
 
 
 
 
 

 

MEETING PACKET 
 

    Date:  Monday, November 14, 2016 

    Time:  7:00 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. Agenda Topics – Agritourism Guidelines  
 
5. Consideration of an application for an Agritourism Event for the upcoming 2016 Christmas tree 

sale season.  The proposed days and hours of operation are as follows: November 15, 2016 – 
December 24, 2016 from 9:00 am to 5:00 pm.  The proposed elements are: 1) a train on rubber 
tires that transports guests along an existing gravel road and 2) one food/snack bar sales of 
prepackaged foods and associated seasonal related items.  Project is located at 78 Pilarcitos 
Creek Road.  County File No. PLN2016-00458; Owner/Applicant: Sare   

 
6. Consideration of a Coastal Development Permit and a Planned Agricultural Development Permit, 

pursuant to Sections 6328.4 and 6353 of the County Zoning Regulations, a Grading Permit, 
pursuant to Section 8600.1 of the County Ordinance Code, and certification of a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, for the construction 
of the Green Valley Trail (part of the California Coastal Trail). This project is appealable to the 
California Coastal Commission.  County File No. PLN2016-00398; Owner/Applicant: San Mateo 
County Parks Department   

 
7. Consideration of the Action Minutes for the September 12, 2016 regular meeting and October 

11, 2016 special meeting.   
 
8. Community Development Director’s Report  

 
9. Adjournment 

 

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 – November 14, 2016 

Agricultural Advisory Committee Attendance 2015-2016 

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

VOTING	MEMBERS	
             

Brenda Bonner 
Public Member     X X  X  X   X  

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

Robert Cevasco 
Farmer     X X X     X  

Louie Figone 
Farmer    X X X X  X X X   

Marilyn Johnson 
Public Member     X X  X  X X X X  

Vacant 
Farmer              

Peter Marchi 
Farmer    X X X X  X X X X  

Doniga Markegard 
Farmer    X          

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

April Vargas 
Conservationist    X  X X  X     

Vacant 
Ag Business              

              
Natural Resource 
Conservation Staff              

San Mateo County  
Agricultural Commissioner    X X X     X X  

Farm Bureau Executive 
Director    X X X X   X X X  

San Mateo County 
Planning Staff    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 
 

 



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  November 14, 2016 
 
TO: Agricultural Advisory Committee 
 
FROM: Steve Monowitz, Community Development Director  
 
SUBJECT: Agenda Topics – San Mateo County Agritourism Guidelines 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
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 Procedures, and Agritourism Guidelines.  The second 
topic, Agritourism Guidelines is discussed below. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Agritourism, as it is defined most broadly, involves any agriculturally based operation or 
activity that brings visitors to a farm or ranch.  Over many years, temporary events in 
the coastal areas of San Mateo County became a subject of concern.  During the 
holiday season, farm landowners would encourage visitors to their farms on weekends 
by putting up inflatables and other entertainment elements on the property.  This would 
result in complaints to the Planning and Building Department (Department) that resulted 
in Code Enforcement actions to cease all activities and entertainment elements on the 
land.  
 
In response, the Department contacted the landowners to determine if a process to 
allow these types of events would or would not be beneficial to the agricultural 
community.  Landowner responses were positive.  
 
As a result, Planning staff attended “Organizing Agritourism Support in California” 
summit in 2011 with farmers from throughout California regarding Agritourism and how 
such uses can support the economic viability of farming and ranching.  With that 
information, a subcommittee of the Agricultural Advisory Committee, Planning and 
Building Department staff, County Counsel and staff from Supervisorial District Four 
convened in 2012 to discuss and formulate the Agritourism Guidelines for San Mateo 
County. 
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As a result of this collaboration, the San Mateo County Agritourism Guidelines were 
adopted with the intent of providing guidance regarding the application of existing Local 
Coastal Program policies and zoning regulations in a manner that facilitates the 
establishment of uses that are secondary to the agricultural uses of the land, support 
the economic viability of farming and ranching, and minimize conflicts with agricultural 
activities on said land and/or adjacent lands.  In supporting the intent of the guidelines, 
agritourism events are temporary in nature (number of days and instances), limited in 
the location of structures/uses (prime versus non-prime soils), and must adhere to 
performance standards (parking, creek buffers, etc.) among others.  
 
The role of the AAC is to consider each agritourism proposal and make a 
recommendation based on the findings of the Agritourism Guidelines.          
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. San Mateo County Agritourism Guidelines (dated 9/25/2012) 
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SAN MATEO COUNTY AGRITOURISM GUIDELINES 
 
 
The San Mateo County Planning and Building Department and the San Mateo County 
Agricultural Advisory Committee’s subcommittee on agritourism have developed the 
following guidelines for the review and establishment of commercial activities on 
agricultural land.  These guidelines seek to provide guidance regarding the application 
of existing Local Coastal Program (LCP) policies and zoning regulations in a manner 
that facilitates the establishment of uses that are secondary to the agricultural uses of 
the land, support the economic viability of farming and ranching, and minimize conflicts 
with agricultural activities on said lands and/or adjacent lands.  These guidelines are not 
intended to obviate the need for compliance with other State or Federal regulations.  
(Agritourism review procedures are addressed in Part F of this document.) 
 
A. DEFINITIONS 
 
 1. Agritourism – The act of visiting a working farm/ranch or agricultural opera-

tion for the purpose of enjoyment, education or active involvement in the 
activities of the farm/ranch or agricultural operation that adds to the economic 
viability of the agricultural operation. 

 
 2. Compatible Use(s) – A use that, as determined by the Community Develop-

ment Director of San Mateo County, will not diminish or interfere with existing 
or potential agricultural productivity, and can be accommodated without 
adverse impact to the agricultural resources of the site or surrounding area. 

 
 3. Non-Prime Agricultural Land – Land that is not “prime agricultural land” as 

defined below.  This may include, but is not limited to, land used for grazing or 
dry farming.  

 
 4. Prime Agricultural Land – Means any of the following:  
 
  a. All land that qualifies for rating as Class I or Class II in the Natural 

Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Land Use Capability 
Classifications; or land that qualifies as Class III in the NRCS Land Use 
Capacity Classifications if producing no less than two hundred dollars 
($200) per acre annual gross income for three of the past five years. 

 
  b. Land which qualifies for rating 80 through 100 in the Storie Index Rating. 
 
  c. Land which supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber 

and which has an annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one 
animal unit per acre as defined by the Unites States Department of 
Agriculture. 
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  d. Land planted with fruit- or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes or crops 
which have a non-bearing period of less than five years and which will 
normally return during the commercial bearing period on an annual basis 
from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant production not less 
than two hundred dollars ($200) per acre.  

 
  e. Land which has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural 

plant products an annual gross value of not less than two hundred 
dollars ($200) per acre annual gross income for three of the past five 
years. 

 
  f. In all cases, prime land shall have a secure water source adequate to 

support the agriculture on the premises. 
 
B. COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATIONS 
 
 Any activity authorized by these guidelines may be made subject to a Use Permit 

at the discretion of the Community Development Director. 
 
C. GOALS 
 
 1. Confirm that agritourism uses are secondary and supplemental to existing 

agricultural uses of the land. 
 
 2. Agritourism uses must be compatible with and beneficial to the agricultural 

uses on the land. 
 
 3. Allow temporary agritourism uses and facilities on all agricultural lands, but 

limit them in scale, location and time.  Require staff level review to confirm 
temporary uses are consistent with these guidelines. 

 
 4. Limit percentage of lands utilized for agritourism. 
 
 5. Ensure the “Right to Farm” on all lands per Chapter 2.65 of the San Mateo 

County Ordinance (Administration/Agricultural Awareness). 
 
D. AGRITOURISM GUIDELINES 
 
 1. Agritourism Uses and Activities that Require a Permit.  Uses will be 

reviewed by Planning staff and the Agricultural Advisory Committee to ensure 
adherence to the guidelines. 

 
  Agritourism uses must be found to be compatible with the long-term agricul-

tural uses of the land.  Uses that occur for more than 45 consecutive days or 
more than two (2) times per year require a Planned Agricultural District 
Permit, or a Resource Management Permit, a Coastal Development Permit, 
and review by the Agricultural Advisory Committee. 
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  MAINTAIN COMPATIBILITY WITH AGRICULTURE BY LIMITING ATTRAC-
TIONS AND ACTIVITIES TO NO MORE THAN THE FOLLOWING: 

 
  a. One (1) farm animal petting zoo on non-prime soils. 
 
  b. One (1) pony ride area located on non-prime soils (confined animal 

permit or exemption required). 
 
  c. One (1) food vendor, mobile or on-site (Environmental Health permit if 

applicable) located on non-prime soils. 
 
  d. One (1) prepackaged food/snack bar on non-prime soils. 
 
  e. One (1) haunted house/barn on non-prime soils. 
 
  f. One (1) hay maze on non-prime soils. 
 
  g. One (1) train and tracks located on non-prime soils. 
 
  h. One (1) hayride on all soils. 
 
  i. Train rides on rubberized wheels throughout all soils subject to case-by-

case review. 
 
  j. Inflatables* on non-prime soils (subject to height limitations set forth in 

the Planned Agricultural District and Resource Management Regula-
tions) subject to case-by-case review. 

 
  k. Produce stand permitted per Section 6352(5) of the Planned Agricultural 

District Regulations (Environmental Health permit required). 
 
  l. Other recreational/educational activities subject to review and approval 

of the Community Development Director. 
 
  m. Days and hours of operation per determination of the Community 

Development Director. 
 
 2. Performance Standards for Agritourism Uses and Activities that Require 

a Permit.  Agritourism uses shall be consistent with LCP and zoning 
standards, including but not limited to the following: 

 
  a. Adequate on-site parking to accommodate the uses must be provided on 

non-prime soils and designated on the site plan for review by Planning 
staff. 

 
 
                                                 
*Inflatables subject to the standards of the Safe Inflatable Operators Training Organization. 
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  b. Parking subject to standards of Policy 10.22 (Parking) of the LCP. 
 
  c. Signage subject to standards of Policy 8.21 (Commercial Signs) of the 

LCP. 
 
  d. On parcels forty (40) acres or more in size, all agritourism elements shall 

be clustered and shall consume no more than two (2) gross acres 
(excludes hayrides or trains with rubberized wheels).  Parking is 
excluded from acreage calculation. 

 
  e. On parcels under forty (40) acres in size, all agritourism elements shall 

be clustered and shall consume no more than one (1) gross acre 
(excludes hayrides or trains with rubberized wheels).  Parking is 
excluded from acreage calculation. 

 
  f. Setbacks subject to regulations pertaining to watercourses and riparian 

vegetation. 
 
 3. Temporary Seasonal Agritourism Uses and Activities that Do Not 

Require Permits.  Temporary seasonal visitor serving uses and facilities 
allowed on all agricultural lands limited in scale, elements and time.  Uses will 
be reviewed by Planning staff and the Agricultural Advisory Committee to 
ensure adherence to the guidelines. 

 
  a. Does not interfere with agricultural production on or adjacent to the lot. 
 
  b. Allowed for a maximum of 45 consecutive days per use and limited to no 

more than two (2) per year. 
 
  c. Days and hours of operation:  Sunday through Saturday from 9:00 a.m. 

to sunset (no lighting shall be allowed). 
 
  d. Two (2) inflatables* allowed on all lands (subject to height limits set forth 

in the Planned Agricultural District and Resource Management 
Regulations). 

 
  e. One (1) pony ride area (confined animal permit or exemption required). 
 
  f. One (1) farm animal petting zoo on all lands. 
 
  g. One (1) hayride on all lands. 
 
  h. One (1) train with rubberized wheels on all lands. 
 

 
                                                 
*Inflatables subject to the standards of the Safe Inflatable Operators Training Organization. 
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  i. One (1) food vendor, mobile or on-site including mobile prepackaged 
food/snack bar (Environmental Health permit required) located on all 
soils. 

 
  j. One (1) prepackaged food/snack bar on non-prime soils (may be subject 

to Environmental Health permit). 
 
  k. Other recreational/educational activities subject to review and approval 

of the Community Development Director. 
 
 4. Performance Standards for Seasonal Uses and Activities that Do Not 

Require Permits 
 
  a. Adequate on-site parking to accommodate the temporary seasonal uses 

must be provided and designated on the site plan for review by Planning 
staff. 

 
  b. Parking subject to standards of Policy 10.22 (Parking) of the LCP. 
 
  c. Signage subject to standards of Policy 8.21 (Commercial Signs) of the 

LCP. 
 
  d. Meets the current standards for buffers from creeks and/or riparian 

vegetation. 
 
  e. On parcels forty (40) acres or more in size, all agritourism elements shall 

be clustered and shall consume no more than two (2) gross acres 
(excludes hayrides or trains with rubberized wheels).  Parking is 
excluded from acreage calculation. 

 
  f. On parcels under forty (40) acres in size, all agritourism elements shall 

be clustered and shall consume no more than one (1) gross acre 
(excludes hayrides or trains with rubberized wheels).  Parking is 
excluded from acreage calculation. 

 
  g. Setbacks subject to regulations pertaining to watercourses and riparian 

vegetation. 
 
  h. No land disturbance including import of gravel or fill. 
 

i. Produce stand permitted per Section 6352(5) of the Planned Agricultural 
District Regulations (Environmental Health permit required). 

 
 5. Commercial Dining Events 
 
  a. Commercial food service to groups with issuance of an Environmental 

Health permit and fire review occurring on an infrequent basis shall be 
allowed without the need of a PAD permit unless otherwise required.* 
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  b. All other commercial food services not meeting the standards above may 

occur with the issuance of a PAD permit. 
 
  c. Commercial dining events cannot occur simultaneously with any 

temporary or seasonal agritourism event.  
 
E. OTHER NON-AGRICULTURAL COMMERCIAL EVENTS  
 
 Commercial events on PAD lands require review by the Agricultural Advisory 

Committee to determine whether they constitute an agritourism event. 
 
 The following examples are uses when operated as a commercial business that 

are not considered agritourism and require County permits. 
 
  ● Weddings. 
  ● Music concerts. 
  ● Paint ball. 
  ● Carnivals. 
 
 *For purposes of this section, infrequent is defined as no more than twelve (12) 

meal servings per calendar year. 
 
F. AGRITOURISM REVIEW PROCEDURES 
 
 For seasonal non-permit required event applications, applicants shall submit an 

application and accompanying materials to the Planning and Building Department 
two (2) months prior to desired date of event. 

 
 For seasonal permit required event applications, applicants shall submit an 

application and accompanying materials no later than six (6) months prior to 
desired date of event. 

 
 All application submittals are subject to the following: 
 
 1. Completion of permit application forms. 
 
 2. Submittal of any existing Williamson Contract on said lands. 
 
 3. Description of existing agricultural operations and statement of conformance 

with the goals of the agritourism standards. 
 
 4. Site plan showing existing permanent buildings and structures, all agricultural 

areas, watercourses, riparian areas and wells. 
 
 5. Site plan showing all agritourism uses and activities, and existing/proposed 

parking areas. 
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 6. Statement of operations (days/hours). 
 
 7. Number of employees on-site for agritourism purposes. 
 
G. RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 
 
 When considering proposals to establish agritourism uses, the Agricultural 

Advisory Committee and relevant decision makers should determine: 
 
 1. That the agritourism use is compatible with the long-term agricultural uses of 

the land. 
 
 2. That the agritourism operation will not adversely affect the health or safety of 

persons in the area and will not be materially detrimental to the public welfare 
or injurious to agricultural property. 

 
 3. That the agritourism operation is in substantial conformance with the goals 

set forth in the San Mateo County Agritourism Guidelines.  Specifically, that 
the operation is secondary and supplemental to existing agricultural operation 
on said land. 

 
 4. That the proposed use and activities comply with all relevant provisions of the 

General Plan, Local Coastal Program, Zoning Regulations, and Williamson 
Act (where applicable). 

 
TGP:fc/pac/jlh – TGPW0230_WFR.DOCX (9/25/12) 















COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  November 14, 2016 
 
TO: Agricultural Advisory Committee 
 
FROM: Michael Schaller, Senior Planner:  650/363-1849 
 

SUBJECT: Consideration of a Coastal Development Permit and a Planned 
Agricultural Development Permit, pursuant to Sections 6328.4 and 6353 of 
the County Zoning Regulations, a Grading Permit, pursuant to Section 
8600.1 of the County Ordinance Code, and certification of a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality 
Act, for the construction of the Green Valley Trail (part of the California 
Coastal Trail).  This project is appealable to the California Coastal 
Commission. 

 
 
 County File Number: PLN 2016-00398 (San Mateo County Parks Dept.) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant is proposing to construct the Green Valley Trail to implement a segment 
of the California Coastal Trail south of the Devil’s Slide Tunnel and connect to the 
parking area at Gray Whale Cove. The trail will accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists 
and equestrians on a natural surface trail to be constructed by improving existing 
primitive trails, resurfacing an existing access road, and new trail construction. The trail 
will be unpaved, and will include three six-foot-wide boardwalks and a 40 foot long, six 
foot-wide fiberglass bridge to separate trail users from adjacent wetlands, uplands and 
riparian areas. In addition to a 5 to 10 foot wide unpaved trail section, there will be areas 
with retaining walls, access turnouts, railings, wayfinding signs and benches along the 
trail.  
 
The project also includes re-contouring and surfacing an existing dirt parking area at 
Gray Whale Cove Beach and installation of a vault toilet building within the existing 
parking area. Wildlife enhancement will be completed through restoration of a 4.4 acre 
area of invasive Cape ivy that will be eradicated and restored to native species. 
 
The unpaved trail begins approximately 800 feet south of the Devil’s Slide south 
trailhead parking area and continues east, south and west within Green Valley to the 
parking area at Gray Whale Cove, part of Montara State Beach. This trail segment is 
part of the California Coastal Trail and is consistent with Coastal Conservancy’s 
“Completing the California Coastal Trail Report”. An 800 foot long trail section along 
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Highway 1 from the Devil’s Slide south trailhead to this trail segment will be constructed 
separately by Caltrans and is not a part of this project. 
 
DECISION MAKER 
 
Planning Commission   
 
QUESTIONS FOR THE AGRICULTURAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
1. Will the proposal for a new segment of the California Coastal Trail 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:  Michael Schaller, Senior Planner 
 
Location:  Green Valley is located east of Gray Whale Cove State Beach and directly 
south of the Devil’s Slide Tunnel south portal.  The CalTrans Tunnel maintenance 
building sits adjacent to the proposed trail alignment. 
 
APN:  036-380-120, -140, -180 and -190 
 
Parcel Size: 345 acres combined.  The proposed trail will be 4,550 feet in length, and 
will involve 42,708 sq. ft. of disturbance.  This includes restoration of approximately 
19,500 sq. ft. of old dirt roads and approximately 10,000 sq. ft. of re-contouring and 
improving the dirt parking area. 
 
Existing Zoning:  PAD/CD (Planned Agricultural District/Coastal Development) 
 
General Plan Designation:  Agriculture/Rural and Public Recreation/Rural 
 
Williamson Act:  The four project parcels are not under a Williamson Act contract.    
 
Existing Land Use:  Open Space 
 
Water Supply:  There is no known potable or agricultural water source on the project 
parcels.  No new water supplies will be created or are proposed as part of this project. 
 
Sewage Disposal: The applicant is proposing to construct a vault toilet at the edge of 
the parking area, across from Gray Whale Cove State Beach. 
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Setting:  Green Valley is located east of Gray Whale Cove State Beach and directly 
south of the Devil’s Slide Tunnel and east of State Highway 1. This small coastal valley 
consists of an alluvial fan draining Green Valley Creek, a small creek surrounded by 
steep, eroded slopes with natural gradients ranging between thirty and seventy percent. 
Soils within Green Valley are deep and moderately well drained along the creek 
channel, while the adjacent mountain slopes have shallow, excessively drained soils 
derived from highly weathered granitic rock. The surrounding mountain slopes support a 
dense vegetative cover of northern coastal scrub, dominated by coyote brush, California 
sagebrush, California coffeeberry, Ceanothus and Sticky monkeyflower, while the valley 
is characterized by a dense riparian willow thicket and limited freshwater marsh. 
 
Will the project be visible from a public road? 
 
Portions of the proposed trail will be visible from Highway 1, primarily the existing road 
cut from the parking lot at Gray Whale Cove up to the old buildings at the eastern limit 
of the trail.  However, no above grade structures are proposed on the trail alignment, so 
impacts to public views will be minimal at best. 
   
Will any habitat or vegetation need to be removed for the project? 
 
The project will have a temporary impact, during construction, upon isolated wetlands 
and the riparian corridor associated with Green Valley creek.  However, no significant 
permanent fill of these habitat areas is proposed.  Only minor trimming of existing 
vegetation will be necessary to establish a trail alignment that meets County trail 
standards.  The proposed trail alignment utilizes, to the greatest extent possible, 
existing informal trails that exist in the project area. 
 
Is there prime soil on the project site? 
 
Soils on the project site are listed by the NRCS soils site as “Scarper-Miramar complex, 
30 to 75 percent slopes” and are not considered prime soils under the Storie Index 
Rating system.  The site is very rugged with little to no flat areas that would support 
traditional agricultural practices.  Additionally, vegetation within the project area is 
dominated by riparian vegetation as well as wetland vegetation, both of which are 
protected habitat types. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
1. Conformance with the County General Plan 
 
 The County’s Local Coastal Program is a subset of the County General Plan.  As 

such, the two documents have been deemed internally consistent.  The analysis 
below, under the LCP section, provides evidence of the project’s consistency with 
not only the LCP but, by extension, the County’s General Plan. 

 
a. Agriculture Component 
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Policy 5.6 - Permitted Uses on Lands Suitable for Agriculture Designated as 
Agriculture.  There are no prime soils on the project parcels according to the USDA 
Soil Survey, nor is the project area currently used for agriculture.  Historically, the 
area that encompasses McNee Ranch State Park and the project area were used for 
low intensity cattle grazing.  However, that use has not occurred for many years.  
This policy outlines allowed uses on “other lands suitable for agriculture”.  Public 
recreation and shoreline access trails are a conditionally permitted use on such 
soils.  The use is subject to the issuance of a CDP and PAD permit.   

 
Policy 5.10 - Conversion of Land Suitable for Agriculture Designated as Agriculture.  
This policy prohibits the conversion of non-prime agricultural land within a parcel to a 
conditionally permitted use unless it can be demonstrated: 

 
(1) All agriculturally unsuitable lands on the parcel have been developed or 

determined to be undevelopable; 
 

The entire project area is extremely rugged with the only relatively flat areas 
being the existing service road/trail and the area immediately around the old 
State Park’s buildings at the eastern limit of the project area.  The entire project 
area is unsuitable for active agricultural use due to the topography and the 
presence of sensitive habitat on the periphery of the proposed trail alignment. 

 
(2) Continued or renewed agricultural use of the soils is not feasible as defined by 

Section 30108 of the Coastal Act; 
 

As stated previously, there is no evidence of historic agricultural use of the soils 
within the project area, nor does establishing new agricultural use within the 
project area make sense due to the rugged topography of the site and the nearby 
presence of sensitive habitat. 

 
(3) Clearly defined buffer areas are developed between agricultural and non-

agricultural uses; 
 

As stated previously, there is no active agriculture occurring in the project area.  
The surrounding area is dominated by open space and public infrastructure 
(Devil’s Slide Tunnel maintenance building). 

 
(4) The productivity of any adjacent agricultural lands is not diminished; 

 
There is no active agriculture occurring in the project area.  No loss in 
productivity will occur. 

 
(5) Public service and facility expansions and permitted uses do not impair 

agricultural viability, including by increased assessment costs or degraded air 
and water quality. 
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As stated previously, there is no active agriculture occurring in the project area.  
The majority of land on which the project is proposed is publicly owned by the 
State of California. 

 
Policy 5.11 - Maximum Density of Development per Parcel.  This policy limits non-
agricultural development densities to those permitted in rural areas of the Coastal 
Zone under the Locating and Planning New Development Component (Policy 1.8).  
It further, limits non-agricultural development densities to that amount which can be 
accommodated without adversely affecting the viability of agriculture.  With regards 
to the amount of development allowed on the project site, please refer to the 
discussion above under Policy 1.8.  Also, as discussed above, the project site is not 
viable for agricultural use due to topography and lack of water. 

 
2. Conformance with the County Zoning Regulations 
 

a. Permitted Uses 
 

Section 6353 - Uses Permitted Subject To The Issuance Of A Planned 
Agricultural Permit.  This policy outlines permitted used on non-prime 
agriculturally zoned lands.  The lands within Green Valley are zoned Planned 
Agricultural Development (PAD).  However, there is no evidence that agriculture 
has been practiced on the project parcels in over 40 years.  Nor is there evidence 
that surrounding parcels have been used for agriculture during that period.  
Subsection B(4) (Uses permitted on “Lands Suitable for Agriculture” and “Other 
Lands”) lists Public Recreation Trails as a permitted use subject to the Issuance 
of a Planned Agriculture Permit. 
 

b. Substantive Criteria for Issuance of a Planned Agricultural Permit 
 

Section 6355 - Substantive Criteria for Issuance of a Planned Agricultural Permit.  
Each application for conversion of PAD zoned land must be found consistent with 
the following criteria: 

 
A. General Criteria 

 
1. The encroachment of all development upon land which is suitable for 

agricultural use shall be minimized.  The entire project area is extremely 
rugged with the only relatively flat areas being the existing service road/trail 
and the area immediately around the old State Park’s buildings at the 
eastern limit of the project area.  The entire project area is unsuitable for 
active agricultural use due to the topography and the presence of sensitive 
habitat on the periphery of the proposed trail alignment. 

 
2. All development permitted on a site shall be clustered.  The nature of the 

proposed use does not necessarily lend itself to clustering as is typical with 
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structural development. But the areas proposed for trail 
development/improvement are already disturbed and, as stated previously, 
no agriculture is practiced on the project site. 

 
B. Water Supply Criteria 

 
The existing availability of an adequate and potable well water source shall be 
demonstrated for all non-agricultural uses and be located on that parcel.  As 
discussed previously, there are no known potable water sources on the 
project site.  However, unlike other non-agricultural uses (such as residential 
uses), the proposed hiking trail does not require a potable water source as 
part of its plan of operation.  The expectation is that people wishing to hike 
the trail will bring their own water with them. 

 
C. Criteria for the Conversion of Lands Suitable for Agriculture and Other Land 

 
All lands suitable for agriculture and other lands within a parcel shall not be 
converted to uses permitted by a Planned Agricultural Permit unless all of the 
following criteria are met: 

 
1. All agriculturally unsuitable lands on the parcel have been developed or 

determined to be undevelopable.  As stated above, the entire project area 
is extremely rugged with the only relatively flat areas being the existing 
service road/trail and the area immediately around the old State Park’s 
buildings at the eastern limit of the project area.  The entire project area is 
unsuitable for active agricultural use due to the lack of a viable water 
supply, the topography and the presence of sensitive habitat on the 
periphery of the proposed trail alignment. 

 
2. Clearly defined buffer areas are developed between agricultural and non-

agricultural uses.  As stated previously, there is no active agriculture 
occurring in the project area.  The surrounding area is dominated by open 
space and public infrastructure (Devil’s Slide Tunnel maintenance 
building). 

 
3. The productivity of any adjacent agricultural lands is not diminished, 

including the ability of the land to sustain dry farming or animal grazing.  
As stated previously, there is no active agriculture occurring in the project 
area.  No loss in productivity will occur. 

 
4. Public service and facility expansions and permitted uses do not impair 

agricultural viability, either through increased assessment costs or 
degraded air and water quality.  As stated previously, there is no active 
agriculture occurring in the project area.  The majority of land on which the 
project is proposed is publicly owned by the State of California. 
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3. Compliance with the Williamson Act 
 
 The project parcels are not under a Williamson Act contract. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Project Plans 





























Area Botanical name Common Name Size Spacing QTY

Achillea millefolium Common Yarrow Liner 6 FT.  50

Artemisia pycnocephala Coastal sage Liner 6 FT.  50

Aster chilensis Common aster Liner 6 FT.  50

Erigeron glaucus Seaside daisy Liner 6 FT.  50

Eriophyllum stachaedifolium Lizard tail Liner 6 FT.  50

Gnaphalium stramineum Cudweed Liner 6 FT.  50

Grindelia stricta var.  Coastal gum plant Liner 6 FT.  50
Mimulus aurantiacus Sticky monkeyflower Liner 6 FT.  50

Achillea millefolium Common Yarrow SEED N/A 3 LBS/AC PLS

Artemisia douglasiana Mugwort SEED N/A 2 LBS/AC PLS

Artemisia pycnocephala Coastal sage SEED N/A 2 LBS/AC PLS

Eriophyllum stachaedifolium Lizard tail SEED N/A 2 LBS/AC PLS

Gnaphalium stramineum Cudweed SEED N/A 2 LBS/AC PLS

Grindelia stricta var. 

platyphylla Coastal gum plant SEED N/A 2 LBS/AC PLS

Mimulus aurantiacus Sticky monkeyflower SEED N/A 3 LBS/AC PLS

Regreen 

Sterile Wheat grass 

(Erosion Control) SEED N/A 22 LBS/AC

Rice Straw

Organic fertilizer (Biosol‐‐7‐2‐3 

or approved equal) 

Humate (Tri‐c soluble Humate)

Mycorrhiza inoculant (Am‐120 

or approved equal)

CALTRANS FILL 

SLOPE 

REVEGETATION 

6,200 SF

400 lbs/acre

400 lbs/acre

60 lbs/acre

SEEDING 

AREAS: 

Caltrans/Old 

Colma 

Road/State 

Parks Access 

road and 

parking area 

revegetation 

54,000 SF

Provide 1" cover over seeded areas
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Meeting Minutes 
Regular Meeting September 12, 2016 

 
1.   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 Half 
Moon Bay Historic Train Depot, 110 Higgins Canyon Road, Half Moon 
Bay, CA.  

 
2.   Member Roll Call 

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

 
Regular Voting Members Present 
BJ Burns  
Louie Figone 
Marilyn Johnson 
Peter Marchi 
Robert Marsh 

 
Regular Voting Members Absent 
Brenda Bonner 
Robert Cevasco 
Doniga Markegard 
April Vargas 

 
Nonvoting Members Present 
Rob Bartoli 
Fred Crowder 
Jess Brown 
 
Nonvoting Members Absent 
Jim Howard 
Virginia Lj Bolshakova 
 

 
4. Public Comments for Items not on the Agenda  
 

Adria Arko, San Mateo County RCD, stated that on September 30, 2016 
that there will be a meeting to discuss the County’s Agroturism 

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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Guidelines with County Planning staff at the Ag, Weights, and Measures 
Office at 785 Main Street, Half Moon Bay.     
 
Chair Marsh asked to have item #4, the Actions minutes for July 11, 2016 
and August 8, 2016 moved to the end of the agenda.   

 
 
5. Venue Change/Meeting Protocol/Future Meeting Agenda Topics 
 
 Community Development Director Steve Monowitz spoke about the new 

venue for the AAC, the Half Moon Bay Historic Train Depot.  He 
introduced the new liaison to the AAC from the Planning Department, 
Rob Bartoli.  Director Monowitz asked for the AAC’s feedback regarding 
future study sessions or agenda topics that are project focused, but instead 
regulation focused.  The AAC is structured to give feedback on projects 
that required PAD permits.  He also spoke about meeting protocol and 
the Brown Act.  The agenda format and process for items on the agenda 
is structured similarly to the other committees and boards in the County.   

 
Director Monowitz suggested that the PAD regulations are the first 
agenda item that is brought to the AAC.     

 
Chair Marsh stated that there is a lot of agricultural knowledge on the 
AAC and with the members of the pubic that attend the meetings.  He is 
concerned about what happened to prime soils.  He wants to preserve the 
soil that is out there still. 

 
Ag Commissioner Crowder stated that a study session about the 
Williamson Act would be useful.  He stated that it is important for both 
the AAC and County staff to understand the regulations for projects that 
come before them.  He also noted that Planner Bartoli is the County 
Planning staff that has office hours in Half Moon Bay every other week.      
 
Committee Member Marchi asked if the County could send a thank you 
to the San Mateo County Farm Bureau thanking them for the use of their 
building for the AAC meetings.   

 
Ron Sturgeon stated that this is a good discussion to have.  The 
Committee should give recommendations that are broader than just 
project.  He also stated that it is important to respect the Brown Act.  He 
stated that at the last meeting the topic of the Pescadero Fire Station came 
up.  He would like an update regarding this project to come to the AAC.   

 
Director Monowitz stated that the AAC can provide a forum to discuss 
the regulations for projects that come before the Committee.  The 
meeting can also serve a place of discussion for topics they may not 
require a PAD permit, but for those project, staff can provide a report on 
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what the County is doing.  He stated that he would like the AAC’s input 
on the Fire Station when it is brought to them. 

    
Dante Silvestri brought up the Fire Station and if it would be built on 
prime soils.  This project will impact agriculture and should be brought to 
the AAC soon.  He also has concerns about a project at Pigeon Point 
where a proposed campground might be located.  He noted that the 
County sent a letter, but that the project should come forward to the 
AAC.    
 
Director Monowitz stated that the County has sent a letter to State Parks 
regarding the project that expressed the County’s concerns regarding the 
conversion of that property. 
 
Leslie Phipps stated that she wants to make sure that the Committee is 
aware of the entire project that could have impact on farming.  She 
brought up the example of the affordable housing impact fee and what 
that possible impact would be on ag.  She stated that almost any project 
on the coast could have impact on ag.     
 
Director Monowitz stated those long range projects that have the 
potential impact on ag lands, County staff could bring updates on the 
projects to the AAC.      

 
Kerry Burke stated that she would like the ideas for the regular updates.  
She brought up the renewals for Farm Labor Housing as an example that 
could be part of the report.  Would like to see a discussion of a 
comprehensive fire policy and a discussion about how recreation and 
passive open space interact with agricultural.    

 
Vice Chair Burns stated he would like the topics ton include the 
Williamson Act and Farm Labor Housing.  He stated that he believes that 
the Williamson Act is being abused.  He also brought up the topic of 
Right to Farm.  
 
Chair Marsh and Dante Silvestri also discussed the topic of Right to 
Farm.   

 
Committee Member Marchi spoke about the Pigeon Point project.  He 
had concerns about the County giving land up to the State.  He wanted to 
know what State Parks takes lands that are being farmed out of 
production in San Mateo County, but not in Santa Cruz County.     
 
Director Monowitz spoke about the General Plan consistence process that 
has to occur prior to the sale of County owned property.  He also stated 
that the County has Local Coastal Program polices that require the land 
be farmed if a tenant can be found.     
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  6. Consideration of a Coastal Development Permit, Planned 
Agricultural District Permit, Use Permit, and Architectural Review, 
pursuant to the County Zoning Regulations, to construct a 35 ft. high 
public radio tower and equipment cabinet located at 510 Hill Road, 
in the unincorporated Pescadero area of San Mateo County. This 
project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 
  
Planner Bartoli presented the project to the AAC.  The radio tower is 
located on prime soils.  It is near the developed area of the property.  The 
site would be unmanned.  The majority of the 28 acres would be left to 
agricultural activities; however there are no ag activities currently on the 
property.   
 
Committee Member Johnson stated that she was having a difficult time 
determining where the prime soils were on the property based on the 
maps attached to the staff report.  She stated that she does not want to see 
any prime land taken out of production.   
 
Director Monowitz talked about procedures for the item.  First there 
would be a presentation from staff, question for staff from the AAC, 
presentation by the applicant, public comment, AAC discussion, and then 
a recommendation on the project.   

 
Ben Ranz, project applicant, stated the radio tower would be for a 
community radio station in Pescadero.  The location on this property was 
the best location they could find.  
 
Committee Member Marchi asked why this area on the property was 
picked. 
 
Ben Ranz stated that there is FCC regulation about the required distances 
from structures.  He also stated that if the tower was at a higher elevation, 
then the FCC would only permit a shorter tower.   
 
Chair Marsh opened the public comment period.   

 
Committee Member Johnson asked if the electric wires would be 
undergrounded. 
 
Planner Bartoli stated they would be. 
 
Ag Commissioner Crowder asked if the tower had to be removed, if there 
would be any long-term impact to the property. 
 
Ben Ranz stated that the guidewire would be removed and that the tower 
could be taken down without any major issues.   
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Dante Silvestri asked if better graphics could accompany the reports to 
the AAC.    
 
Committee Member Marchi stated that the location of the tower looked 
like to be at the edge of the field, up against a sloped area.   
 
A conversation the AAC, County staff, and the public occurred about if 
the roads in the surrounding area of the project are County owned or 
privately owned and who has access to the roads. 
 
Vice Chair Burns asked what the impact would be on ag if the tower was 
constructed. 
 
Ben Ranz stated that the radio tower would be on the edge of the field and he 
believes that it could be farmed around.     
 
Chair Marsh closed public comment.   
 
Chair Marsh asked for a condition to have agricultural uses have priority 
on the site or the surrounding sites.    
 
Committee Member Johnson stated that she would like the tower to be 
closer to the buildings.  She supports the idea of the radio station, but 
does not want to convert prime soils.  She does not want the tower next to 
a house through.      
 
Director Monowitz stated that the County’s regulations require clustering 
to existing development on the property.   
 
Ag Commissioner Crowder stated that the AAC should support the 
project, but there should be a condition added to the project that the radio 
tower should not impact agriculture activities on the property and if there 
is a conflict, that the ag use should be primary.    
 
Chair Marsh called for a five minute recess at 8:40 pm. 
 
Chair Marsh called the meeting back to order at 8:45 pm.   
 
Vice Chair Burns moved to recommend approval of the project to the 
Planning Commission with the condition that the radio tower should not 
impact agriculture activities on the property and if there is a conflict, that 
the ag use should be primary.  Committee Member Figone seconded the 
motion. The motion was approved unanimously (5 ayes – 0 noes). 

 
7. Consideration of a Coastal Development Permit and a Planned 

Agricultural Permit, pursuant to Sections 6328.4 and 6353 of the San 
Mateo County Zoning Regulations, for one new Farm Labor Housing 
unit.  The property is located in the unincorporated San Gregorio 
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area of San Mateo County. The project is appealable to the 
California Coastal Commission.     

 
 Planner Bartoli presented the project to the AAC.  The Farm Labor 

Housing unit would support the on-going cattle operation on the property.  
The unit would rely on domestic water from the neighboring parcel.  The 
property is under a Williamson Act contract and is in compliance.  The 
unit will be located on prime soils, but it is the only flat portion of the 
property.  There will be two water tanks that will support the unit on the 
property.       

 
Committee Member Johnson asked about item 3 on page 4 of the report.   
 
Planner Bartoli stated that this item was a typo.  There separation 
between the ag uses on the property  
 
Chris Giannini, project applicant, stated that there used to be a house 
across the road, but did not want to put the new unit there as they did not 
want to cross the creek.  The lines to the water tank will follow an 
existing road and will not cut up the hillside. 
 
Committee Member Johnson asked where the former Farm Labor 
Housing was.   
 
Chris Giannini stated that it was across Pomponio Creek Road 
 
Chair Marsh opened public comment on the item. 
 
Dante Silvestri asked if the project is located in the Pescadero School 
District and Pescadero Municipal Advisory Council (PMAC).   
 
Planner Bartoli stated this project is located within the boundaries of 
PMAC.  Any project that is in the area of PMAC will be referred to them 
for comment and review.    
 
Ron Sturgeon asked what Attachment C of the staff report was showing.   
 
Planner Bartoli stated that it was a NRCS prime soils map.  For future 
items, the map will be shown in color.   
 
Chair Marsh closed public comment 
 
Committee Member Johnson asked the area of prime soils on the 
property.   
 
Planner Bartoli stated that the area of prime soils on the property is 1.5 
acres.   
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Vice Chair Burns moved to recommend approval of the project to the 
Planning Commission. Committee Member Figone seconded the motion. 
The motion was approved unanimously (5 ayes – 0 noes). 

 
8. Consideration of a project to comprehensively update the County’s 

Subdivision Regulations that would:  1) incorporate changes made to 
the State Subdivision Map Act and relevant case law; 2) identify how 
to better implement County General Plan policies and the County’s 
Local Coastal Program, such as creating more flexibility to achieve 
affordable housing, protecting environmental resources and other 
community goals; 3) integrate new subdivision types; and (4) clarify, 
augment, and streamline the subdivision ordinance, and the 
subdivision application and review process, to enhance their ease of 
use, within a collaborative stakeholder process.  

 
Director Monowitz stated that staff had presented this item at a previous 
AAC meeting.  He stated that the AAC had asked for this to be standing 
item on the agenda.  Director Monowitz went on to say that staff is 
working on further outreach on this item, but will not be able to give the 
AAC an update at each meeting.  When there is a new draft of the 
ordinance, the item will be presented to the AAC.  He stated if members 
of the AAC have questions about the update process, they can contact 
him or the project manager, Joe LaClair.      
 
Committee Member Johnson stated that the item was on the agenda for 
the AAC to discuss some items regarding this project.  She stated that she 
wanted the AAC to continue the conversation on this topic.   
 
Chair Marsh stated that the might be a Brown Act issue with a 
subcommittee.     
 
Director Monowitz stated that we can give a presentation when staff is 
ready on the subdivision update.  This presentation can be update from 
the first presentation.   
 
Planner Bartoli stated that he would be happy to bring back to the 
department any questions that arose on this topic, but it would be hard for 
him to answer questions on the update at the meeting without talking to 
the project staff.   
 
Kerry Burke stated that it would be helpful for the AAC and staff to have 
a workshop to have an example of rural subdivision.  She also stated that 
the AAC may also want an update on Connect the Coastside, the 
congestion management plan for Midcoast.   

 
4. Consideration of the Action Minutes for the July 11, 2016 and 

August 8, 2016 regular meetings. 
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The July 11, 2016 meeting minutes were approved.  Committee Member 
Johnson moved to recommend approval of the project to the Planning 
Commission. Vice Chair Burns seconded the motion. The motion was 
approved unanimously (5 ayes – 0 noes).   
 
The August 8, 2016 minutes were tabled.  This meeting did not have a 
quorum. AAC and Ron Sturgeon asked if there should be minutes for a 
meeting that did not have a quorum.  Staff will come back at the next 
meeting following up on this item.  There were also comments on the 
minutes correcting people’s names in the minutes.   

 
 Adjournment (9:18 p.m.) 
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Meeting Minutes 
Special Meeting October 11, 2016 

 
1.   Call to Order 

Robert Marsh, Committee Chairman, called the Special Meeting of the 
Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC) to order at 7:30 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  
Marilyn Johnson 
Peter Marchi 
Robert Marsh 
Brenda Bonner 
Robert Cevasco 

 
Regular Voting Members Absent 
Louie Figone 
Doniga Markegard 
April Vargas 

 
Nonvoting Members Present 
Rob Bartoli 
Fred Crowder 
Jess Brown 
 
Nonvoting Members Absent 
Jim Howard 
Virginia Lj Bolshakova 
 

 
3. Public Comments for Items not on the Agenda  
 

Kerry Burke stated that the Half Moon Bay Pumpkin Festival is this 
upcoming weekend.   

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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Agricultural Commissioner Crowder stated that Virginia Lj Bolshakova 
will be leaving her role at the UC Extension to take a position at Purdue 
University.  A replacement has not been named.     

 
4. Consideration of an application for an Agritourism Event for the 

upcoming 2016 October pumpkin selling season.  The proposed days 
and hours of operation are as follows: October 1, 2016 - November 
15, 2016; Monday through Saturday from 9:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., and 
Sunday from 9:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. The proposed elements are; 1) a 
pumpkin patch, hayride and corn maze and, 2) one food vendor 
located at 12331 Half Moon Bay Road, Half Moon Bay (Repetto) 

 
Planner Bartoli presented the project to the AAC.  PLN2016-00421 is the 
case number for this project.  There is no proposed change to the event 
from last year’s Agritourism Event proposal.  Staff asked the AAC to 
concur with the findings of Planning staff that the event will not have an 
impact on event agricultural uses on the property. 
 
Chair Marsh asked if there will be a jump house as part of the event. 
 
Planner Bartoli stated that this was not part of the scope of the project.  It 
was note by the AAC that the jump house was shown on the plans.  The 
project description in the report is the accurate scope of the project.  Staff 
will be asking for an updated site plan from the applicant for any future 
Agritourism events.    
 
Committee Member Marchi asked a question about if corn mazes would 
require an Agritourism Event permit. 
 
Planner Bartoli stated that staff can review this question and come back 
to the AAC with clarification.   
 
Director Monowitz stated that when there money being charged for entry 
to an event that the use would probably be considered an Agritourism 
Event.   
 
Agricultural Commissioner Crowder asked if there is a distinction 
between operations that grow and sell their own pumpkins versus 
operations that bring in pumpkins from other locations and sell them.    
 
Director Monowitz the uses could be viewed differently, but there is not a 
clear answer if the two examples would require different permits.  
Planning staff would need to understand the full scope of an operation 
prior to a decision by staff.   
 
Agricultural Commissioner Crowder asked why the delay in taking this 
permit to the AAC as the proposed Agritourism Event is currently in 
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operation.  He asked if there any violations associated with the operation 
of the event prior to review by the AAC 
  
Planner Bartoli stated that County staff received the application for the 
Agritourism Event in the first week of October.   
 
Director Monowitz stated that the County has established the Agritourism 
Event regulations to create rules for when events need a permit or can be 
exempted.  In this case, the proposed use would be exempted.  If the 
AAC agrees with Planning staff’s recommendation that the use qualifies 
for an exemption, then the temporary event would be permitted and no 
violation would exist on the property.  If the AAC stated that if the use 
did not qualify for an exemption, then Planning staff would require the 
use to cease until the proper permits are approved.   
 
Committee Member Marchi stated that the applicant has not started the 
hay rides or corm maze. 
 
Chair Marsh asked if this permits allows the Agritourism Event just at the 
one location or at other sites, as he is also selling pumpkins in a field 
further west of the proposed event.   
 
Planner Bartoli stated that the Agritourism Event is located only at 12331 
San Mateo Road.  The other location is only selling pumpkins, which 
does not need an Agritourism Event permit or exemption.  
 
Chair Marsh opened public comment on the item 
 
Ron Sturgeon stated that the AAC needs to determine if the Agritourism 
Event is secondary to the agricultural uses.  The Agritourism Event needs 
to be less than 1 acre. 
 
Chair Marsh stated that the area of the Agritourism Event where the 
pumpkins are sold is actively farmed with flowers. 
 
Chair Marsh closed public comment. 
 
Vice Chair Burns moved approval the project.  Committee Member 
Bonner seconded the motion. The motion was approved unanimously (6 
ayes – 0 noes). 

    
  5. Agenda Topics – Planned Agricultural District (PAD) Regulations 

and Agricultural Advisory Committee 
  
Director Monowitz presented the item.  He stated that the AAC has asked 
Planning staff to review some of the rules and regulations that are applied 
to projects that typically come before the AAC.  One item that proposed 
to be reviewed was the PAD zoning regulations.  Other topics will 
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Williamson Act, Brown Act, and Farm Labor Housing.  He thanked 
County staff for putting together AAC meeting binders that have copies 
of the regulations pertinent to the Committee.  Director Monowitz briefly 
went over the contents of the binder.  
 
Director Monowitz spoke about the PAD regulations.  Section 6365 of 
the PAD regulations establishes the AAC.  The section states that “To 
assist in the achievement of the objectives of this ordinance, the Board 
has established an Agricultural Advisory Committee composed of 
farmers familiar with Coastside crops, agricultural experts, and 
representatives of the general public interest. Said Committee shall 
actively assist in the preservation of agriculture of the Coastside by 
advice and recommendation to the Planning Commission and the Board 
of Supervisors to achieve the objectives of this ordinance.”  Director 
Monowitz noted the AAC’s purpose is to provide recommendations to 
the Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission for project in the 
PAD district.  The items that come before the AAC are items that the 
Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission will be taking action on.  
There are a number uses that can occur that do not require a PAD permit 
and are allowed by right.  There is no action for the Board of Supervisors 
and Planning Commission to take regarding these uses and hence there is 
no role for the AAC to take for these uses in an advisory role.   
 
However, there is an opportunity for the AAC to provide feedback to the 
Planning Department, Board of Supervisors, and Planning Commission.  
There may be ways to provide input on issues that the AAC views as 
important on a non-project by project basis.  Some potential ways the 
AAC could provide more feedback or learn more about what is occurring 
in the PAD district outside of specific project.  Planning staff has drafted 
a Director’s Report, item 7 on the agenda that lists outcomes of PAD 
permits, PAD permit applications received by the County, and Coastal 
Development Exemptions issues on rural, costal properties.  Staff will 
provide monthly updates on what has been approved in the PAD district.   
If the project is allowed by right in the PAD district, in most cases the use 
can be exempted from a Costal Development, a decision that is made at 
the staff level.  These are ministerial permits.  If a PAD and CDP permit 
is required, then the application would come to the AAC.  The AAC can 
ask staff if they have questions about the report, staff can attempt to 
answer them, or come back at the next meeting with an answer.   
 
 Director Monowitz stated that if the AAC has concerns about the types 
of permits that are being issued, then issues might be that the County 
would want to start a conversation regarding reviewing the PAD 
regulations at the Planning Commission, Board of Supervisors, or at other 
workshops.          

            
Director Monowitz reviewed the PAD regulations including the purpose 
of the district, the definitions, and permitted uses by right on Prime Lands 
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and Land Suitable of Agriculture, and uses that require a PAD permit on 
Prime Lands and Land Suitable of Agriculture.  The uses that require a 
PAD permit are the projects that come to the AAC for review.  The 
criteria for a PAD permit was also reviewed.  Director Monowitz also 
talked about how density credits are allocated for properties in the PAD 
district.  The density credit formula is based on water, land types, slopes, 
and a number of other items.   
 
Chair Marsh stated that he had some concerns about the CDXs that have 
been issued.  He also talked about a previous Coastside wide review and 
site visits by the AAC and County staff that occurred in the 1970s after 
the PAD regulations were enacted.  He stated that he thought the site 
visits were very helpful for all involved.  He stated that he wants to be 
able to bring their concerns about issues in the PAD district.    
      
Director Monowitz stated the Director’s report will help inform the AAC 
of actions taken by the County that does not come to the AAC for their 
review. 
 
Committee Member Marchi spoke about the clustering and consolidation 
of parcels for density credits 16 years ago.  He stated that when he 
brought this item up to County Planning, County staff asked if this 
project had been reviewed by Lennie Roberts from Committee for Green 
Foothills.  He stated that he had not done this and asked if she would me 
making a decision on this project.  He had concerns about this comment 
from staff.     
 
Director Monowitz that projects are reviewed by the public.  Staff 
encourages that the applicant reach out to neighbors and interested parties 
as part of the public process.  They are not decision makers though. 
 
Committee Member Johnson thanked staff for the binders.  She asked if 
the Director’s Report would be a time to ask about other project, such as 
the Pescadero Fire Station.   
 
Director Monowitz stated that he can talk to that topic under item 7 of the 
agenda. 
 
Vice Chair Burns stated that County can determine exemptions from a 
Costal Development.  He asked if the County can supersede a Williamson 
Act Contract.  He brought up the example of 513 Stage Road and the 
barn that was permitted on the property.  He stated that the County should 
have been to confirm that agriculture was on the property before the barn 
was permitted.     
 
Director Monowitz stated that a Williamson Act Contract is a contract 
between a property owner and the County about what uses are allowed on 
their property and are compatible with agriculture.  When development is 
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undertaken that is related to agriculture, such as a barn, that barn is 
compliant with the Williamson Act Contract.  Staff reviews to see what 
permits are needed for the project.  A Williamson Act Contract does not 
require any permits.  When reviewing the County Zoning regulations, no 
PAD permit is required.  If a property is not under active agriculture, then 
the property can be non-renewed under the Williamson Act Contract, as 
this property has been.  Before issuing a permit for a property under 
either a non-renewed or active Contract, Planning staff reviews the 
application to see if it is conflict with the Contract.  In the case of 513 
Stage, the barn was viewed as compatible with the uses on the property 
and will not impact agriculture uses on the property.         
 
Vice Chair Burns stated that the project should have been reviewed by 
the AAC.  He said that if there is a house proposed for this property, that 
the house would be located on prime soils.  Vice Chair Burns asked if the 
County is superseding the State by making determinations of 
compatibility.   
 
Director Monowitz stated that a permit for a new house on the property 
would require a PAD permit that would come before the AAC to review.  
He went on to state that the County is not overruling or superseding the 
State.  The County’s view is that there nothing in the Williamson Act 
Contract that is in conflict with the County issuing a permit for 
agricultural development on a property under Contract.   
 
Agricultural Commissioner Crowder stated that the issue of grading has 
come up a number of times and wanted to understand what the rules are 
for grading.  Is grading regulated by the Uniform Building Code?  He 
stated that there is some confusion in the community about what requires 
and permit and what does not.        
 
Director Monowitz stated that the County needs to understand what the 
purposes of the grading is for and if a PAD permit is required.  If there 
are discretionary permits, that must be reviewed first prior to ministerial 
permits. A PAD permit for grading would be required for uses that 
require a PAD.  There may also be the need for a Grading permit 
depending on what the grading is for and how much grading is occurring.  
In most cases, a PAD and a Grading permit would not be required for 
grading associated with agriculture activities. 
 
Vice Chair Burns asked if a grading a road for agriculture use require a 
permit.   He also asked about if a permit would be needed.    
 
Director Monowitz stated that there are a number of different regulations 
that need to be reviewed to answer that question.  They include the 
Coastal Development District and Local Coastal Program, Grading 
Ordinance, and PAD regulations.  Certain grading activities can be 
exempted if the applicant works with the Resource Conservation District 
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for their grading operations.  He suggested that the topic of grading and 
the Grading regulations could be brought up at an upcoming meeting to 
talk about them more in-depth.        
 
Committee Member Marchi asked about the Grading Exemption process. 
 
Director Monowitz stated that property owners do need to submit plans 
and information to the Planning Department to verify that a project 
qualifies for a Grading Exemption.  The County needs to understand what 
the purpose of the grading will be for.   
 
Agricultural Commissioner Crowder stated that the Agricultural 
Ombudsman is working on a handout about the County’s grading 
regulations.   
 
Committee Member Johnson asked that if a property owner grades 
without a permit when they needed one, would that person be in 
violation. 
 
Director Monowitz stated that person would not be in violation, if they 
are truly exempt.  The County still needs to determine that, so the County 
a formal exemption from staff is required. 
 
Chair Marsh opened public comment. 
 
Dante Silvestri stated that there was a property on Stage Road that was 
used as a test facility for Apple during the 1970s.  He stated that the area 
on the property that was converted as part of this project was required to 
be restored and the road removed.  The site is still operation, but the Use 
Permit for the property was supposed to only last for 10 years.   
 
Kerry Burke thanked Director Monowitz for the presentation.  She stated 
that the purposed of the PAD regulations is important and broad.  She 
stated that certain applications should be made a priority including Farm 
Labor Housing.  She stated that the process for a Farm Labor Housing 
will take six months for Planning approval and more time for a Building 
permit.  She stated that these are important and something that should be 
a priority. 
 
Director Monowitz stated that it is a priority of the Department and that 
staff has streamlined the permit process around Farm Labor Housing.  
One of the challenges the Department faces is balancing streamlining and 
make sure that stakeholders have time to review a permit.  Farm Labor 
Housing requires a CDP and PAD permit.  There a number of required 
hearings for this use, so there is only so much that can be streamlined.  
This is also something to look at if the question comes up regarding what 
should be exempted and what should not.           
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Committee Member Marchi asked when a Grading Exemption permit is 
required.     
 
Director Monowitz stated that an Exemption is required so that County 
can confirm that the action is exempt.  However, if a person is 100% 
confident that the grading activity is exempt and no permits are required, 
there is nothing to prevent a person to do so, but County staff would not 
encourage it.         
 
Ron Sturgeon wanted to follow up on a project at 513 Stage Road.  He 
stated it was his understanding that the County would not approve 
another development on a property that was no incompliance with the 
Williamson Act Contract.  The project could not move forward if it was 
out compliance.  He stated that the only way to enforce the Williamson 
Act is to non-renew the Contract.  He went on to say that another way to 
enforce the Contract is to not allow project even if the Contract is non-
renewed.     
 
Director Monowitz stated that the barn would allow the property owner 
to enable them to get back into agriculture production and was not in 
conflict with the Contract.  The addition of the bathroom to the barn 
allowed farm workers to clean up was acceptable.  The County can 
recommended a project to be denied if it conflicts with the Williamson 
Act.  In the case of 513 Stage, Planning staff and the Planning 
Commission did not conflict with the Williamson Act Contract on the 
property.  
 
There was further discussion about the permit history for this property.     
 
Chair Marsh stated that he had concerns about the septic lines that went 
to the prime soils.       
 
Kerry Burke stated that because the parcel was a prime-soils and 
Williamson Act Contract parcel, it hit a nerve with the Committee.  She 
stated that the property could have had a bond on it that required the 
applicant to plant their crops or take the bathroom out if the crops were 
not planted.  She stated that parcels under a Williamson Act Contract 
needs to meet their requirements.      
 
Chair Marsh closed public comment.    
 
Director Monowitz stated that staff will work on a presentation on the 
grading violations.   

 
6. Consideration of the Action Minutes for the September 12, 2016 

regular meeting and follow up of August 8, 2016 Action Minutes 
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 Agricultural Commissioner Crowder stated that on page two, item 4 of 
the September 12, 2016 Minutes, should read Chair Marsh not Chari 
Marsh.  He also asked if there was an update regarding the August 8, 
2016 minutes.      

 
The September 12, 2016 minutes were tabled as there was not a majority 
of the members present that October meeting that were also present at the 
meeting in September. 
 
Director Monowitz stated that, regarding the August 8, 2016 meeting, if 
there is no quorum of a meeting, then there should not be minutes of that 
meeting.  County staff is no reaching out to all AAC meetings prior to the 
meeting to confirm that there will be a quorum for the meeting.  If there 
is not a quorum the meeting should be canceled per direction for County 
Counsel.    
 
Planner Bartoli stated that having a meeting when there is no quorum can 
lead to potential Brown Act issues.  The Brown Act will be covered more 
in depth at a later AAC meeting.   
 
Dante Silvestri stated that on previous versions of the agenda, Planning 
staff’s contact information was included on the agenda.  He also asked if 
the November meeting will be at 7 pm due to the end of Daylight Savings 
Time.    
 
Planner Bartoli stated that this information will be included on the next 
agenda or report.   The November 14, 2016 meeting will be at 7 pm.    

 
7. Community Development Director’s Report 
 

Director Monowitz stated talked about the Director’s Report.  The report 
will be published at the same time as the packet for the AAC meeting.  
This is the first time that it will be used, so staff is open to any 
suggestions or comments.   
 
Director Monowitz went on to say that the report is broken into three 
categories, PAD Permit outcomes, new PAD Permits that have been 
received by County staff, and CDX’s that have been issued that month. 
During the month of September, the majority of CDX’s that were issued 
were related to Caltrans asphalt grindings being used on existing paved or 
gravel roads.  He also stated that one CDX was related to grading 
activities.  Director Monowitz stated that all the CDX for the road 
improvements have been approved, while the CDX for the grading 
violation is still under review by staff.  He stated that he hopes this 
information will be helpful to the AAC to show what is happening in the 
County and what permits staff has issued.   
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Director Monowitz also stated that staff will be adding an announcement 
or update item to the report.  He said that there will be an upcoming study 
session at the Board of Supervisors regarding the upcoming marijuana 
proposition.      
 
Director Monowitz gave an update on the Pescadero Fire Station 
location.  The location for the station is still being analyzed.  There 
currently four sites under review.  Once a preferred site is selected, there 
will be a series of meetings and reviews for the project.  He stated that 
any site that is selected will probably require an amendment to the Local 
Coastal Program.  He talked about how density credits impact the Fire 
Station.  This amendment will require a vote of the public of San Mateo 
County.  CEQA requirements for the project will also be required to be 
met and permits from the Planning Department will be required.  If the 
project requires a PAD, it will come to the AAC to review.  However, 
even if a PAD is not required, because of the importance of the project, 
staff will keep the AAC updated regarding the Station. 
 
Chair Marsh opened public comment.  
 
Kerry Burke thanked staff for the report and liked the idea of adding the 
item of announcements or updates to the report.   
 
Vice Chair Burns asked about how long it will take to select a site. 
 
Director Monowitz stated hopefully the site will be selected by the end of 
2016.      
 
Vice Chair Burns stated the trenching that occurred on the property next 
to Pescadero High School has not been filled back in and leveled back. 
 
Director Monowitz stated that he will look into this issue.        
 
Chair Marsh stated he was OK with the repairs to the CDX’s for concrete 
roads and gravel roads.  He had concerns about the dirt road and dirt 
parking lot repairs.  He wanted to know if the road or parking lot was on 
prime soils. 
 
Director Monowitz stated that the asphalt grindings were meant to be 
used for repairs to existing concrete or gravel roads and not to convert 
dirk roads or parking areas.  Staff will review the CDX’s to confirm this.   
 
Committee Member Marchi asked about the asphalt grinding for gravel 
roads and if the permit would have been allowed.  
 
Director Monowitz stated that thing that staff reviewed was that the 
grindings for repairs to existing gravel or paved roads, but now for a new 
dirt road on prime soils. 
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Ron Sturgeon thanked staff for the report and spoke about the alternative 
location for the Fire Station.  He stated that it may be cheaper to fix the 
flooding in town than to build a new fire station. 
 
BJ Burns handed out a flyer regarding Agritourism.      
 
Chair Marsh closed public comment.  
  

 Adjournment (9:09 p.m.) 



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  November 14, 2016 
 
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 Costal Development Exemptions for 
the rural area of the County that have been received by the Planning Department from October 1, 
2016 to October 31, 2016.     
 
PLANNED AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT PERMIT OUTCOMES  
 
No new PAD permits have been taken to hearing since the last AAC meeting. 
 
UPCOMING PLANNED AGRICULTURAL DISTRICT PERMIT PROJECTS 
 
Three applications for a PAD permit was received during the month of October:  
 

- PLN2016-00425 is a CDP/PAD permit to increase an existing rail car bridge by 12 feet in width 
and 89 feet in length over Pomponio Creek. 
 

- PLN2016-00445 is a CDP/PAD permit for a new domestic well on an undeveloped parcel, with 
no other development proposed at this time.    

 
- PLN2016-00454 is a CDP/PAD/Non-Conforming Use Permit for an garage and 2nd floor 

addition to an existing single family house.    
 
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT EXEMPTIONS FOR AGRICULTURAL PROJECTS 
 
See attached report regarding the three rural CDX applications that were received by the Planning 
Department from 10/1/16-10/31/16.  Each permit includes the description of the project and the status 
of the permit.  Copies of the CDXs are available for public review at the San Mateo County Planning 
Department.    
 
ADDITIONAL ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
The Marijuana Study Session originally set for the first week of November has been cancelled.  No 
new date has been set.     
 
 
ATTACHMENT  
 
A.  Rural CDXs from 10/1/16-10/31/16 



Permit Number RECORD NAME DATE OPENED DESCRIPTION APN RECORD STATUS

PLN2016-00434 GRADING FOR PUMP HOUSE 10/7/2016

REVISED: 'After-the-fact' CDX for minor grading (30 cy) associated with creating a pad for parking of 

Agricultural vehicles and re-location of cargo storage container on-site, all associated with on-going hay 

production. 081013120 Submitted

PLN2016-00436 ENERGIZE IRRIGATION PUMP 10/11/2016

Ag. CDX to energize an irrigation pump for creek diversion (where pump had previously been run by diesel) 

on Little Butano Ck., on POST (086-270-020) lands leased to Fifth Crow Farms; associated with BLD2016-

01865. 086270020 Approved

PLN2016-00462 LIGHTING 10/26/2016 CD Exception to install new 2500 amp, 3phase, 480 volt switch gear service to an existing greenhouse. 086061090 Approved

RURAL CDX'S FOR 10/1/16-10/31/16
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