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REGULAR MEETING PACKET

Date: Monday, December 10, 2018
Time: 7:00 p.m.
Place: Ted Adcock Community Center - South Day Room

535 Kelly Avenue, Half Moon Bay, California

AGENDA
1. Call to Order
2. Member Roll Call
3. Oath of Office for Judith Humburg
4, Public Comments for Items Not on the Agenda
5. Consideration of a Coastal Development Permit and Planned Agricultural District permit

to construct two (2) new Farm Labor Housing units, associated septic system,
conversion of an agricultural well to a domestic well, the legalization of the conversion
of an agricultural storage shed to a permanent farm stand and the installation of a water
storage tank and treatment shed. County File No.: PLN 2018-00108 & PLN 2018-
00109. Location: 2310 Pescadero Creek Road, Pescadero (APN: 086-080-040);
Applicant: Lisa Grote

6. Consideration of the Action Minutes for the November 19, 2018 special meeting
7. Community Development Director’s Report

8. Adjournment — Next Meeting January 14, 2018

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) 363-1829, or by fax at
(650) 363-4849, or e-mail LRichstone@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 - September, 2018
Agricultural Advisory Committee Attendance 2017-2018

VOTING MEMBERS

Vacant**
Public Member

BJ Burns
Farmer, Vice Chair
Vacant **
Farmer
Louie Figone

X
Farmer
Vacant
Public Member
John Vars
Farmer
William Cook *
Farmer
Judith Humburg*
Farmer
Robert Marsh
Farmer, Chair
Ron Sturg-eorT X X
Conservationist
Lauren Silberman *
Ag Business

Natural Resource
Conservation Staff
San Mateo County

. - X
Agricultural Commissioner
Farm Bureau Executive
Director
San Mateo County

) X

Planning Staff
UC Co-Op Extension
Representative

X: Present
Blank Space: Absent or Excused
: No Meeting
* As of 9/10/18
** Asof 6/1/18




COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: December 10, 2018
TO: Agricultural Advisory Committee
FROM: Angela Chavez, Planning Staff, 650/599-7217

SUBJECT: Consideration a Coastal Development Permit and Planned Agricultural
District Permit to allow construction of two new Farm Labor Housing
units, associated septic system, conversion of an agricultural well to a
domestic well, and installation of a 5,000 gallon water storage tank and
water treatment shed. The project also includes the legalization of
the conversion of an agricultural storage shed to a permanent farm
stand. The property is located at 2310 Pescadero Creek Road in the
unincorporated Pescadero area of San Mateo County. The project is
appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

County File Number: PLN 2018-00108 and PLN 2018-00109

PROPOSAL

The applicant is proposing to construct two new Farm Labor Housing (FLH) units,

each 890 sq. ft. in size with three bedrooms, installation of a new septic system and
5,000 gallon water storage tank, a 110 sq. ft. water treatment shed, and conversion

of an agricultural well to a domestic well (PLN 2018-00108). The overall project

also includes the legalization of the conversion of a 1,344 sq. ft. agricultural storage
shed to a permanent farm stand (PLN 2018-00109). The construction of the new FLH
units and septic system would be located in the disturbed area around the existing farm
center on the property.

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?

BACKGROUND

Report Prepared By: Angela Chavez, Project Planner

Owner: Peninsula Open Space Trust

Applicant: Lisa Grote

Location: 2310 Pescadero Creek Road, Pescadero

APN: 086-080-040

Parcel Size: 135 acres (25-acre lease area)

Existing Zoning: PAD/CD (Planned Agricultural District/Coastal Development)
General Plan Designation: Agriculture/Rural

Williamson Act: Not Contracted

Existing Land Use: Row crops. Farm center which includes agricultural warehouse,
agricultural storage shed, poultry shed, shipping container storage structure, and

parking for vehicles and farm equipment. Open Space.

Water Supply: The applicant is proposing to convert an existing agricultural well to a
domestic well for the FLH units.

Sewage Disposal: A new septic system to serve the two FLH units is proposed as part
of this project.

Setting: The project parcel is accessed via a driveway located off of Pescadero Creek
Road. The property has a development area that consists of a farm center. The
proposed area of development would be located in an area that is clustered with the
current farm center and has been previously used for vehicle/equipment storage. The
parcels to the north, east, south and west, of the subject property are used for
agricultural uses.

Will the project be visible from a public road?

The site is visible from Pescadero Creek Road and is located in the Stage/Pescadero
Creek/Cloverdale Roads County Scenic Corridor. The proposed FLH units will be
located to the rear of the existing agricultural warehouse which will provide a significant
degree of screening from the scenic roadways. Further, the proposed FLH units are



single-story structures and are clustered amongst the existing development which
further limits their visibility from and impacts to the scenic roadway. The proposed
farm stand (to be legalized) does not result in new development as it is located within
an existing building previously utilized as a straw and flower shed. This building is
clearly visible from the public roadway as it is located immediately at the front of the
parcel adjacent to Pescadero Creek Road. The new 5,000 gallon water storage tank
and water treatment shed will be located adjacent to the existing 5,000 gallon water
storage tank and will be visible from the public roadway. However, it will be no more
visible than the existing water storage tank and will be finished with the same green
color to match the existing tank.

Will any habitat or vegetation need to be removed for the project?

No tree or vegetation removal is necessary to accommodate the project. The
proposed area of development has been previously utilized for vehicle and equipment
parking/storage, and therefore does not involve disturbing vegetated or previously
undisturbed areas of the parcel.

Is there prime soil on the project site?

The project parcel contains prime soils and the project site is located on prime soils
(Class ). While the overall parcel is 135 acres, the leased area of the parcel which is
the subject of this application is approximately 25 acres. The large majority of the lease
area is utilized for agricultural activity with the farm center occupying approximately
l-acre. The area thatis proposed to be developed for the FLH units, is already
converted and disturbed given the existing development on the site. The area is
currently utilized for the storage of agriculturally related buildings and equipment
storage. There are agricultural activities located on the property on the surrounding/
remaining prime soils.

DISCUSSION

A. KEYISSUES

1. Zoning Reqgulations

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.

. The encroachment of all development upon land which is suitable for
agricultural uses and other lands shall be minimized.



. All development permitted on a site shall be clustered.

. 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.

. 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.

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

The proposed FLH units will be located on prime agricultural land but will
not convert additional prime soils not already converted or disturbed. The
project will continue to take access from the existing driveway off of
Pescadero Creek Road, minimizing conversion of soils for required access
on the property. The existing farm stand to be legalized is located within
an existing legal building that was originally utilized for flower drying. The
conversion of the use of this building avoids additional conversion of lands.
Locating the FLH units and utilizing the existing agricultural shed building
allows the development to be clustered amongst the existing farm center
and avoids additional conversion of prime soils. The proposed septic leach
field is located in an area that is currently utilized as an open poultry pen.
The septic leach field does not impact the continued use of this area to
support the poultry operation once construction is completed. While the
parcel contains soils which are not identified as prime, these areas are
steep and covered by natural vegetation. Developing the non-prime soil
areas would result in greater overall disturbance of the parcel as previously
undisturbed areas would be impacted. Further, developing these areas
would be more visible from the scenic roadway and would result in
expanded infrastructure to serve the proposed development. The areas
available for development are limited given that parcel is partially located
within a FEMA floodway. The floodway is located just south of the project
site and would not allow the placement of structures or of the septic leach
field.

“Criteria for Conversion of Prime Agricultural Lands” — The PAD regulations
does not generally allow the conversion of prime agricultural lands unless it
can be demonstrated that:

a. No alternative site exists on the parcel for the use.



Staff Response: While the overall parcel is 135 acres the leased area
of the parcel which is the subject of this application is approximately
25 acres. The large majority of the lease area is utilized for agri-
cultural activity with the farm center occupying approximately 1-acre.
The existing farm center is located toward the front/center of the
parcel with partial fencing separating it from the lands currently
utilized for agriculture. Outside of the existing farmed area the parcel
slopes sharply upward and is covered by significant mature natural
vegetation. Development of this area would have significant visual
impacts and would require significant disturbance of the open space
portions of the parcel. The proposed FLH units comply with the
100-foot setback required for proposed structures located in scenic
corridors in rural areas and are largely obscured from view by the
existing development. The available building area is limited by the
adjacent floodplain. The farm stand building is legal and no additional
square footage is proposed in conjunction with its legalization.

Clearly defined buffer areas are provided between agricultural and
non-agricultural uses.

Staff Response: The subject property supports ongoing agricultural
activities. The proposed project seeks to cluster both the agricultural
and non-agricultural buildings in an effort to keep the current
agricultural production at its current output and avoid any further
conversion. The project area is unlikely to be farmed due the layout of
the farm center and historical use patterns. The proposed FLH units
are clustered toward the back of the farm center in an area that has
been traditionally utilized for equipment/vehicle storage and
agricultural staging. There is an existing crushed AC and rock area
that surrounds the rear of the farm center thereby creating a semi
informal buffer between the farmed areas and support buildings.

The FLH units will utilize this area in order to minimize any further
agricultural land conversion and utilize portions of the existing
infrastructure. Given the proposed location toward the front/center of
the subject parcel, the proposed development is separated from
adjacent parcels where agricultural operations are occurring by
agriculture, fences, large undeveloped areas, and Pescadero Creek
Road.

The productivity of an adjacent agricultural land will not be diminished.

Staff Response: The addition of the FLH units and legalization of the
permanent farm stand use will result in minimal changes to the land
use on the site. Given the proposed project’s location on the parcel
and distance to any adjacent agricultural lands, the conversion of the
agricultural well to a domestic well will not diminish available water for




surrounding properties for agricultural purposes. Therefore, there are
no impacts to the productivity of adjacent agricultural lands.

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

Staff Response: The FLH units and farm stand will not degrade the air
and water quality. The project as proposed and conditioned does not
include elements that will result in permanent degraded air and/or
water quality. The San Mateo County Environmental Health Services
has reviewed the project and found it to be consistent with the
requirements for wastewater systems. All improvements will be on

the subject parcel and will not impact surrounding uses.

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
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 FLH units are located on prime soils but are clustered with
the existing development on the site (also located on prime soils) which
currently makes up the farm center. All development associated with the
project will be located in previously disturbed areas in order to maintain the
agricultural production on the property. The project has been preliminarily
reviewed and conditionally approved by Environmental Health Services for
the proposed septic system and well conversion.

Local Coastal Program (LCP) Agriculture Policies

Policy 5.5 (Permitted Uses on Prime Agricultural Lands Designated as
Agriculture) conditionally allows farm labor housing and permanent road
stands for the sale of produce (provided the amount of prime agricultural
land converted for the farm stand does not exceed 1/4-acre) provided the
criteria in Policy 5.8 (Conversion of Prime Agricultural Land Designated as
Agriculture) are met:



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

(1) That no alternative site exists for the use,

(2) Clearly defined buffer areas are provided between agricultural
and non-agricultural uses,

(3) The productivity of any adjacent agricultural land will not be
diminished, and

(4) Public service and facility expansions and permitted uses will not
impair agricultural viability, including by increased assessment
costs or degraded air and water quality.

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

AC:pac - ACCCC0584_WPU.DOCX



County of San Mateo - Planning and Building Department

ATTACHMENT A




@ San Mateo County

]

A

- Pescadero Creek s
Road . Franciscao

Bay

Pacific
Ocean

Project Parcel

Cloverdale Road

028 0 ) 0.28 Miles This map is a user generated static output from an Internet mapping site and is for
e —— reference only. Data layers that appear on this map may or may not be accurate,
WGS_1984_Web_Mercator_Auxiliary_Sphere

current, or otherwise reliable.
© Latitude Geographics Group Ltd. THIS MAP IS NOT TO BE USED FOR NAVIGATION



achavez
Typewritten Text

achavez
Callout
 Project Parcel

achavez
Typewritten Text

achavez
Typewritten Text

achavez
Typewritten Text

achavez
Callout
Stage Road

achavez
Callout
Cloverdale Road

achavez
Callout
Pescadero Creek Road


County of San Mateo - Planning and Building Department

ATTACHMENT B




LEGEND

CC CONCRETE
E 2 2-1/2" ELECTRICAL CONDUITS/ELECTRICAL BOX
BB ELECTRIC BREAKER BOX
EM ELECTRIC METER
36.2 . SPOT ELEVATION
©  SIGN/DELINEATER POST
72777777777 BUILDING LINE
mmssmmssmmssm  PROPERTY LINE
= FARM CENTER BOUNDARY
“o s s s s~ FENCE AS NOTED

100 FT SCENIC SETBACK FROM R/W LINE
——— — ———— — — STREAT MONUMENT LINE
(E) FIRE ENGINE TURN AROUND

= = = 100 FT SCENIC SETBACK FROM TOP OF PESCADERO CREEK BANK

T <
NN

O
O

(N) FARM TRAILERS
FEMA FLOOD HAZARD AREA

(N) WATER TANK

ZONE AE: REGULATORY FLOODWAY

(N) SHED
"""""""""""""""" 1 ZONE AE: SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREA WITH BFE

(N) SEPTIC LEACH FIELD

(E) WATER SUPPLY LINE FROM WELL
(N) WATER SUPPLY LINE TO TRAILERS
(N) ELECTRICAL SERIVE EXTENSION

(N) FIRE HYDRANT NOTE:

ZONE X: 0.2% Annual Chance Flood Hazard, Areas

1% Annual Chance Flood Hazard

of 1% annual chance flood with average 0
depth less than one foot or with drainage
areas of less than one square mile

THE FLOOD HAZARD BOUNDARIES ARE DERIVED DIRECTLY FROM THE NATIONWIDE NFHL GIS DATA
(https://data.femadata.com/FIMA/Risk_MAP/NFHL/NFHL_20171004.gdb.zip (11-OCT-2017))

(N) SPLASH BLOCK AND FROM FEMA FIRM PANEL 0369E, ENTITLED "SAN MATEO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA AND INCORPORATED
AREAS PANEL 369 OF 510", MAP NUMBER 06081C0369E WITH AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF OCTOBER 16, 2012

10 20 30 40 50 Feet

CONTOUR INTERVAL 1 FEET

FEMA ZONE AE:
REGULATORY FLOODWAY

\ —_— O tttteaee.,
-~ \ -~ / \ .................
\ ..............
\/I | \ ----------------------
.... / . &0672’5 . DO TRAVELD e T
........ . ’ —_ WAY (APPROX) ~
~~'~.. —— - _ —_— 7- O
....... \—\—\—\— \ \
...... T B
Yeay o
o, -
................ = = — _ N 63°52'39" E 563.20 \
--------------------------------- N — —
---------.--------:-'Il.,. — : i —
—_— —_
T —_
- - —_——

.
.
e,
.
e,
.,
ey
e,
.
e,

~u
"y
"y
"y
"y
wuy
"y
L
-------------------
"y
L
gy
"y
L.
"y
-

_ R=12¢
. 9.9
.~..~.. 71645450
‘..‘.. L:372.63
_—y L]
_—yy L]
—_
[

w

o

S

=

—
—_
—_ _
E
_
.
00" SCENIC SeTgay LINE
4
4
4
4
4
L
L
< 45
SRRy, 7
/S’(/S/\/ ' g
/?OWS 4
S
¥ 5
l }
4
4
4

(N) HYDRANT W/

[
(N) DOMESTIC  }f
WATERTANK

5,000 GAL 'l
[ 4
4

*

4
. . (E) DOMESTIC []
Toa, WATER TANK
g, :
Coe, v, SU [ i
. 7

(N) WATER TREATMENT® o’
AND SHED <110 SF " "%, ¢

BOLLARDS

AC CURB

PESCADERO CREEK ROAD

*
N 56°1527" E 14166 %
-

- —

g “‘: ST T -
_ f\htﬂ S (N) EXPANSION LEACH TRENCH
=R = N\
H'I\“I%\B, E § +
| E * e
§§ ““‘ § ................Q...........................
5 ““ § “““ § )( N 00000000000oooooooooo.oo.o..
~IN %, (E) AGRICULTURAL N (N) LEACH FIELD ARE
m \ %, W \ & A
ER ... WAREHOUSE N R R
ﬁ § ..~...... § . e ev0d
at \ \ ML LT TY YN
7] v,
H T — s\ e T T e e e e L L )
- — N S e e kel o £ SO ]
— 7777777777 \/ A ek vk o I
:, £¢ /////////////////////}')'// \ : 100' SCENIC
. —_

N 63°52'39" £ 4

CRUSHEDACAND ~ , S| -

ROCK AREA Mo % (E) SEPTIC LEACH FIELD

., AS REPORTED BY POST

H bl

36
*(N) FLH UNIT #1

(APPROXIMATE BOUNDARY)

.
L
- — -
- - — i — -

“ “ (N) SPLASHBLOCK
AT GUTTER OUTFALL

~

o

*

be

*

(N) FLH UNIT #2

e,
-
e,
.....
LD
-
-
»

NOTE: SLOPE TRAILER
.AREA 2% TO DRAIN ?
TO'SOUTH /
Su, /

...

x ~y

> 500 FT TO
PROPERTY LINE

(650) 854-7696
CONTACT: LAURA O'LEARY

PENINSULA OPEN SPACE TRUST
222 HIGH STREET PALO, ALTO, CA 94301

PROPOSED FARM LABOR HOUSING PROJECT
2310 PESCADERO CREEK ROAD, PESCADERO

<
(@)
ﬁ“
o
p
o
1 O
SO
2
— ©
O o
L QE
w
o =z
o o
o << u

PROPOSED SITE PLAN

TITLE:

Description

1 3/21/2018 FEMA Flood Bounday shown
(E) Septic added per POST

Date
2 8/15/2018  Septic modified. Sheet C3 added

REVISIONS:

3 9/15/2018

No.

) ¥
(N) FARMV;\LABOR TRP_«ILERS
ELEVATE THE BOTTOM OF THE LOWEST ..ommmeeeeeee | . TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY /BOUNDARIES/AND EXISTING STRUCTURES

uy BOOK 835 OF MAPS AT PAGES 31 THROUGH 35, SANTA CLARA COUNTY RECORDS. HORIZONTAL DATUM IS NADS3,
CALIFORNIA COORDINATE SYSTEM, ZONE 3, EPOCH 2009.0 AND ELEVATIONS ARE BASED ON GRID FACTOR FOR THIS
PROJECT IS 0.9999701380. MULTIPLY ALL GRID DISTANCES GRID FACTOR FOR THIS PROJECT IS 0.9999701380.

HORIZONTAL STRUCTURAL ELEMENT ; FROM CROSS LAND SURVEYING, INC.
OF:THE TRAILERS AT OR ABOVE'A 2210 MT. PLEASANT ROAD, SAN JOSE, CA 95148;
AN'OF 436" o (408) 274-7994
ELEVATIX_ON OF +36 I-;EET NAVD88 ) PROJECT NO 16-23
; : . DATE: SEPTEMBER 2017 EXPANDED DECEMBER 2017
X % \‘
I “
B : A BASIS OF BEARINGS AND BENCH MARK
e HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL COORDINATES WERE DERIVED FROM A FAST -STATIC GPS SURVEY HOLDING SANTA
(N) PROPANE TANKS i CLARA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT COUNTY WIDE GPS STATIC SURVEY CONTROL POINTS "P220", "P176" AND "P213"
o oy ] 35 i« THREE-DIMENSIONALLY AND "P177" TWO -DIMENSIONALLY IN A LEAST SQUARES ADJUSTM ENT OF THE GPS DATA. THE
VALUES HELD FOR THIS PROJECT ARE AS SHOWN ON THE RECORD OF SURVEY MAP FILED ON FEBRUARY 16, 2010 IN

March 13, 2018

DATE:

PROJECT:
DRAWN BY: TB
CHECKED: TBI/LO

m
77
" a ) ) MULTIPLY ALL GRID DISTANCES BY 1.000029863 TO OBTAIN GROUND LEVEL DISTANCES.
4 7

SHEET NUMBER

C2




Attachment 5

APPLICABLE MODEL #

RN

DKAFT

A-Nn3olg ~000Rant -C0I0Y

AR ELEVATION

RE

HITCH END ELEVATION

i
%
E
£
E

o

T SRR DR WS 3
¢ o RS T LS R A B T B N
L S O 5

1
i

]
g
i
IHH

T = =]
o | |

= B
\\

E

0D
mt
i

T3V

Inniliis

TTIT]

T
Z
T

W

IO
il

i /
I

E'li ==l

BACK ELEVATION
FRONT ELEVATION

t“‘r"[' '|‘A { 5 ) { 55Ky VN WA, YRR W A W | . B } l'l|l.l‘¥.'] : ey S A 3
-

i1 H

T
7

T

/,l»

T
LRE

W\

P
N

R
ST T
il

T
1E1}
i
i

A
T

=1

i

| e

nEcENED

MAR 15 2018

San Mateo Gour

Planning Divisig

Attachment 5

32




Attachment 5

5 bE)
1

! :

NaHoLy S\

NooUazg
HILSVYIA

,._\\

: A QzZNIEN00
T ONIATTONINIQ.

B S

_,

, a5 i
~_\ 08 i o N 08 dl o d &0l (Y ST v
|
]
A

C AR INIDIINS




75268 VO AVSONI1 ber X08 O'd "3AY Wivd 08

_ j. :.._ ,
: b= /L iSTY0S WIS AR SOCE2L51  LOISAd00
. b =i ETYO8 W 35 SR L TALREIHNGD

- m - i .m Su SHCILYSL02SS GriY SONLAND 8341
gug/lElvA]  SYEMEST ARG NMvMd WILNIGIINOD ONV AMVLSidOYd

Attachment 5

@ m ﬂ&{ NV 1d "H001d m

4 i 3L - .

v uonduosaq 1BPON ; i

gEETS 0000-000 -1zaom A SNOILYOISIa0N T3S vidvd

23PENS =6 AYW ONY "SLYHIXONDAY 1Y SNOISNaWIQ TV

w2 ‘AYSANIT "00 SHIATING IWOH NOIGWYHD A8 STINVHO oL L

STIVM3QIS 8

| |
m §
w.iw ,‘ i
09}
z
el
.W
i .
Sz < A
»
L w
5

# T300N 218volddyY |

Ll NI .




County of San Mateo - Planning and Building Department

ATTACHMENT C




i febh,

il




County of San Mateo - Planning and Building Department

ATTACHMENT D




£ L’\Nl?' OO0} q. A - leo’ Attachment 3

California Revised Storie Index (CA)—San Mateo Area, California

B
B
N
o

B
o

122° 22'21°W

37° 15 15°N 37° 15'15°N

4123200

4123100

4123

4122800 4122700 4122800 4122900

4122500

d 0

ECEIVED

MAR 15 2018

e E§Mateo Cou--
lanning Divisi..

412

i
4122100 412200

422000

_8
o
=
37° 14'25"N 37° 429N
554500 554700 554800 554900 555000 555100 555200 555300 565400 565500 555200
= z
in =
] Map Scale: 1:6,900 if printed on A portrait (8.5" x 11") sheet. E
° 1Meters o
8 N o 100 20 a0 om0 y
0 20 &0 1200 B0
Map projection: Web Mercator Comer coordinates: WGS84  Edge tics: UTM Zone 10N WGS84
uspa  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 8/18/2017
@i Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 1 of 4



Attachment 3

¥ io Z ebed
110Z/8L/8

Asaing piog angeradoo) jeucnenN
Aening o gap

30IAISG UOHBAISSUCD mome
sessnosay jermeN  vas!

‘Juapine aq Aew saliepunog jun dew jo Buiys

JOUIW BUI0S ‘Ynsal B sy "sdew asay uo paAejdsip Aiafew
punoibyoeq sy wed s Ajgeqold pazmibip pue pejidwos
aJem saul] JIos ay} yoiym uo dew aseq Jayio 10 ojoydouyo sy

1102 ‘91
IBN—BOQT “L£02Q  paydesBojoud atem sabewn jzuse (s)s1eq

1obief 10 00006
sojeos dew 10§ (smoyje aoeds se) pajeqe| are syun dew {108

9102 'z} deg ‘o) uoisiap  iejeq Baiy ADAINSG
BlLIOMR) ‘Baly DBIB UBS  [Baly ABANS {108

‘Mmojaq paisy (s)1ep UOISISA 3y} JO
Se Blep psiila0d SOUN-YASN ay1 wol pajerauab sy jonpoid siy)

‘painbal 2ie Bale JO SOUBISIP JO SUOHIE|NJED JJBINJO.

2JOoW 4 pasn ag pinoys ‘uonoaioid oiod ease-fenbs sisgly

8U) sk yons ‘eale sanaseld jey; uopoafoid v ‘eale pue S2UBISIP
SHOISIP InG adeys pue uondaip santesald yoym ‘uonosfosd
I0JBOIBIN GIAA Y} U0 paseq ale ASANS {108 qapA aui Wwol sdepy

(268€:19843) 1012058\ QA (LWUSISAG BjBUIpI00D)
1HN ASANg 105 gsp
221/USS UONEAISSUOYD S904N0Say jeinjeN  depy jo 82ines

‘sjusWaINSes
dew 10§ 199ys dew 4oea uo 8je0s teq sy} uo Aja1 asesjd

‘oJeos
psjie}ep 2UCLW € 1B UMOYS Ud3(q SARY PINod Jeyl sjios Buyseljucd
10 SE9IE JjeWsS ay} MoUs 1ou op sdew ay] “yuswaoeid aug

1tos 10 Aoeanooe pue Buiddew 1o pejep sul 10 Buipueisispunsiu
asnea ued Buiddew 1o a[eos sy} puoAaq sdew jo uawabieuy

‘2{80S SIYl 1 pleA 94 Jou Aewt depy jiog Buiuieps

‘000°SL1
je paddew a5om jOY InoA aspdwiod 12y3 sAaams jlos ay |

NOILVINEOANI dVIN

Aydeibojoud jelsy

punoibyoreg

Speoy |es07
speoy lofepy
sanoy SN
shemybiH ayelsiau|

sjiey

—

uonepodsuel)

S|RUBRD pUE SWeang

sainzead Ja3eag

ajgejlene 10U 10 parel 1oN
pajes 1oN
jzinynoubeuop - 9 apel

100d AIBA - G 3pBID

]

O mo

1004 - ¥ 9pRID

Jed - ¢ epelg

[ iy

po0Y - g 2peId

wojjeox3 - | spei
sulog Buney jiog

ajqejieAR JoU o pajelioN ¢ *
pejeiopy ¢ 7

{einynoubeuopN - g epRle &
100d M@A - G apeID v v

jood-paepRis @ ®

led-gopRly £
pooo -z 2pei & °
P

JUSleoX3 - | ApRl
saul Bugey #0g

2|qejiene 10U 10 paye) 10N
payel 10N

feinynoluBeuop - 9 apeID
1004 Agj\ - G apelD

1004 - § 8peLD)

1gooog

1e - ¢ apelo

ny

poog - g apelo

l

Waleax3 - | 2peln
sucBAjog Buney jiog
spiog

i

(10V) 1sasa1y jo ALY
(10v) 3524331} J0 BR1Y

aNIO3T JdYIH

elLIolje) ‘Baly 08ley\| UBG—(yD) X3PU| SUOIS PISIA9Y BIUIOKED




Attachment 3

California Revised Storie Index (CA)—San Mateo Area, California

Description

The Revised Storie Index is a rating system based on soil properties that govern
the potential for soil map unit components to be used for irrigated agriculture in
California.

The Revised Storie Index assesses the productivity of a soil from the following
four characteristics:

- Factor A: degree of soil profile development

- Factor B: texture of the surface layer

- Factor C: steepness of slope

- Factor X: drainage class, landform, erosion class, flooding and ponding
frequency and duration, soil pH, soluble salt content as measured by electrical
conductivity, and sodium adsorption ratio

Revised Storie Index numerical ratings have been combined into six classes as
follows:

- Grade 1. Excellent (81 to 100)

- Grade 2: Good (61 to 80)

- Grade 3: Fair (41 to 60)

- Grade 4: Poor (21 to 40)

- Grade 5: Very poor (11 to 20)

- Grade 6: Nonagricultural (10 or less)

The components listed for each map unit in the accompanying Summary by Map
Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil Data Viewer are
determined by the aggregation method chosen. An aggregated rating class is
shown for each map unit. The components listed for each map unit are only
those that have the same rating class as the one shown for the map unit. The

percent composition of each component in a particular map unit is given to help
the user better understand the extent to which the rating applies to the map unit.

Other components with different ratings may occur in each map unit. The ratings
for all components, regardless the aggregated rating of the map unit, can be
viewed by generating the equivalent report from the Soil Reporis tab in Web Soil
Survey or from the Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to
validate these interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given
site.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified

Tie-break Rule: Lower

Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 8/18/2017
Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 4 of 4




California Revised Storie Index (CA)—San Mateo Area, California

Attachment 3

California Revised Storie Index (CA)

California Revised Storie Index {CA)— Summary by Map Unit — San Mateo Area, California (CAB37)

Viap unit symbol Map unit name Rating Component name Acres in AOI Percent of ADI
(percent)

GhC2 Gazos loam, Grade 3 - Fair Gazos (85%) 79 4.4%
sloping, eroded

GbhD2 Gazos loam, Grade 3 - Fair Gazos (85%) 13.8 7.1%
moderately steep,
eroded

GbE2 Gazos loam, steep, Grade 4 - Poor Gazos (85%) 46.8 26.1%
eroded

GbF2 Gazos loam, very Grade 4 - Paoor Gazos (85%) 255 14.2%
steep, eroded

LID2 L.obitos loam, Grade 3 - Fair Lobitos (85%) 14.1 7.9%
moderately steep,
eroded

LIE2 Lobitos loam, steep, Grade 3 - Fair Lobitos (85%) 2.9 1.6%
eroded

LIF2 Lobitos loam, very  Grade 4 - Poor Lobitos (85%) 16.4 9.2%
steep, eroded

Ma Mixed alluvial fand ~ Grade 3 - Fair Mixed alluvial land i 0.0 0.0%

(90%)

PpE2 Pomponio loam, Grade 4 - Poor Pomponio (85%) 12.0 6.7%
steep, eroded

SoA Soquel loam, over  Grade 1 - Excellent  Soguel (85%) 34.4 19.1%
clay, nearly level

TeC2 Tierra loam, sloping, Grade 2 - Good Tierra (85%) 3.1 1.7%
eroded

TeD2 Tierra loam, Grade 2 - Good Tierra (85%) 2.3 1.2%
moderately steep,
eroded

TeE2 Tierra loam, steep,  Grade 3 - Fair Tierra (85%) 0.2 0.1%
eroded

Totals for Area of Interest 179.4 100.0%

USDA
]

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

811812017
Page 3 of 4
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Meeting Minutes
Special Meeting November 19, 2018

Call to Order

Robert Marsh, Committee Chairman, called the Regular Meeting of the
Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) to order at 7:30 p.m. at the Ted Adcock
Community Center - South Day Room, 535 Kelly Avenue, Half Moon Bay,
California.

Member Roll Call

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

Regular Voting Members Present
B.J. Burns

William Cook

Robert Marsh

John Vars

Ron Sturgeon

Louie Figone

Lauren Silberman

Reqgular Voting Members Absent
Judith Humburg

Nonvoting Members Present

Steve Monowitz, San Mateo County Community Development Director
Fred Crowder

Maggie La Rochelle Gunn

Nonvoting Members Absent
Jim Howard
Jess Brown




3.

Public Comments for Items not on the Agenda
No comments were raised.

Consideration of an Agritourism Event (PLN 2018-00409) for the upcoming
2018 Christmas tree selling season at “Santa’s Tree Farm” 78 Pilarcitos
Creek Road, Half Moon Bay; APN: 056-380-020. Applicant: Daniel Sare

Community Development Director, Steve Monowitz presented the staff report for
PLN 2018-00409. The proposed elements of the agritourism event include a train
on rubber tires that transport guests along an existing graveled road and one
food/snack bar for sales of prepackaged foods and associated seasonal related
items. The proposed event will run from November 15 through December 24,
2018 from 9:00 a.m. until 5:00 p.m.

In review by Planning staff, the application meets the requirements for an
Agritourism Event Permit. The proposed activities are secondary and
supplemental to the established agricultural Christmas tree cultivation on the

property.

Correspondence submitted from a member of the public Lisa Ketcham requested
that agritourism event signage and all other signage along Highway 92 (a County
designated scenic corridor) comply with LCP Policy 8.21 which prohibits brightly
illuminated colored, reflective or moving signs, pennants, or streamers. Ms.
Ketcham stated that the proliferation of signs along Highway 92 has overwhelmed
the area, constitutes a blight, and requested that vinyl signs along Highway 92
should be control and regulated.

The applicant stated that the signs they have for their operation have been located
on their property for decades, are made out of wood and include a few colored
pennants to indicate where drivers should enter the property. In addition, the
applicant also stated that they do allow other community organizations to post
signs on their property visible from Highway 92 and indicated they were willing to
remove these signs. The applicant stated that the “Santa Tree Farm” signs are
necessary for the agritourism event itself but also promote the agriculture
occurring at the property itself. The applicant stated that these signs are
necessary for the profitability of their business.

Mr. Steve Monowitz clarified that the regulations imply that off-premises signs are
allowed provided that they are temporary and related to agriculture production and
believes that this policy is intended to address permanent signage to avoid
blinking, highly visible, and/or moving permanent signs as opposed to temporary
seasonal agricultural signs. However, Mr. Monowitz also noted that these
regulations leave some issues up to interpretation, and stated that the purpose of
the forum is for the committee members to express their views on how the policy
should be interpreted.



Committee member Marsh stated that signage for agritourism is necessary
because agritourism is sometimes one of the biggest drivers of agriculture and
that signage is how agriculture in the County tries to promote their products.

Committee Member Sturgeon stated that signage on Highway 1 is an issue and
that the appearance of one bad sign leads to other similar signs. He stated that
there has to be a balance between the scenic quality of area and business.

A Committee Member noted that signage is a function of competition between
businesses to attract customers and stated that to ratchet down signs would have
to be a fairly applied effort.

Committee Member Silberman stated that she could understand both sides of the
issue: protecting the visual quality of the area vs. the economic viability of the
surrounding agriculture businesses but noted that Santa Tree Farm sign an
example of appropriate signage and that the streamers are necessary to direct
people where to enter the property.

The Applicant provided 3 clarifications to the staff report. The applicant stated
that: 1) the project site is 1-mile away from Highway 92 and is not visible from the
roadway, 2) there will be no habitat removal for this event as that the Christmas
trees are the crop and would be removed regardless of the agritourism permit and
3) while the parcel does contain some prime soil, the location of the barn, and
agritourism event, is not located on these prime soils.

The Applicant asked if they would have to come back to the AAC next year for the
same agritourism event.

Mr. Monowitz stated this event would need to come before the AAC for
consideration next year. Mr. Monowitz suggested that if there are no changes
that this item could be viewed as a consent item next year.

Vice Chair Burns made a motion to approve the proposed agritourism for Santa’s
Tree Farm. This motion was seconded by Committee Member Figone. The
motion was approved. (7 ayes — 0 noes)

Consideration of Williamson Act Non-Renewal Appeals for PLN 2015-00576.
Applicant: Philomena, LLC; APNs: 081-040-010 and 081-250-010

Community Development Director, Steve Monowitz presented the staff report for
PLN 2015-00575 regarding a County-initiated Notice of Non-Renewal for the two
subject parcels. This item was continued from the September 10, 2018 AAC
meeting to allow the applicant to provide required documentation substantiating
their compliance with the Williamson Act.



Mr. Monowitz stated that the project Planner Melissa Ross has contacted the
applicant and that no documentation has been received to verify that the property
meets the criteria for Williamson Act. Because no documentation has been
received Mr. Monowitz stated that the Planning Department will continue forward
with non-renewal.

Chair Marsh stated that he knows that the property has been grazed for many
years and that the property is in compliance with the Williamson Act criteria.

Mr. Monowitz responded that the County is moving forward with non-renewal due
to the fact that no documents were submitted and because these contracts run on
an annual cycle and this non-renewal must be completed before the new-year.

Committee Member Silberman inquired when the applicant was last contacted.

Mr. Monowitz responded that the project planner Melissa Ross has made multiple
efforts to reach out with no response from the applicant.

Chair Marsh asked if a vote of non-renewal by the AAC was final or if there is a
process in which the applicant can submit their paperwork at a later date.

Mr. Monowitz replied that the non-renewal must be approved by the Board of
Supervisors and that until the Board has taken a final vote, the applicant has the
ability to submit the required paperwork for consideration. If submitted, Mr.
Monowitz stated that the Planning Department would base their recommendation
to the Board on their review of the paperwork. Mr. Monowitz stated that this item
would go to the December 11, 2018 Board meeting. If the appeal fails, but the
applicant can demonstrate commercial grazing on the property, Mr. Monowitz
stated they could immediately apply for a new Williamson Act contract.

Committee Member Sturgeon stated that he understood the County’s viewpoint
but could not vote for non-renewal based on an absence of paperwork.

Vice Chair Burns agreed with Member Sturgeon and stated that he knows that
agriculture is occurring on the parcel.

Committee Member Crowder stated that the paperwork is a legal requirement of
the contract under State regulations and that if the paperwork demonstrating
compliance is not submitted the whole Williamson Act becomes an arbitrary
process.

A Committee Member stated that the property is for sale and asked if a new
owner would have to wait until the contract expires to develop the property.

Mr. Monowitz replied that the contract would remain on the property until the
remaining nine year term has expired.



Committee Member Silberman stated that she could relate to how difficult it is to
gather the required paperwork but stated that the paperwork is required and that
one cannot make a formal decision on a contract based on informal knowledge of
a property’s agriculture.

A Member of the Committee questioned what kind of paperwork is being
requested.

Mr. Monowitz stated that the Williamson Act audit is sent by the tax collector and
is the same for all Williamson Act property owners. In the event that someone had
an issue providing the requested information, Mr. Monowitz stated that the
Planning Department would accept an incomplete form with an explanation of why
they did not disclose some information and bring that to the committee for
consideration. However, no such statement or paperwork was presented for the
subject project.

There was confusion about when the appeal period for this project ended. Mr.
Monowitz clarified that the applicant has already taken advantage of the appeal
process and stated that Planning staff has no alternative but to move forward with
a recommendation of non-renewal to the Board at its December 11, 2018 meeting
but committed that Staff will reach out again to the applicant.

A member of the public (Kerry Burke) stated that the committee should not be
fearful about potential development on the property if the contract is non-renewed
because the PAD zoning requirements are very stringent regarding the protection
of the physical attributes of the property.

Committee Member Figone motioned to move forward with the recommendation
for non-renewal but with a comment to the Board of Supervisors that the
Committee believes that the property is in full compliance with the Williamson Act
and that the proposed non-renewal is simply a failure to fill-out the required
paperwork. Member Figone further recommended that if there was any way the
County could assist the owner that the County should do so. The motion was
seconded by Committee Member Vars. The motion was approved (3 ayes
(Figone, Vars, Cook) -- 2 noes (Sturgeon & Burns) — 1 abstain (Silberman).

Consideration of the Action Minutes for the November 19, 2018 special
meeting.

A committee member raised the issue of clarifying Williamson Act income vs. land
utilization requirements noted in the November minutes.

Mr. Monowitz suggested that the Committee consider reconvening the
subcommittee to revisit and clarify some of the more difficult portions of the
Williamson Act regulations.



Vice Chair Burns moved approval of the November 19, 2018 special meeting
minutes; Committee Member Cook seconded the motion. The motion was
approved. (6 ayes — 0 noes — 1 abstain (Silberman))

7.  Community Development Director’s Report presented by the Community
Development Director, Steve Monowitz

Mr. Monowitz presented the Director’s Report and stated that the listed Coastal
Development Exemption is needed to rectify previous violations on the property in
an effort to eventually grow cannabis.

Committee Member Silberman inquired if the cannabis advisory committee is
being developed and how those committee members are appointed.

Mr. Monowitz stated that the committee would be a multidepartment team staffed
by the heads of the Planning and Building Department, Agricultural
Commissioner, Environmental Health and potentially other departments. Mr.
Monowitz further stated appeals of a cannabis permit would go to an individual
appointed by the County Manager’s Office for consideration. As of now, no
individual has been appointed.

Due to the loss of Planning liaison, Rob Bartoli, Mr. Monowitz stated that the
Planning and Building Department would no longer be able to staff the AAC
meetings. Mr. Monowitz stated that many other advisory bodies within the County
run their own meetings but stated that Planning staff would continue to prepare
the packets, minutes, set the agenda, and respond to questions posed in the
minutes on a trial basis.

All Committee Members present stated that they would prefer to have the
Planning Department staff the meeting and encourage the Department to develop
someone for the Planning liaison position as quickly as possible.

A member of the public (Kerry Burke) stated that the AAC is a dynamic body that
that support from a Planner is essential to clarify regulations when issues arise.

Adjournment (8:55 p.m.)



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT
DATE: December 10, 2018
TO: Agricultural Advisory Committee
FROM: Planning Staff
SUBJECT: Community Development Director’s Report

CONTACT INFORMATION: Laura Richstone, Planner |, 650-363-1829, Irichstone@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 November 1, 2018 to November 30, 2018.

PLANNED AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT PERMIT OUTCOMES

No PAD permits were heard before the Planning Commission in the month of November 2018

At its November 6, 2018 hearing the Board of Supervisors upheld the Planning Commission’s
decision to deny a Planned Agricultural Permit and Coastal Development Permit, to allow for
operation of a construction equipment and materials storage use at 4448 La Honda Road
(Rogers). PLN 2016-00195 and PLN 2016-00197.

At that same meeting the Board of Supervisors also adopted a resolution authorizing the
Planning and Building Department to file a Notice of Williamson Act Contract Non-Renewal for
4448 La Honda Road (Rogers); APN: 082-120-050.

UPCOMING PLANNED AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT PERMIT PROJECTS

No new PAD permit applications were received during November 2019.

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT EXEMPTIONS FOR AGRICULTURAL PROJECTS

No rural CDX applications were submitted during the month of November 2019.

ADDITIONAL ANNOUNCEMENTS

The next regular meeting of the AAC is scheduled for January 14, 2018.


mailto:lrichstone@smcgov.org
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