supplemented the Collins and Sitar reports and have benefited all of Esplanade
Beach properties (Dollaradio, Pacifica View Villas, Tong, Samsami, Thomas and
Aimco) with analysis to assist in future mitigation plans.

Two properties have benefited directly from Lands End community attitude
in that Dollaradio (a Pacifica Historical Landmark) received 3000 tons of excess
rock riprap to help support the lower bluff at Dollar. Without the generous gift
of riprap from Lands End, Dollaradio would have to be abandon and torn down.
Dollar now a non-profit would like to eventually open up and become a coastal
day use area.
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Pacific View Villas (“PVV”\ has benefited directly from Lands End
community attitude. Lands End provided additional rock to help shore up (to
the required height) the revetment built under a waiver permit after the collapse
of 2010. What staff at Coastal fails to realize or understand is that the revetment
at PVV is holding back a former landfill area and keeping hazardous materials
from entering the Esplanade Beach. Given the complete lack of over-sight by the
Commission on this hazardous issue to the Esplanade Beach is extremely

perplexing.

The F20a staff report for the Lands End project is disproportional to several
projects approved by Coastal here in Pacifica (Beach Blvd and Shoreview Drive).
The comparison of the Aimco staff report to the current Lands End report is
revealing just how arbitrary these staff report have become, in treating one
applicant against another, when it comes to sand mitigation fees or fees in lieu of.
The bizarre difference, between the two reports is reflected in the fact Aimco has
a horribly built revetment in front of their wall. Lands End does not have a
revetment built at all and has buried rock at the base of the wall to help protect
the wall from accelerating waves that may scour the lower portion of the wall,
However, when that time comes I will probably be some spirit that roams the
Esplanade Beach.

What I get from the comparison of the Aimco and Land End report is a
complete pass by Coastal to Aimco and the reverse for Lands End. The Lands
End report lacks the requisite alternative analysis for the findings by staff and
this letter would be at least ten pages if I were to pick apart all the arbitrary
findings that I could quote in the 119 pages that comprise F20a. Separately, I will
provide your office with the numerous errors, unfounded assumptions and the
erroneous analysis located in the F20a Lands End staff report.

Since 2007, the North Central Coast has employed six different analyst
(Zhang, Jesperson, Madeline, Tauber, Anada & Geisler) that equates to one
analyst changing and leaving their respective position between 2007-2012.
Hardly enough time to become a seasoned analyst and become familiar with any
given project, especially the complexity of the Lands End project. The soil nail
wall at 330 was an example of Coastal staff not understanding the complexity of
the project and missed several details. As a result, the soil nail wall collapsed
and is now in litigation.

! PVV original revetment was built under an amendment to the CDP and authorized 33K tons across the
property. The main reason for the revetment was to help stabilize the bluff that was filled-in the early
1970's and where the Pacifica LUP references the property was a landfill area. There was a complete lack of
oversight by the Commission on this property in how the revetment was built and no “as built” plans
submitted after the project was completed and no 33K tons placed there. The Commission erroneous
believed the revetment at PVV was never authorized and issued Coastal Act Violation to PVV.
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Lands End and I have had our differences as amply demonstrated in the
report Th10A September 14, 2006. Lands End is not compensating me and I am
not employed by Lands End in any fashion, as it relates to my writing to you
regarding my concerns over staff reports for Esplanade Beach. However, I
believe that Coastal has an obligation to treat Lands End as equally as Coastal
treated Aimco, Beach Blvd and Shoreview here in Pacifica. Moreover, Coastal
should recognize and take into consideration the community effort Lands End
has given both directly and indirectly to the Esplanade Beach that includes the
fabulous beach access.

Very truly yours,

Bart Willoughby

CC: Assemblyman Jerry Hill, Assembly Pro Tem Fiona Ma, Mark Matthews KGO Channel 7
Political Reporter, Steve Rhodes City Manager Pacifica, Kathryn Farbstein Asst. Planner, Pacifica.

735 HICKEY BL #545 » PACIFICA, CA » 94044
PHONE: 415.238.8837 » FAX: 650.355.4443



BART WILLOUGHBY

September 12, 2012

First Class Mail with Confirmation

Mzr. Nicholas B. Dreher

Coastal Analyst

California Coastal Commission
North Central Coast District

45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

Re: AIMCO Coastal Development Permit (2-08-020)
Dear Mr. Dreher:

This letter is the written response and public comment on the above referenced
permit, for the AIMCO properties located at 360 and 380 Esplanade Avenue, Pacifica,
California. Moreover, this response is a coordinated effort, as the authorized agent on
behalf of the Millard Tong Properties (310 & 320 Esplanade) and Dollaradio Station! at
100 Palmetto Avenue, Pacifica, CA. Both properties are directly affected by the AIMCO
permit request. Additionally, while I am the authorized agent for Tong and Dollaradio,
I am resident of the area and live along the Esplanade Bluff (approximately 12 years).

My knowledge of the facts in this instance is based upon daily observations of
the construction of the AIMCO revetment and soil nail wall, and the conditions along
the entire Esplanade Beach.

The Esplanade Beach General Information

On the Esplanade Beach Bluffs, north of the AIMCO revetment, located at 380
Esplanade are several properties. Dollaradio Station (a historical landmark) 100
Palmetto Avenue; Pacific View Villas Condo Association (13 individual condo
owners) 200-220 Palmetto Avenue; Lands End Apartment Complex (260 units) 100
Esplanade Avenue; La Esplanade Apartment (Tong properties with 40 units) 320 & 320
Esplanade; Samsami (red tagged 13 units) 330 Esplanade; San Mateo Real Estate (13
units) 340 Esplanade and 13 units located a 350 Esplanade Avenue, Pacifica.

1 Dollaradio Station is the northern most property located along the Esplanade Beach and has a pending
ATF (2-11-031G). Dollaradio is ultimately affected by AIMCO permit request.
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As indicated above Dollaradio has a pending permit. Pacific View Villas has a
partial revetment under Coastal Permit 3-82-228 and Waiver Permit 2-10-012-W2. Lands
End currently is constructing a seawall with a public access provision under permit 2-
10-007 G. Tong Properties 310 & 320 revetment was built under emergency permit 2-09-
002G and currently has a pending permit 2-03-0183

The Samsami property 330 Esplanade was subject to severe erosion in 2009 & 2010
that prompted evacuation of the 13 residents of the property. The City of Pacifica “red
tagged” the property and it remains vacant as of this date. Moreover, the Samsami
property was issued an emergency permit 2-09-021 G for rock riprap at the toe of the
bluff and next to the AIMCO property. Additionally, the Commission issued permit 2-
10-004G for a soil nail wall at 330 (similar to the current AIMCO soil nail wall) that
failed miserably due to the fact there was no drainage behind the partially built soil nail
wall. The 330 property is currently involved in several litigations in the San Mateo
County Superior Court in consolidated matters 496610 (Drill Tech same Soil Nail
Contractor for AIMCO) and 496988 Engineered Soils Repairs.

340 and 350 Esplanade are listed in AIMCO Plan View on S1 Area 1 & 2 and subject
of the current AIMCO permit request.

Ocean Shore Railroad Easements

The Ocean Shore Railroad (“OSRR”) before the 1906 earthquake had several
easements on the various properties listed above (Dollaradio, PVV and Lands End) and
laid track bed across the sandy bluffs at those properties. After the 1906 earthquake,
the OSRR abandon the line around Mussel Rock leaving the track bed with thousands of
tons of 1-3 ton riprap along the upper bluff, at the properties indicated. As time
elapsed, the track bed along with the thousand of tons of rock riprap, ended up on the
Esplanade Beach. Currently, there is several thousand tons of rock on the Esplanade
Beach from the OSRR that is not naturally occurring at this location.

This also explains, in some degree, to written reports of Franciscan Greenstone
Bedrock being located on the Esplanade Beach. The majority of auger reports for the
Esplanade were done by hand augers that ran into a large part the OSRR rock riprap
littered on the beach. In May 2009 as part of the analysis for the Tong project, a search
for Franciscan Greenstone Bedrock was undertaken with a power auger at a depth of 40
feet (Exhibit A).

2 Pacific View revetment collapsed in the El Nino storms of 2009 & 2010 and was rebuilt under the waiver
permit. Recently discovered, the revetment is partially protecting a public landfill on the PVV properties
and a lateral sewer line is located on the upper bluff 27" away from the bluff edge. There now exist, two
gaps between PVV at the northern portion of the PVV revetment to Dollaradio and the southern portion of
the PVV revetment to Lands End seawall. Moreover, there was a complete lack of oversight by the
Commission on the PVV original revetment (made by immaterial amendment) that authorized 30K tons of
rock to protect the landfill. There is an estimated 3K-ton protecting the landfill.

* The Tong revetment at 310 & 320 is subject to litigation in San Mateo Superior Court Case No, 494786
naming the contactor Engineered Soils Repairs Inc.,, as a cross-defendant for the negligent design and
construction of a substandard revetment at the toe of he bluff at 310 & 320. Tong will be submitting a
request to the Commission to make the revetment at 310 & 320 temporary, as a rock riprap revetment at this
location is simply not a long-term solution.
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Each red dot on the location plan (EX-A) indicates where the continuous flight auger
probed. This included the AIMCO area listed on the AIMCO PLAN REVIEW at AREA
1, 2,3, 4,5 and portions of 7a and 7b. According to the auger reports, NO Franciscan
Greenstone Bedrock was located at the AIMCO locations.

The AIMCO Proposed Plan as Defined by Staff Report

Accordingly, AIMCO proposes a +12 MSL at AREA 1 & 2 leaving 1,567 tons of rock
and removal of 1,233 tons of riprap from this location. A +18 MSL at AREA 3,4 & 5
leaving 527 tons of rock and removing 643 tons of rock riprap from this location.
Additionally, a new soil nail wall will be constructed at AREA 4 and 7b. At AREA 6
there is the potential for a soil nail wall, if a vegetated process does not work.
Additionally, 531 tons of rock will be removed from the middle bluff at this location.

At AREA 7b +18 MSL leaving 1500 tons of rock and removing 1400 tons of rock
riprap from this location. AREA 8 will be raised to +25 MSL leaving 2,620 tons of rock
and removing 1,280 tons of riprap from this location.

For the reasons herein listed below the following is contended:
1. The current revetment at locations AREA 2, 5 and 7b are substandard.

2. There is no upper drainage system where a swimming pool still resides on the
upper bluff at AREA 1 & 3 that is currently causing the soil nail wall northern
portion at AREA 3 & 4 to be outflanked. Additionally, the revetment at AREA 2
& 5 are severely affected by the erosion behind the revetment caused by the
pool.

3. While the revetment at AREA 7b and 8 will be moved uniformly inland about 2-
4 feet (staff analysis at page 22) is not sufficient to provide lateral access across
the revetment for public access. Additionally, given the properties to the north
of the revetment (as listed above with continuing problems) lateral access across
the revetment, with any machine to work or make emergency repair is
problematic.

The AIMCO Revetment at AREA 2, 5 & 7 is Substandard

As indicated in Exhibit A attached, there is absolutely no Franciscan Greenstone
Bedrock at the locations of the AIMCO revetment referenced above. As of June 10,
2009, AIMCO was aware, through Sean Finnegan that there was no Franciscan
Greenstone Bedrock on the AIMCO properties at beach level, (Exhibit B). Mr. Finnegan
ignored the analysis and findings, continuing to contend, that the revetment built by
emergency permit in 2009, would be keyed into Greenstone Bedrock.

The contractor that built the AIMCO revetment, Michael Roberts to my knowledge,
never built a revetment along the coast before the AIMCO revetment. Attached as
(Exhibit C) is a photo of the keyway being built at the AREA indicated above,
Additionally, a whole series of photos in PDF format was uploaded to the Coastal
Commission ftp site shortly after the construction of the revetment, showing the entire
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construction of the AIMCO keyway at this location. The rock was end dumped at the
AREA was not interlocked (Exhibit D). The Esplanade Beach Area is a high-energy
wave action location and it imperative that appropriate size rock be utilized in the
keyway and cap rock. From the entire photos, uploaded into the Commission’s ftp site
and the construction of the keyway, it is clear, the current revetment “as built” will
continue to move toward the ocean. The rock is not keyed into competent material.
The rock “end-dumped” and not interlocked, will move in times of high tide and storm
swells with large high energy waves. Thus, requiring continuous maintenance and
eventually, the revetment will encroach on state property.

As discussed below the swimming pool located on the upper bluff in the low lying
area is causing the revetment at this AREA to further deteriorate.

AIMCO has No Upper Bluff Drainage Plan. The Buried Swimming Pool is
Causing Continue Bluff Erosion behind the Revetment & Soil Nail Wall.

At AREA 1, 3 & 4 there is a buried swimming pool still located on the upper Bluff
on the AIMCO property (Exhibit E). There is nothing in the staff report, nor in the
AIMCO plans, that address the problem with the low lying area where the swimming
pool is buried and continues to cause erosion behind the revetment, at AREA 2, 5, 7 and
the soil nail wall, at AREA 3,4 & 5. (Exhibits F, G & H)

From the recent photos, it can be seen in EX-F, that the area is low lying and that all
water from 330, 340 & 350 all run into the buried pool and area whenever there is a
rainstorm. See the former sidewalk at the right of the photo EX-F. Then look at EX-E
the upper properties that drain into this area.

From photos EX-G (beach and upper bluff views) it is clear that the pool area is
causing a major problem behind the current existing revetment at AREA 1. The bluff
erosion is beginning to outflank the northern portion of the current soil nail wall at
AREA 3 & 4. As can be seen in EX-H the poorly constructed revetment at AREA 1 and
the continued upper bluff erosion behind the current revetment at AREA 1 is
problematic.

AIMCO has to deal with the drainage problem on the upper bluff that comes from
330, 340 & 350 and the swimming pool that is buried under the bluff at the AIMCO
property and the water that accumulates there.

The Revetment at 380 will Continue to Block Lateral Access Public & Otherwise

AIMCO proposes and staff report suggests, that removal of some rock at the 380
revetment, will improve lateral access across the revetment by 2 to 4 feet (Id at page 22
of 56). Accordingly, the access will improve “during times when beach sand levels are
high.”  This unfortunately, is an unobserved analysis by AIMCO and Commission Staff.
Exhibit I shows the current conditions at low tides. Moreover, this year, as in last year
(2010) the beach accumulation of sand along the Esplanade Beach has been almost, non-
existent. This summer, (2011) there was more scouring of the Esplanade Beach. This
was due primarily because of large swells generated by winds (from the low pressure
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center north of California and located in Oregon) that continued to eat away sand from
the beach. Given the Commission’s studies on sea level rise on global conditions there
is expected 2-4 foot rise in sea level between now and the next decade.

Lateral access to the northern portion of Esplanade Beach at 380 is paramount for
public access. Additionally, for Dollaradio, PVV, Lands End, Tong & Samsami to make
needed repairs or respond to an impending emergency. I personally, have been caught
on the 380 revetment and it is extremely difficult, to navigate as a pedestrian, across the
revetment. The process for public lateral access should include, building a small single
person pedestrian bridge across the 380 revetment. Additionally, AIMCO should be
required to give lateral access across the 380 revetment, to property owners north of the
revetment to make repairs or respond to an emergency.

Finally, the general corporate attitude of AIMCO and Mr. Finnegan is one of
coarseness, as it relates to the Esplanade Beach Community. This coarseness is apparent
in several email exchanges between Mr. Finnegan and I, on several important issues.
However, the inexperienced contractor Michael Roberts, engaged with track equipment
in the surf along Esplanade Beach was serious (Exhibit J). Mr. Finnegan appeared to be
deliberately indifferent as to the seriousness of the issue.

Very truly yours,

Bart Willoughby

CC: City of Pacifica, Lands End, PVV.

735 HICKEY BL #545 » PACIFICA, CA + 94044
PHONE: 415.238.8837 « FAX: 650.355.4443
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*AFARTMENT HOMES =

AIMCO Esplanade Avenue Apartments, LLC '

October 11, 2012

Bart Willoughby
735 Hickey Blvd., #545
Pacifica, Ca 94044-1214

Re: Lateral Access at 360 Esplanade Avenue, Pacifica, CA
Dear Mr. Willoughby:

We are disappointed that you did not respond and withdraw your objection to our work at the Bluffs.
Therefore we are withdrawing our letter of September 26, 2012 and any prior drafts that agreed to
allow:

-..any property owners, including their agents and contractors, who need to traverse
this same beach area (Aimco owned beach) to move equipment, transport materials, or
engage in similar construction-related activities...to do so after receiving from that
property owner a written request, evidence of proper permitting, and the execution of a
written access agreement (which would include an indemnity and release of liability to
Aimco).

We are pleased that the Coastal Commission approved the immaterial amendment and look forward
to finishing our work on the Bluffs.

Sincerely,

.

Sean Finnegan

Aimco Esplanade Avenue Apartments, LLC
26 Executive Park, Suite 125

Irvine, CA 92677




*APARTMENT HOMES -

AIMCO Esplanade Avenue Apartments, LLC v

September 26, 2012

Bart Willoughby
735 Hickey Blvd., #545
Pacifica, Ca 94044-1214

Re: Lateral Access at 360 Esplanade Avenue, Pacifica, CA

Dear Mr. Willoughby:

Per CDP 2-08-020, AIMCO Esplanade Avenue Apartments, LLC (“Aimco™) has offered to dedicate a
permanent easement in favor of the California Coastal Commission over its beach area at 360
Esplanade Avenue in Pacifica, CA for lateral public access per the terms of that easement.

Aimco, as owner of this beach area, agrees that it will allow any property owners, including their
agents and contractors, who need to traverse this same beach area to move equipment, transport
materials, or engage in similar construction-related activities not anticipated in the terms of the
aforementioned public access easement, to do so after receiving from that property owner a written
request, evidence of proper permitting, and the execution of a written access agreement (which would
include an indemnity and release of liability to Aimco). Although this access may be agreed to by
Aimco, it will remain subject to all regulatory requirements of federal, state, and local law. Any
written access agreement will be subordinate to the public access easement described above.
Notwithstanding any of the above, Aimco shall not need to provide access to any party involved in
pending or threatened litigation with Aimco.

Sincerely,

e,

Sean Finnegan

Aimco Esplanade Avenue Apartments, LLC
26 Executive Park, Suite 125

Irvine, CA 92677
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