
 
 
 
 
 

 

MEETING PACKET 
 

    Date:  Monday, March 13, 2017 

    Time:  7:30 p.m. 

    Place:  Half Moon Bay Historic Train Depot 
      110 Higgins Canyon Road, Half Moon Bay, California 
 
 

AGENDA  
 
1. Call to Order 
 
2. Member Roll Call  

        
3. Public Comments for Items Not on the Agenda 
 
4. Consideration a Coastal Development Permit and Planned Agricultural District Permit to allow 

construction of four new Farm Labor Housing units, associated septic system, a domestic well, 
and the construction of three new non-soil dependent greenhouses and the legalization of one 
temporary farm stand.   The property is located at 950 La Honda Road in the unincorporated 
San Gregorio area of San Mateo County.  The project is appealable to the California Coastal 
Commission.  County File No. PLN2016-00495 and PLN2016-00496 Owner: Peninsula Open 
Space Trust; Applicant: Lisa Grote     

 
5. Consideration of the Action Minutes for the February 13, 2017 regular meeting.   
 
6. Community Development Director’s Report  

 
7. Adjournment – Next meeting April 10, 2017 

 

County of San Mateo Planning & Building Department 

Agricultural Advisory Committee 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 

Redwood City, California 94063 
650/363-4161 

Fax: 650/363-4849 

Agricultural Advisory Committee meetings are accessible to people with disabilities. Individuals who need special assistance or a disability-related modification or accommodation 
(including auxiliary aids or services) to participate in this meeting; or who have a disability and wish to request a alternative format for the agenda, meeting notice, agenda packet 
or other writings that may be distributed at the meeting, should contact the County Representative at least five (5) working days before the meeting at (650) 363-1857, or by fax at 
(650) 363-4849, or e-mail rbartoli@smcgov.org.  Notification in advance of the meeting will enable the Committee to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this 
meeting and the materials related to it. 



 
ROLL SHEET – March 13, 2017 

Agricultural Advisory Committee Attendance 2016-2017 

	
Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar 

VOTING	MEMBERS	
             

Brenda Bonner 
Public Member  X  X  X   X X X X X  

BJ Burns 
Farmer, Vice Chair X X X  X X X X X X X X  

Robert Cevasco 
Farmer X X X     X   X X  

Louie Figone 
Farmer X X X  X X X  X X X X  

Marilyn Johnson 
Public Member  X  X  X X X X X  X X  

John Vars ** 
Farmer            X  

Peter Marchi 
Farmer X X X  X X X X X X X X  

Doniga Markegard 
Farmer         X  X X  

Robert Marsh 
Farmer, Chair X X X  X X X X X X X X  

Vacant* 
Conservationist  X X  X     X X   

Vacant 
Ag Business              

              
Natural Resource 
Conservation Staff              

San Mateo County  
Agricultural Commissioner X X     X X X  X X  

Farm Bureau Executive 
Director X X X   X X X X X X X  

San Mateo County 
Planning Staff X X X  X X X X X X X X  

UC Co-Op Extension 
Representative           X   

 
X: Present  
Blank Space: Absent or Excused 
Grey Color: No Meeting 

* As of 2/1/17 
** As of 2/1/17 

 
 



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  March 13, 2017 
 
TO:   Agricultural Advisory Committee 
 
FROM:  Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT:  Consideration of a Coastal Development Permit and Planned 

Agricultural District Permit to allow construction of four (4) new Farm 
Labor Housing units, associated septic system, a domestic well, 
construction of three (3) new non-soil dependent greenhouses and the 
legalization of one temporary farm stand.  The property is located at 
950 La Honda Road in the unincorporated San Gregorio area of San 
Mateo County.  The project is appealable to the California Coastal 
Commission. 

 
   County File Number:  PLN 2016-00495 and PLN 2016-00496 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is proposing to construct four (4) new Farm Labor Housing (FLH) units, 
each 850 square feet in size with three bedrooms, with an associated septic system and 
domestic well (PLN2016-00495) and construction of three (3) new non-soil dependent 
greenhouses, each 3,600 square feet in size, and the legalization of one permanent 
farm stand (PLN2016-00496).  The construction of the new FLH units, septic system, 
greenhouses, and farm stand would be located in the disturbed area around the existing 
farm center on the property.  The proposed domestic well on the property would be 
located in close proximity to an existing farm road. 
 
DECISION MAKER 
 
Planning Commission 
 
QUESTIONS FOR THE AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
1. Will the development, including the new FLH units, non-soil dependent green 

houses, septic system, domestic well, and farm stand, have any negative effect 
on surrounding agricultural uses?  If so, can any conditions of approval be 
recommended to minimize any such impact? 

 
2. What position do you recommend that the Planning Department staff take with 

respect to the application for this project? 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Report Prepared By:  Rob Bartoli, Project Planner, 650/363-1857 
 
Owner:  Peninsula Open Space Trust 
 
Applicant:  Lisa Grote  
 
Location:  950 La Honda Road, San Gregorio 
 
APN:  081-250-020 
 
Parcel Size:  74 acres 
 
Existing Zoning:  PAD/CD (Planned Agricultural District/Coastal Development) 
 
General Plan Designation:  Agriculture/Rural 
 
Williamson Act:  The project site is not under the Williamson Act. 
 
Existing Land Use:  Row crops, retention pond, farm center with a farmhouse, shed and 
trailer. 
 
Water Supply:  The applicant is proposing a new domestic well on the property to use 
for the FLH units. 
 
Sewage Disposal:  The existing septic system on the site has been decommissioned 
and demolished as the system was no longer useable.  A new septic system to serve 
the four FLH is proposed as part of this project. 
 
Setting:  The project parcel is accessed via a driveway located off of La Honda Road.  
The property has a developed area that consists of a farm center.  Fifty eight (58) acres 
of the property are used for mixed row crops including Brussel sprouts, strawberries, 
beans, squash, pumpkins, broccoli, cauliflower, artichokes, onions, leeks, pears, 
cabbage, and cover crops.  The developed farm center includes a farm stand, 
farmhouse, farm sheds and parking area.  San Gregorio Creek runs along portions of 
the eastern and southern edges of the property.  A drainage ditch runs along the portion 
of the property that abuts La Honda Road.  The parcels to the north, east south, west, of 
the subject property are used for agriculture uses.   
 
Will the project be visible from a public road? 
 
The site is visible from La Honda Road and is located in the Cabrillo Highway State 
Scenic Corridor.  The FLH units and three non-soil dependent greenhouses will be 
visible from La Honda Road.  The applicant is proposing native vegetation screening for 
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both the FLH units and greenhouses.  The FLH units will be painted a neutral earth tone 
to blend into the surrounding soil and vegetation.  Exterior lighting is not proposed on 
the site.  Two information signs will be visible from La Honda Road.  These signs will be 
informational, stating that the agricultural uses and the riparian corridor is protected by 
POST.  The signs will comply with the sign criteria for scenic corridors.  Due to the 
proposed vegetation screening on the site, color of the FLH units, and distance from La 
Honda Road, staff concludes that there will be minimal visual impact to the Cabrillo 
Highway State Scenic Corridor.   
 
Will any habitat or vegetation need to be removed for the project? 
 
No tree or vegetation removal is necessary to accommodate the project.  The project 
area is located in an already disturbed area of the farm center, which has not historically 
been used for agricultural production.  Per the biological report submitted by the 
applicant, no riparian vegetation will be removed.  The proposed FLH units will be 
located outside of the required riparian buffer zone. 
 
Is there prime soil on the project site? 
 
The project site is located on prime soils (Class II).  The project property contains 
approximately 71 acres of prime soils, out of the 74 acre parcel.  The location of the 
proposed developed is on an area that is already disturbed and converted.  The area 
proposed for both the FLH units, greenhouses, and septic system is in the farm center, 
which has not historically been farmed.  The location of the non-prime soils on the site is 
the area that is adjacent to San Gregorio Creek and the riparian drainage area along La 
Honda Road.  Location of the structure elsewhere on the site could impact the on-going 
agriculture crops planted on the property.  The location of the proposed domestic well 
will be located in close proximity to the existing farm roads to minimize soil conversion.  
The applicant will maintain a 5-foot buffer between the FLH units and the existing deer 
fence on the property as well as keep an 11-foot buffer between the greenhouses and 
the cover crops. 
DISCUSSION 
 
A. KEY ISSUES 
 
 Planning staff has reviewed this proposal and has concluded the following: 
 
 1. Zoning Regulations 
 
  In order to approve and issue a PAD Permit, the project must comply with 

the substantive criteria for the issuance of a PAD Permit, as applicable and 
as delineated in Section 6355 of the Zoning Regulations.  As proposed and 
to be conditioned, the proposal complies with the following applicable 
policies, which will be discussed further in the project staff report to be 
prepared for the Planning Commission. 
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  The encroachment of all development upon land which is suitable for 
agricultural uses and other lands shall be minimized. 

 
  a. All development permitted on a site shall be clustered. 
 
  b. Development shall be located, sited and designed to carefully fit its 

environment so that its presence is subordinate to the pre-existing 
character of the site, and its surrounding is maintained to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

 
  c. No use, development or alteration shall substantially detract from the 

scenic and visual quality of the County; or substantially detract from 
the natural characteristics of existing major water courses, established 
and mature trees and other woody vegetation, dominant vegetative 
communities or primary wildlife habitats. 

 
  d. Where possible, structural uses shall be located away from prime 

agricultural soils. 
 
  The proposed project would be located on prime soils, however it is in an 

existing farm center ,which totals 3 acres, where the soil is already disturbed 
and has not be utilized for agricultural production.  The development 
would cluster the construction of the FLH units, greenhouses, and 
associated utilities within the existing farm center, allow the majority of the 
site, 60 acres of the 74 acre parcel, available for agricultural uses.  The 
clustering of development near the existing farm center minimizes the 
impacts of vehicle traffic on the site. 

 
  Criteria for the Conversion of Prime Agriculture Land 
 
  As stated, the project site, is not covered with prime soils, as the soil in the 

area, mixed alluvial land, has a land capability classification of Class VII.  
The PAD regulations allow the conversion of all lands suitable for agriculture 
and other lands with a PAD Permit when it can be demonstrated that: 

 
  a. That no alternative site exists for the use. 
 
   Staff Response:  The proposed location for the FLH units, 

greenhouses, and associated utilities, is within an existing farm center 
area.  The farm center has not historically been farmed and is 
comprised of already disturbed soils.  The project property contains 
approximately 71 acres of prime soils, out of the 74-acre parcel.  The 
majority of the 3 acres that are not prime soils are riparian vegetation 
located near San Gregorio Creek and a drainage area adjacent to La 
Honda Road.  Location of the project on other areas of the property 
would impact the on-going agriculture operations on the site. 
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  b. Clearly defined buffer areas are provided between agriculture and 
non-agricultural uses. 

 
   Staff Response:  The applicant has stated that they will maintain a 

5-foot buffer between the FLH units and the existing deer fence on the 
property as well as keep an 11-foot buffer between the greenhouses 
and the cover crops.  The existing location of the row crops will not be 
impacted. 

 
  c. The productivity of any adjacent agricultural land will not be 

diminished. 
 
   Staff Response:  The property is separated from adjacent parcels 

where agricultural operations are occurring by fences, a creek, and La 
Honda Road.  The proposed FLH units and greenhouses will not 
substantially increase the amount of vehicle trips to the site.  The farm 
stand that is proposed for the site is already in operation.  Parking for 
the farm stand is located on the property within the farm center.  The 
farm stand is proposed to be open from 10 am to 5 pm on Saturdays 
and Sundays from April through November.  It is not anticipated that 
the use of the farm stand will impact adjacent agricultural land due to 
the limited nature of the facility.  The proposed development on the 
site will not impact the use of adjacent lands for agriculture. 

 
  d. Public service and facility expansion and permitted uses will not impair 

agricultural viability, including by increased assessment costs or 
degraded air and water quality. 

 
   Staff Response:  The proposed FLH units and greenhouses do not 

require public service or facility expansion.  Water will be provided by 
a new domestic well on the parcel and the project parcel contains soils 
that can safely accommodate a septic system.  La Honda Road will 
not require significant improvement to accommodate the proposed 
FLH units and greenhouses.  The development is completely located 
on the subject parcel and does not limit the agricultural viability of the 
parcel.  The proposed project will not degrade air and water quality as 
conditioned. 

 
 2. General Plan Policies: 
 
  Policy 9.23 (Land Use Compatibility in Rural Lands) and Policy 9.30 

(Development Standards to Minimize Land Use Conflicts with Agriculture) 
encourages compatibility of land uses in order to promote the health, safety 
and economy, and seeks to maintain the scenic and harmonious nature of 
the rural lands; and seeks to (1) promote land use compatibility by 
encouraging the location of new residential development immediately 
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adjacent to existing developed areas, and (2) cluster development so that 
large parcels can be retained for the protection and use of vegetative, 
visual, agricultural and other resources. 

 
  The subject parcel has a General Plan land use designation of “Agriculture.”  

The proposed addition will be located on prime soils within an existing 
developed farm center.  The development would cluster the construction of 
the FLH units, greenhouses, and associated utilities within the existing farm 
center, allow the majority of the site, 60 acres of the 74 acre parcel, 
available for agricultural uses.   All development associated with the project 
will be located in a developed area to retain agriculture land on the property.  
The proposed septic system and domestic well will be reviewed by 
Environmental Health prior to approval of the addition. 

 
 3. Local Coastal Program (LCP) Agriculture Policies 
 
  Policy 5.5 (Permitted Uses on Prime Agricultural Lands Designated as 

Agriculture) conditionally allows Farm Labor Housing units and non-soil 
dependent greenhouse provided the criteria in Policy 5.8 (Conversion of 
Prime Agricultural Land Designated as Agriculture) are met: 

 
  a. That no alternative site exists for the use. 
 
  b. Clearly defined buffer areas are provided between agriculture and 

non-agricultural uses. 
 
  c. The productivity of any adjacent agricultural land will not be 

diminished. 
 
  d. Public service and facility expansion and permitted uses will not impair 

agricultural viability, including by increased assessment costs or 
degraded air and water quality. 

 
  As discussed in Section 1 above, the project meets these requirements 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Vicinity Map of Project Parcel 
B. Project Plans 
C. Pictures of Farm Stand 
D. Prime Soils Map 
 
RJB:aow – RJBBB0074_WAU.DOCX 
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Meeting Minutes 
Regular Meeting February 13, 2017 

 
1.   Call to Order 

Robert Marsh, Committee Chairman, called the Regular Meeting of the 
Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) to order at 7:11 p.m. at the Half 
Moon Bay Historic Train Depot, 110 Higgins Canyon Road, Half Moon 
Bay, CA.  

 
2.   Member Roll Call 

 
Chair Marsh called the roll. A quorum (a majority of the voting 
members) was present, as follows: 

 
Regular Voting Members Present 
BJ Burns  
Peter Marchi 
Robert Marsh 
Brenda Bonner 
Louie Figone 
John Vars  
Robert Cevasco 
Doniga Markegard 
Marilyn Johnson 

 
Regular Voting Members Absent 
None 

 
Nonvoting Members Present 
Rob Bartoli 
Jess Brown 
Fred Crowder 
 
Nonvoting Members Absent 
Jim Howard 
Igor Lacan 
 

3.             Oath of Office for Louie Figone and John Vars 
 

County of San Mateo Planning & Building Department 

Agricultural Advisory Committee 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 

Redwood City, California 94063 
650/363-4161 

Fax: 650/363-4849 
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Commissioner Crowder administered the oath of office to Committee 
Members Figone and Vars.  Newly appointed Committee Member Vars 
introduced himself to the AAC members.    

 
4. Public Comments for Items not on the Agenda  
 

Ben Wright from POST stated that there will be a Farmlink Workshop on 
February 21, 2017. 
 
Kerry Burke, asked for a presentation to the AAC from the County about 
the new soil maps that the County is using. 
 
Planner Bartoli stated that the maps are not new, but are the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service maps that illustrate the location of prime 
soils for both the Storie Index and land classification.  The County can 
update the AAC at a later meeting.   
 
Chief Deputy County Counsel David Silberman stated that this is an item 
that should only be minimal discussed as it was not agenized for this 
meeting.   
 
Commissioner Crowder announced there is a nursery trade show at the 
San Mateo County Event Center on February 15, 2017.   

 
5. Agenda Topics – Brown Act Training 
 

Chief Deputy County Counsel David Silberman presented the item and 
passed out copies of the PowerPoint presentation to the AAC. 

 
Ron Sturgeon asked what was being passed out to the members of the 
AAC and if there were copies of the PowerPoint for members of the 
public.     
 
County Counsel Silberman stated that there copies for the public and 
handed them out. 
 
County Counsel Silberman gave an overview of the history of the Brown 
Act, examples of possible Brown Act violations, public record requests, 
and meeting management practices. 
 
He stated that the Brown Act applies to legislative bodies, including the 
AAC.  The purpose of the Brown Act is to build trust and respect from 
the public.  It allows the public to have the opportunity to know what the 
government is doing and participate in the public process.  The members 
of the AAC are considered members of the government as they are 
appointed by the Board of Supervisor.  The Brown Act only applies to the 
voting members of the AAC.      
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If members of the AAC create a committee that is not comprised of 
members of the public and does not constitute a majority of the voting 
members, that body would not be a Brown Act committee.  
 
County Counsel Silberman stated that Kim Marlow is the County 
Counsel assigned to the AAC. 
 
He then defined what a meeting is. A meeting is whenever a majority of 
the AAC members come together to talk about items that could or will 
come before the AAC.  Any time there is a majority, and business that 
could come forward to the AAC constitutes a meeting.  This could also 
relate to an attending a presentation. 
 
Chair Marsh asked about what if a majority of the AAC members attends 
a Planning Commission or Board of Supervisors meeting.    
 
County Counsel Silberman stated that there are special rules that allow 
members to do that. 
 
Vice Chair Burns asked about site visits if there is a majority of members 
that want to visit the site. 
 
County Counsel Silberman stated that yes there is a special way to 
agenized that site visit that would set a meeting point and allow the 
public to come on the site visit.  
 
He continued his presentation by talking about serial meetings.  He gave 
an example of a serial meeting via a phone conversation.  He also gave an 
example of the hub and spoke Brown Act violation.     
 
Sarah Rosendahl gave the example of the 950 La Honda presentation that 
was given to the San Mateo County Farm Bureau 
 
Chair Marsh asked if it is a conflict to be on the AAC and be on the Farm 
Bureau board. 
 
County Counsel Silberman stated that it is not a conflict. 
 
A conversation occurred about if there was a majority of the AAC 
members attended the Farm Bureau meeting.  The meeting would either 
need to be agenized as an AAC meeting with 24 hours advance notice, or 
one of the AAC members would not be able to attend so that the Farm 
Bureau meeting did not have a majority of AAC members in attendance.    
 
Committee Member Marchi asked if AAC members that attend Farm 
Bureau meetings could announce that they are not attending the meeting 
as AAC members.   
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County Counsel Silberman stated that the difference is the Farm Bureau 
is not a public meeting.  As soon as a majority of AAC members are 
together an AAC business is discussed, it is a meeting. 
 
AAC members can attend social events and similar events as long as 
AAC business is not discussed. 
 
Chair Marsh stated that sometimes there are more than five people from 
the AAC get together because of training or other items.   
 
Committee Member Marchi spoke about the Form 700 requirements and 
Brown Act requirements.  He stated that he does not agree with them. 
 
County Counsel Silberman stated that the Brown Act governs all the 
voting members of the AAC.   
 
County Counsel Silberman spoke about the agenda requirements for the 
AAC including regular and special meetings.  The agenda has a brief 
description of the items that are going to be discussed.  He stated that 
every meeting requires a period for public comment.  These public 
comments can have a brief response by the AAC or direct County staff to 
get more information on the topic.  
 
He suggested that the AAC follow a standard format for hearing and 
discussing an item on the agenda.  He stated that the first action would be 
hear presentation from staff on the item.  Next, the AAC would be able to 
ask questions of staff.  Then the AAC would take public comment before 
the AAC starts deliberation.  The AAC deliberates and then makes a 
motion, a second, and a vote.  At that point the discussion of the item is 
closed.  This is the responsibility of the chair.  A conversation occurred 
about best practices of meeting management.  It is best practice to have a 
set time for public discussions.  County Counsel Silberman stated that the 
Chair is generally responsible for running the meeting.         
 
Chair Marsh stated the AAC and the public do work together on projects.     
 
County Counsel Silberman spoke about conflict of interests.  While the 
AAC is just making recommendations on projects, there still can be the 
possibility of a conflict of interests on items.  If a member believes that 
they have a conflict of interest and there are enough members to vote on 
an item, it is his suggestion that the person not vote on the item.   
 
He went on to cover the topics of recording the meetings, public 
comments on items, and what the rights of the public.  He stated that 
members of the public are not required to sign-up.  He also talked about 
time limits for public comments. 
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County Counsel Silberman spoke about violations for violating the 
Brown Act.   
 
Committee Member Marchi asked how he would know if an item that 
will be discussed by the Farm Bureau will come to the AAC.  How would 
someone know if the item was going to be discussed at both meetings? 
 
Sarah Rosendahl stated that if a presentation about a PAD project will be 
heard at Farm Bureau meeting, which will eventually be reviewed by the 
AAC because it is a PAD permit.   
 
County Counsel Silberman stated there are three options about this issue, 
either agenize the Farm Bureau meeting as an AAC meeting, have just 
four of the AAC members attend the meeting, or if a fifth AAC member 
shows up at the meeting, have one of the AAC members leave.   
 
Committee Member Johnson stated that there have been PAD permits 
announced that they will be brought before the AAC, but that has not 
happened yet.    
 
Sarah Rosendahl stated that it’s not what meeting the project comes to, 
but that the item will come before the AAC at one point.   
 
County Counsel Silberman stated that if the Farm Bureau meeting is 
agenized, the whole meeting is open to the public.  He suggested that if 
you are not a Farm Bureau member it may be best not to attend the Farm 
Bureau meeting if an item is going to eventually come before the AAC 
that would allow the public and all the members of the AAC to discuss 
the item.  Several examples of the Brown Act and the interaction with 
Farm Bureau and AAC were discussed.  If a Farm Bureau meeting is 
required to be agenized due to having a majority of the AAC members 
attend, 24 hour notice needs to be given.  This is only if a majority 
attends the meeting.          
 
For questions and comments from the public, if the discussion starts to 
exceed a couple of minutes and there are more questions being asked on 
the item, it would be good to have the item come back at a later date and 
agenized as such.   

 
  6. Agenda Topics – Farm Labor Housing Policy 
 

Planner Bartoli presented the item.  At the September 12, 2016 meeting, 
the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) requested a series of agenda 
items/study sessions that are focused on the regulations applied to 
projects that come before the Committee.  The regulations and policies 
that staff will present to the Committee over of the next several months 
include: Planned Agricultural District (PAD) regulations, Farm Labor 
Housing regulations, Williamson Act Program Uniform Rules and 
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Procedures, and Agritourism Guidelines.  The last topic to be discussed 
are the Farm Labor Housing regulations. 

In 2012, two critical issues had arisen leading up to the need for the 
changes to the Farm Labor Housing process.  The first was that by 
2012, staff had a total of 45 FLH applications in various, delayed states 
of review.  The second was that agricultural property owners and 
farmers were looking for application and permit processes associated 
with agricultural development – including those around FLH – to be 
simplified and, where possible, expedited. 

He stated that it is the policy of the County to facilitate agricultural 
productivity in every feasible way. County ordinance allows for the 
provision of temporary farm labor housing (FLH) units for farms when 
there is a demonstrable need for such housing.  

Planner Bartoli went on to say that on October 8, 2014, the Planning 
Commission adopted revised “Farm Labor Housing (FLH) Application 
Process and Procedures in response to the comments from farm 
community and the general public.  Prior to the adoption of the revised 
FLH policy, the AAC reviewed and commented on the policy at a 
number of meetings in 2014.   

The revised FLH application process and procedures updated a number 
of items including the removal of the Certificate of Need Process, 
clarifying the definition of “farm laborer” and income qualification, 
simplify and consolidated the FLH Applications Forms, extended the 
FLH Approval Terms, improving coordination with County 
Environmental Health, and Zoning Hearing Officer approval for 
renewals of permits. 

The role of the AAC in supporting the purpose and intent of the Policy 
is to review the following: 

Will the proposal for a new Farm Labor Housing unit have any negative 
effect on surrounding agricultural uses?  If so, can any conditions of 
approval be recommended to minimize any such impact? 

What position do you recommend that the Planning Department staff 
take with respect to the application for this project? 

The AAC may also ask the applicant for additional documentation or 
information as they deem necessary, and/or recommend that, if 
approved, the FLH permit be brought back for an administrative review 
(including consideration by the AAC) in one year 

Planner Bartoli also presented what the role of the County is regarding 
FLH applications.  Applications for FLH are referred to the various 
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County departments, bringing the application to the AAC for review, 
and reviewing the application to make sure it complies with applicable 
zoning policies.  He also briefly went over the requirements for a FLH 
application.  He stated that County staff will also continue to work to 
update handouts with more information for applicants about what is 
required foe FLH permits.      

For review and termination of FLH, where FLH operations are or will 
be also reviewed annually by the County EH Division under Employee 
Housing Permits (5 or more workers), FLH approval terms shall be for a 
period of 10 years.  For all other FLH approvals (4 or fewer workers), 
the term would be 3 to 5 years, upon recommendation of the AAC.  
Complaints regarding violations can be made to the Building and 
Zoning Department. 

Currently, the San Mateo County Department of Housing is leading a 
variety of initiatives with the goal of improving and expanding 
farmworker housing in the County.  Expansion of the Farmworker 
Housing Rehabilitation and Replacement Pilot Program including loans 
of up to $100,000 are available for rehabilitation and replacement and 
loans of up to $150,000 are available for creation of new housing.  An 
Agricultural workforce needs assessment and best practices study is 
currently underway.  More information can be found at 
http://housing.smcgov.org/agricultural-workforce-housing 

Vice Chair Burns stated that he has a concern with the FLH permits that 
have 4 or less workers.  He stated that be believes that these permits are 
being abused and are not being used by farm labors.  He stated that the 
FLH permits with 4 or less workers should be inspected every year, 
similar to the 5 or more FLH permits. 

Chair Marsh opened public comment. 

Kerry Burke stated that clarification has helped the FLH process and 
appreciates the fee waiver.  She stated that it does take a long to review 
FLH permits and that more information is now required during the 
review process, such as information about septic systems prior to 
approval by the Planning Department.  She also stated that FLH needs 
to be flagged as a top priority by the County regarding the review 
process.   

Committee Member Cevasco asked how long the process takes.  

Kerry Burke stated that for both the Planning and Building permits, the 
process takes about a year.     

Joey Figone stated that during the review of his project, Department of 
Public Works lost his plans for two months, delaying the project.     
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Committee Member Figone stated that it seems like the County is trying 
to make the process better and address the issues.   

7. Consideration of the Action Minutes for the January 9, 2017 regular 
meeting.   

 
Two corrections to the minutes were made by the AAC.  On page 2 of the 
minutes, third paragraph, last sentence, ‘be’ was corrected to ‘been’.  On 
page 6, under item #6, the motion was corrected to reflect that Committee 
Member Bonner made the motion to approve the minutes.   

 
Vice Chair Burns moved approval the meeting minutes as amended for 
the January 9, 2016 regular meeting; Committee Member Johnson 
seconded the motion. The motion was unanimously approved. (9 ayes – 0 
noes) 

 
8. Community Development Director’s Report 
 

Planner Bartoli presented the Director’s Report.  As part of the Director’s 
report staff had attached a copy of a draft of an Expectations of 
Committee Members document.  While the item was being presented by 
staff, Ron Sturgeon stated that he believed that the presentation and 
discussion of this document would constitute a Brown Act violation as it 
was not properly agenized and that the County was asking for feedback 
on the item.  Ron Sturgeon stated that the draft document would redefine 
what the AAC did and what the AAC was.    
 
Planner Bartoli asked Chair Marsh if he would like the presentation to 
continue or if the item should be brought back at a later meeting.  County 
staff suggested that the item could be brought back at an upcoming 
meeting. 
 
Chair Marsh agreed to have the item brought up at a later meeting. 
 
Committee Member Johnson asked for more information about the 
document.   
 
Planner Bartoli stated that the item will be further discussed at a future 
meeting        

 
 Adjournment (8:46 p.m.) 



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  March 13, 2017 
 
TO: Agricultural Advisory Committee  
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Community Development Director’s Report  
 
CONTACT INFORMATION: Rob Bartoli, Planner III, 650-363-1857, rbartoli@smcgov.org 
  
The following is a list of Planned Agricultural District permits and Coastal Development Exemptions 
for the rural area of the County that have been received by the Planning Department from February 1, 
2017 to February 28, 2017.     
 
PLANNED AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT PERMIT OUTCOMES  
 
No PAD applications went to hearing in February.  
 
UPCOMING PLANNED AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT PERMIT PROJECTS 
 
No new applications for a PAD permit were received during the month of February.  
 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT EXEMPTIONS FOR AGRICULTURAL PROJECTS 
 
See attached report regarding the one rural CDX application that was received by the Planning 
Department from 2/1/17-2/28/17.  Each permit includes the description of the project and the status of 
the permit.  A copy of CDXs are available for public review at the San Mateo County Planning 
Department.    
 
ADDITIONAL ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
None 
 
ATTACHMENTS  
 

1) CDX List 



Permit Number RECORD NAME DATE OPENED DESCRIPTION APN Address RECORD STATUS

PLN2017‐00039 AG WELL 2/3/2017
CD Exemption for a new agricultural well for fruit trees, vegetable garden, chicken & geese on property. 
Existing agricultural well pump no longer works well. 048071060

555 Miramar Dr, 
Miramar Approved

RURAL CDX'S FOR 10/1/16‐10/31/16
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