
 1 

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 
 

REVISED (February 27, 2014) 
NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
(revisions shown in underline and strikethrough format) 

 
A notice, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended (Public 
Resources Code 21,000, et seq.), that the following project:  La Costanera Use Permit 
Amendment, when adopted and implemented, will not have a significant impact on the 
environment. 
 
FILE NO.:  PLN 2006-00494 
 
OWNER:  A&G, LLC 
 
APPLICANT:  Farhad Mortazavi, Mortazavi Consulting 
 
HISTORICAL PARKING LOT SITE:  State of California Department of Parks and 
Recreation 
 
ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NOS.:  A&G, LLC:  036-046-050, -310, -380, -390, and -400 
(0.73 acre total); and State of California:  036-046-410 (0.41 acre); 036-321-010 (16.6 
acres) 
 
LOCATION:  8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, unincorporated Montara area of San Mateo 
County and adjoining property owned by the State of California  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The La Costanera Restaurant site consists of an 11,332 sq. ft. restaurant and two on-site 
parking lots, Lots A and C, containing a total of 52 parking spaces.  The applicant, Farhad 
Mortazavi, requests the following: 
 
1. aA Design Review Permit and to amend its existing Use Permit Amendment for the 

continued and expanded operation of the La Costanera Restaurant: 
 
 • Expanded Hours of Operation:  The existing Use Permit (UP 20-77), originally 

issued for the Charthouse restaurant in the same location, restricts the hours of 
operation to “5:00 p.m. to closing time.”  The applicant proposes to expand the 
hours of operation to 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m. (brunch, lunch and dinner service), 
where brunch and lunch seating will be limited to Fridays and weekends only and 
a total of 93 seats.  The applicant also proposes to re-stripe Lots A and C to 
accommodate 33 parking spaces in Lot A and 25 spaces in Lot C, for a total of 
58 parking spaces (where 52 spaces currently exist).  For brunch and lunch, the 
applicant proposes to provide all parking in Lot C with valet-only parking 
available, whereby parking for 31 cars could be accommodated. 

 
 • Legalization of Minor Modifications to the Restaurant Structure:  Legalize 

improvements to the property that were not authorized by the previous Use 
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Permit, including lighting added to the building (nine rooftop lights) and the 
construction of two outdoor patios (e.g., tiles and railings). 

And 
• 
2. A Grading Permit and a Planned Agricultural Development Permit for the 

Fformalization of Historical Parking Uses by Beach Users at an on Aadjoining property 
Oowned by the State of California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks).  
The applicant proposes to perform access, drainage, and landscaping improvements, 
involving 250 246 cubic yards (c.y.) of fill placement and 5 c.y. of excavation, to 
facilitate its use as a 21-space, gravel surface parking lot (Lot B) for beach user 
access anytime.  State Parks has authorized the use under a signed Letter of Intent.  
The property owner of 8150 Cabrillo Highway proposes to maintain access, drainage, 
and landscaping improvements for the life of the project.  

 
State Permit Required:  The applicant has applied for an Amendment to Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP P-77-579) Amendment from the California Coastal Commission 
(CCC) for the project described above, as well as for the repair of existing drainage systems 
and riprap at the restaurant and State properties.  The CDP Amendment for the project will 
be processed by the CCC separately from the Use Permit requested from the County.  Until 
the CDP Amendment is granted, the Use Permit amendment would be considered inactive.  
While the repair of drainage systems and riprap is not a part of the project being reviewed 
by the County, this work is included in this Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 
SCOPE OF THIS DOCUMENT 
 
This Initial Study and Negative Declaration addresses the potential environmental impacts 
of the proposed expansion in operating hours, installation of exterior lights and signs, and 
grading and drainage of the formalized parking area.  These impacts, as well the potential 
additional environmental impacts caused by elements of the project that are outside of the 
County’s jurisdiction (i.e., repairs to the riprap revetment), will also be considered during the 
Coastal Commission’s consideration of the required Coastal Development Permit 
Amendment. 
 
FINDINGS AND BASIS FOR A NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
 
The Current Planning Section has reviewed the initial study for the project and, based upon 
substantial evidence in the record, finds that: 
 
1. The project will not adversely affect water or air quality or increase noise levels 

substantially. 
 
2. The project will not have adverse impacts on the flora or fauna of the area. 
 
3. The project will not degrade the aesthetic quality of the area. 
 
4. The project will not have adverse impacts on traffic or land use. 
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5. In addition, the project will not: 
 
 a. Create impacts which have the potential to degrade the quality of the 

environment. 
 
 b. Create impacts which achieve short-term to the disadvantage of long-term 

environmental goals. 
 
 c. Create impacts for a project which are individually limited, but cumulatively 

considerable. 
 
 d. Create environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on 

human beings, either directly or indirectly. 
 
The County of San Mateo has, therefore, determined that the environmental impact of the 
project is insignificant. 
 
MITIGATION MEASURES included in the project to avoid potentially significant effects: 
 
Mitigation Measure 1:  Prior to the County Geotechnical Section’s approval of the building 
permit for the project, the applicant shall demonstrate project conformance with the 
recommendations of the project soils reports (Geotechnical Engineering Consultation, Poor 
Drainage and Riprap Erosion, La Costanera Restaurant, 8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, 
California, BAGG Engineers, February 9, 2010, and Geotechnical Engineering Consultation, 
Unpaved Parking Lot, La Costanera Restaurant, 8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, 
California, BAGG Engineers, October 27, 2011, and Update of Geotechnical Consultation 
Report, dated October 27, 2011, Unpaved Parking Lot La Costanera Restaurant, 8150 
Cabrillo Highway, Montara, California, BAGG Engineers, dated January 3, 2013), to the 
satisfaction of the County Planning and Building Department’s Geotechnical Section. 
 
Mitigation Measure 2:  ShouldAs the parking lot would result in 5,000 sq. ft. or more of 
impervious surface (e.g., if the dirt lot is compacted to 95% compaction, then the lot would 
be considered impervious), the project shall comply with Provision C.3 of the NPDES 
Municipal Regional Permit stormwater treatment requirements and stormwater treatment 
plans shall be submitted to the County prior to project approval.  Stormwater treatment 
facilities, if required, shall be reviewed by the project geotechnical consultant. 
 
Mitigation Measure 3:  Prior to any ground disturbance, the applicant shall apply for a 
building permit.  Monthly inspections (at minimum) by the building inspector during the wet 
season are required to confirm adequate erosion and sediment control.  At the time of 
building permit application, the applicant shall provide the estimated date when grading 
operations will begin, anticipated end date of grading operations, including dates of 
revegetation and estimated date of establishment of newly planted vegetation. 
 
Mitigation Measure 4:  Prior to any ground disturbance, the erosion and sediment control 
plan shall be reviewed by the County Planning and Building Department’s Geotechnical 
Section to ensure that erosion control measures are appropriate for the site’s bluff top 
location and would not contribute to further bluff erosion.  Once approved, erosion and 
sediment control measures of the erosion control plan shall be installed prior to beginning 
any site work and maintained throughout the term of the grading permit until newly planted 
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vegetation is fully established.  Failure to install or maintain these measures will result in 
stoppage of construction until the corrections have been made and fees paid for County 
staff enforcement time.  Revisions to the approved erosion and sediment control plan shall 
be prepared and signed by the engineer and reviewed by the County Planning and Building 
Department’s Geotechnical Section, County Department of Public Works and the 
Community Development Director. 
 
Mitigation Measure 5:  No grading shall be allowed during the winter season (October 1 to 
April 30) to avoid potential soil erosion. 
 
Mitigation Measure 6:  The applicant shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision 
Guidelines,” including, but not limited to, the following: 
 
a. Delineation with field markers clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive or critical 

areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses within the vicinity of areas to be 
disturbed by construction and/or grading. 

 
b. Protection of adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction impacts 

using vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes, mulching, or other 
measures as appropriate. 

 
c. Performing clearing and earth-moving activities only during dry weather. 
 
d. Stabilization of all denuded areas and maintenance of erosion control measures 

continuously between October 1 and April 30.  Stabilization shall include both 
proactive measures, such as the placement of hay bales or coir netting, and passive 
measures, such as revegetating disturbed areas with plants propagated from seed 
collected in the immediate area. 

 
e. Storage, handling, and disposal of construction materials and wastes properly, so as 

to prevent their contact with stormwater. 
 
f. Control and prevention of the discharge of all potential pollutants, including pavement 

cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals, wash water or 
sediments, and non-stormwater discharges to storm drains and watercourses. 

 
g. Use of sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering site and 

obtain all necessary permits. 
 
h. Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a designated area 

where wash water is contained and treated. 
 
i. Limiting and timing applications of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent polluted runoff. 
 
j. Limiting construction access routes and stabilization of designated access points. 
 
k. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; cleaning off-site paved areas and 

sidewalks using dry sweeping methods. 
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l. Training and providing instruction to all employees and subcontractors regarding the 
Watershed Protection Maintenance Standards and construction Best Management 
Practices. 

 
m. Additional Best Management Practices in addition to those shown on the plans may be 

required by the Building Inspector to maintain effective stormwater management 
during construction activities.  Any water leaving the site shall be clear and running 
slowly at all times. 

 
Mitigation Measure 7:  It shall be the responsibility of the engineer of record to regularly 
inspect the erosion control measures for the duration of all grading activities, especially after 
major storm events, and determine that they are functioning as designed and that proper 
maintenance is being performed.  Deficiencies shall be immediately corrected, as 
determined by and implemented under the observation of the engineer of record. 
 
Mitigation Measure 8:  Upon the start of grading activities and through to the completion of 
the project, the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring that the following dust control 
guidelines are implemented: 
 
a. All graded surfaces and materials, whether filled, excavated, transported or stockpiled, 

shall be wetted, protected or contained in such a manner as to prevent any significant 
nuisance from dust, or spillage upon adjoining water body, property, or streets.  
Equipment and materials on the site shall be used in such a manner as to avoid 
excessive dust.  A dust control plan may be required at any time during the course of 
the project. 

 
b. A dust palliative shall be applied to the site when required by the County.  The type 

and rate of application shall be recommended by the soils engineer and approved by 
the Department of Public Works, the Planning and Building Department’s 
Geotechnical Engineer, and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

 
Mitigation Measure 9:  In order to prevent further reduction of beach user parking at the 
restaurant site and at the State Parks property, the applicant shall post signs at the 
properties with language comparable to the language provided below, with the wording, 
number, color and size of signs subject to the approval of the Community Development 
Director: 
 
• Signage at the entrance of the State Parks property shall state that parking by 

restaurant visitors is prohibited at all times. 
 
• Signage in Lot A of the restaurant property shall state that parking is only available to 

restaurant visitors after 5:00 p.m. 
 
• Signage in Lot C of the restaurant property shall state that parking is only available to 

restaurant visitors after 5:00 p.m. and before 5:00 p.m. on Fridays and weekends only.  
Signage shall also caution beach visitors of increased traffic on the property on 
Fridays and weekends and to use designated Coastal Trail paths to cross the 
property. 
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Mitigation Measure 10:  The property owner shall designate walking/bicycle paths across 
Lots A and C, using methods such as striping and signage, in order to reduce conflicts 
between pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicle traffic.  The design and alignment of these 
improvements shall be consistent with the recommendations of the “Highway 1 Safety and 
Mobility Improvement Study: Phase 2” report, dated October 2012, including but not limited 
to the Montara State Beach Coast and Trail Access Maps (Attachment M).  A Site 
Circulation and Signage Plan that depicts the details of these improvements shall be 
submitted to the Community Development Director for review and approval, prior to the 
Current Planning’s Section approval of any permit (e.g., grading permit or building permit) 
for the project.  The property owner shall demonstrate implementation of improvements, as 
approved, prior to the Current Planning Section’s final approval of the building permit. 
 
Mitigation Measure 1110:  Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building 
permit, the applicant shall remove two of the 150-watt light fixtures which illuminate Parking 
Lot A, such that there is no more than three lighting fixtures on the north side of the 
restaurant building. 
 
Mitigation Measure 1211:  Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building 
permit, the applicant shall replace or reposition existing light fixtures in Parking Lot C such 
that light is directed downward at the parking lot only, each lighting fixture does not exceed 
150 watts, and the total number of lighting fixtures does not exceed three. 
 
Mitigation Measure 1312:  The applicant shall modify the lighting plan for the rear/west 
elevation such that lighting fixtures are positioned no higher than the ceiling height of the 
lower floor, each lighting fixture does not exceed 150 watts, and the number of lighting 
fixtures shall not exceed five.  Prior to the Current Planning Section’s final approval of the 
building permit, staff shall review the wattage of the west elevation and wattage shall be 
adjusted as required by staff to achieve adequate lighting for patio dining and minimization 
of light impacts on beach areas.  Also, no temporary lighting is permitted on the property 
without the approval of the Community Development Director. 
 
Mitigation Measure 1413:  The applicant and contractors must be prepared to carry out the 
requirements of California State law with regard to the discovery of human remains during 
construction, whether historic or prehistoric.  In the event that any human remains are 
encountered during site disturbance, all ground-disturbing work shall cease immediately 
and the County coroner shall be notified immediately.  If the coroner determines the 
remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be 
contacted within 24 hours.  A qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the Native 
American Heritage Commission, shall recommend subsequent measures for disposition of 
the remains. The applicant shall comply with the following requirements relating to the 
avoidance of the CA-SMA-115 cultural site and discovery of archaeological remains, 
including human remains, during all grading and construction activity: 
 
a. Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building permit application, the 

applicant shall demonstrate that all grading and construction will avoid the CA-SMA-
115 cultural site. 

 
b. Prior to the issuance of the grading permit “hard card,” the applicant shall demonstrate 

proper protection of the CA-SMA-115 cultural site for grading and construction activity.  
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County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Department 

 
REVISED (February 27, 2014) 

INITIAL STUDY 
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST 

(revisions shown in underline and strikethrough format) 
(To Be Completed By Current Planning Section) 

 
 
I. BACKGROUND 
  
 Project Title: La Costanera Use Permit Amendment 
  
 File No.: PLN 2006-00494 
  
 Project Location: 8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, unincorporated Montara area of San Mateo County 
  
 Assessor’s Parcel Nos.: A&G, LLC:  036-046-050, -310, -380, -390, and -400 (0.73 acre total) 

State of California:  036-046-410 (0.41 acre); 036-321-010 (16.6 acres) 
  
 Applicant: Farhad Mortazavi, Mortazavi Consulting 
  
 Owner: A&G, LLC 
  
 Date Environmental Information Form Submitted: March 4, 2010 
  
 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
  
 The La Costanera Restaurant site consists of an 11,332 sq. ft. restaurant and two on-site parking lots, Lots A and C, containing a total of 52 parking 

spaces.  The applicant, Farhad Mortazavi, requests the following: 
 
1. aA Design Review Permit and to amend its existing Use Permit Amendment for the continued and expanded operation of the La Costanera 

Restaurant: 
 
 • Expanded Hours of Operation:  The existing Use Permit (UP 20-77), originally issued for the Charthouse restaurant in the same location, 

restricts the hours of operation to “5:00 p.m. to closing time.”  The applicant proposes to expand the hours of operation to 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 
a.m. (brunch, lunch and dinner service), where brunch and lunch seating will be limited to Fridays and weekends only and a total of 93 seats.  
The applicant also proposes to re-stripe Lots A and C to accommodate 33 parking spaces in Lot A and 25 spaces in Lot C, for a total of 58 
parking spaces (where 52 spaces currently exist).  For brunch and lunch, the applicant proposes to provide all parking in Lot C with valet-only 
parking available, whereby parking for 31 cars could be accommodated. 

 
 • Legalization of Minor Modifications to the Restaurant Structure:  Legalize improvements to the property that were not authorized by the 
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previous Use Permit, including lighting added to the building (nine rooftop lights) and the construction of two outdoor patios (e.g., tiles and 
railings). 

And 
• 
2. A Grading Permit and a Planned Agricultural Development Permit for the Fformalization of Historical Parking Uses by Beach Users at an on 

Aadjoining property Oowned by the State of California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks).  The applicant proposes to perform 
access, drainage, and landscaping improvements, involving 250 246 cubic yards (c.y.) of fill placement and 5 c.y. of excavation, to facilitate its use 
as a 21-space, gravel surface parking lot (Lot B) for beach user access anytime.  State Parks has authorized the use under a signed Letter of Intent.  
The property owner of 8150 Cabrillo Highway proposes to maintain access, drainage, and landscaping improvements for the life of the project.  

 
State Permit Required:  The applicant has applied for an Amendment to Coastal Development Permit (CDP P-77-579) Amendment from the California 
Coastal Commission (CCC) for the project described above, as well as for the repair of existing drainage systems and riprap at the restaurant and State 
properties.  The CDP Amendment for the project will be processed by the CCC separately from the Use Permit requested from the County.  Until the CDP 
Amendment is granted, the Use Permit amendment would be considered inactive.  While the repair of drainage systems and riprap is not a part of the 
project being reviewed by the County, this work is included in this Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 
SCOPE OF THIS DOCUMENT 
 
This Initial Study and Negative Declaration addresses the potential environmental impacts of the proposed expansion in operating hours, installation of 
exterior lights and signs, and grading and drainage of the formalized parking area.  These impacts, as well the potential additional environmental impacts 
caused by elements of the project that are outside of the County’s jurisdiction (i.e., repairs to the riprap revetment), will also be considered during the 
Coastal Commission’s consideration of the required Coastal Development Permit Amendment. 
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II. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
  
 Any controversial answers or answers needing clarification are explained on an attached sheet.  For source, refer to pages 19 and 20. 
 
  IMPACT 

SOURCE NO 

YES 
Not 
Significan
t 

Significa
nt Unless 
Mitigated 

Significa
nt 

Cumulati
ve 

 1. LAND SUITABILITY AND GEOLOGY       

  Will (or could) this project:       

  a. Involve a unique landform or biological area, such as beaches, 
sand dunes, marshes, tidelands, or San Francisco Bay?  

Project site adjoins Montara State Beach.  See Questions 
and Answers Section for discussion. 

 X    B,F,O 

  b. Involve construction on slope of 15% or greater? 

The subject sites are relatively flat. 
X     E,I 

  c. Be located in an area of soil instability (subsidence, landslide or 
severe erosion)? 

The project site is located near an ocean bluff and is, 
therefore, in an area of soil instability.  See Questions and 
Answers Section for discussion. 

  X   D.4 

  d. Be located on, or adjacent to a known earthquake fault? 

While the project area is located within the western portion 
of the seismically active San Francisco Bay region, the 
project would not result in the introduction of a new land 
use or the construction of any new structures. 

 X    Bc,D 

  e. Involve Class I or Class II Agriculture Soils and Class III Soils 
rated good or very good for artichokes or Brussels sprouts? 

None present. 
X     M 
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  IMPACT 

SOURCE NO 

YES 
Not 
Significan
t 

Significa
nt Unless 
Mitigated 

Significa
nt 

Cumulati
ve 

  f. Cause erosion or siltation? 

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
  X   M,I 

  g. Result in damage to soil capability or loss of agricultural land? 

No on-site agricultural soils or agricultural production. 
X     A,M 

  h. Be located within a flood hazard area? 

Project sites are located within Zone X (Area of Minimal 
Flood Hazard) with the exception of bluff areas in Zone D 
(Undetermined Risk Areas) and the northeast corner of the 
State Parks lot in Zone A (Areas with a 1% Annual Chance of 
Flooding); Community Panel 06081CO117E, effective date 
October 16, 2012. 

X     G 

  i. Be located in an area where a high water table may adversely 
affect land use? 

No new land use or construction is proposed. 
X     D 

  j. Affect a natural drainage channel or streambed, or watercourse? 

There are no natural drainage channels, streambeds, or 
watercourses in the vicinity of the project. 

X     E 

 2. VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE       

  Will (or could) this project:       

  a. Affect federal or state listed rare or endangered species of plant 
life in the project area? 

Areas of proposed land disturbance will occur in disturbed 
areas (in areas of existing historical, informal parking.  
drainage systems and riprap).  Development in undisturbed 
areas involves minor grading and gravelling of the State-
owned parcel.  According to the “Vegetation Map” prepared 
by TRA Environmental Sciences, Inc., no habitat for special 

X     F 
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  IMPACT 

SOURCE NO 

YES 
Not 
Significan
t 

Significa
nt Unless 
Mitigated 

Significa
nt 

Cumulati
ve 

status species was found during TRA’s August 2012 site 
visit.  Vegetation at the State site consists mainly of ice 
plants. 

  b. Involve cutting of heritage or significant trees as defined in the 
County Heritage Tree and Significant Tree Ordinance? 

No trees proposed for removal. 
X     I,A 

  c. Be adjacent to or include a habitat food source, water source, 
nesting place or breeding place for a federal or state listed rare 
or endangered wildlife species? 

Areas of proposed land disturbance will occur in disturbed 
areas (in areas of existing historical, informal parking.  
drainage systems and riprap).  Development in undisturbed 
areas involves minor grading and gravelling of the State-
owned parcel.  According to the “Vegetation Map” prepared 
by TRA Environmental Sciences, Inc., no habitat for special 
status species was found during TRA’s August 2012 site 
visit. 

X     F 

  d. Significantly affect fish, wildlife, reptiles, or plant life? 

Areas of proposed land disturbance will occur in disturbed 
areas (in areas of existing historical, informal parking.  
drainage systems and riprap).  Development in undisturbed 
areas involves minor grading and gravelling of the State-
owned parcel.  According to the “Vegetation Map” prepared 
by TRA Environmental Sciences, Inc., no habitat for special 
status species was found during TRA’s August 2012 site 
visit. 

X     I 
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  IMPACT 

SOURCE NO 

YES 
Not 
Significan
t 

Significa
nt Unless 
Mitigated 

Significa
nt 

Cumulati
ve 

  e. Be located inside or within 200 feet of a marine or wildlife 
reserve? 

No.  Project site (area of land disturbance) is not located in 
such an area nor is it located within 200 feet of such an area.  
However, it should be noted that the site is north of and 
within proximity of the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, Area of 
Special Biological Significance. 

X     E,F,O 

  f. Infringe on any sensitive habitats? 

Areas of proposed land disturbance will occur in disturbed 
areas (in areas of existing historical, informal parking.  
drainage systems and riprap).  Development in undisturbed 
areas involves minor grading and gravelling of the State-
owned parcel.  According to the “Vegetation Map” prepared 
by TRA Environmental Sciences, Inc., no habitat for special 
status species was found during TRA’s August 2012 site 
visit. 

X X    F 

  g. Involve clearing land that is 5,000 sq. ft. or greater (1,000 sq. ft. 
within a County Scenic Corridor), that has slopes greater than 
20% or that is in a sensitive habitat or buffer zone? 

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 

 X    I,F,Bb 

 3. PHYSICAL RESOURCES       

  Will (or could) this project:       

  a. Result in the removal of a natural resource for commercial 
purposes (including rock, sand, gravel, oil, trees, minerals or 
topsoil)? 

None proposed. 

X     I 

  b. Involve grading in excess of 150 cubic yards? 

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
  X   I 
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  IMPACT 

SOURCE NO 

YES 
Not 
Significan
t 

Significa
nt Unless 
Mitigated 

Significa
nt 

Cumulati
ve 

  c. Involve lands currently protected under the Williamson Act 
(agricultural preserve) or an Open Space Easement? 

Subject property is not protected under the Williamson Act 
(agricultural preserve) or an Open Space Easement. 

X     I 

  d. Affect any existing or potential agricultural uses? 

There is no on-site agricultural soils or agricultural 
production. 

X     A,K,M 

 4. AIR QUALITY, WATER QUALITY, SONIC       

  Will (or could) this project:       

  a. Generate pollutants (hydrocarbon, thermal odor, dust or smoke 
particulates, radiation, etc.) that will violate existing standards of 
air quality on-site or in the surrounding area?  

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 

  X   I,N,R 

  b. Involve the burning of any material, including brush, trees and 
construction materials? 

Project does not involve the burning of any material. 
X     I 

  c. Be expected to result in the generation of noise levels in excess 
of those currently existing in the area, after construction?  

Project would not generate a temporary increase in noise 
levels in excess of those currently existing in the area, after 
during construction, as well as a minor permanent increase 
in noise levels (associated with additional vehicles and 
visitors) in excess of those currently existing in the area 
during brunch and lunch times on Fridays and weekends. 

X X    Ba,I 
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  IMPACT 

SOURCE NO 

YES 
Not 
Significan
t 

Significa
nt Unless 
Mitigated 

Significa
nt 

Cumulati
ve 

  d. Involve the application, use or disposal of potentially hazardous 
materials, including pesticides, herbicides, other toxic 
substances, or radioactive material?  

Project does not involve the application, use or disposal of 
potentially hazardous materials. 

X     I 

  e. Be subject to noise levels in excess of levels determined 
appropriate according to the County Noise Ordinance or other 
standard?  

No.  Project will not introduce any new uses or sensitive 
receptors. 

X     A,Ba,Bc 

  f. Generate noise levels in excess of levels determined appropriate 
according to the County Noise Ordinance standard?  

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
 X    I 

  g. Generate polluted or increased surface water runoff or affect 
groundwater resources?  

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
  X   I 

  h. Require installation of a septic tank/leachfield sewage disposal 
system or require hookup to an existing collection system which 
is at or over capacity?  

The project does not involve installation of a septic 
tank/leachfield sewage disposal system nor does it require 
hookup to an existing collection system which is at or over 
capacity. 

X     S 
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  IMPACT 

SOURCE NO 

YES 
Not 
Significan
t 

Significa
nt Unless 
Mitigated 

Significa
nt 

Cumulati
ve 

 5. TRANSPORTATION       

  Will (or could) this project:       

  a. Affect access to commercial establishments, schools, parks, 
etc.? 

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
  X   A,I 

  b. Cause noticeable increase in pedestrian traffic or a change in 
pedestrian patterns? 

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
 X X   A,I 

  c. Result in noticeable changes in vehicular traffic patterns or 
volumes (including bicycles)? 

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
 X X   I 

  d. Involve the use of off-road vehicles of any kind (such as trail 
bikes)? 

Project does not involve the use of off-road vehicles of any 
kind. 

X     I 

  e. Result in or increase traffic hazards? 

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
 X    S 

  f. Provide for alternative transportation amenities such as bike 
racks? 

Alternative transportation amenities, such as bike racks, are 
not included in the proposal. 

X     I 

  g. Generate traffic which will adversely affect the traffic carrying 
capacity of any roadway?  

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
 X    S 
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  IMPACT 

SOURCE NO 

YES 
Not 
Significan
t 

Significa
nt Unless 
Mitigated 

Significa
nt 

Cumulati
ve 

 6. LAND USE AND GENERAL PLANS       

  Will (or could) this project:       

  a. Result in the congregating of more than 50 people on a regular 
basis?  

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
 X    I 

  b. Result in the introduction of activities not currently found within 
the community?  

The project will result in the introduction of lunch services at 
the existing restaurant. 

 X    I 

  c. Employ equipment which could interfere with existing 
communication and/or defense systems?  

Project does not involve the use, installation or construction 
of any equipment. 

X     I 

  d. Result in any changes in land use, either on or off the project 
site?  

The project will formalize historical beach user parking uses 
at the State property.  See Questions and Answers Section 
for discussion. 

 X    I 

  e. Serve to encourage off-site development of presently 
undeveloped areas or increase development intensity of already 
developed areas (examples include the introduction of new or 
expanded public utilities, new industry, commercial facilities or 
recreation activities)?  

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 

 X    I,Q,S 



 
 11 

  IMPACT 

SOURCE NO 

YES 
Not 
Significan
t 

Significa
nt Unless 
Mitigated 

Significa
nt 

Cumulati
ve 

  f. Adversely affect the capacity of any public facilities (streets, 
highways, freeways, public transit, schools, parks, police, fire, 
hospitals), public utilities (electrical, water and gas supply lines, 
sewage and storm drain discharge lines, sanitary landfills) or 
public works serving the site?  

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 

 X    I,S 

  g. Generate any demands that will cause a public facility or utility to 
reach or exceed its capacity?  

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
 X    I,S 

  h. Be adjacent to or within 500 feet of an existing or planned public 
facility?  

There is no change to existing location of the restaurant, 
which is located adjacent to State park facilities, Highway 1, 
and the Montara Water and Sanitary District pump station. 

 X    A 

  i. Create significant amounts of solid waste or litter?  

The Montara Water and Sanitary District currently serves the 
existing restaurant and will continue to serve the restaurant 
during expanded hours of operation. 

 X    I 

  j. Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption (electricity, oil, 
natural gas, coal, etc.)?  

The proposed expanded hours of operation for the 
restaurant will result in a minimal increase in the use of 
fossil fuels, as provided by existing utility connections. 

 X    I 

  k. Require an amendment to or exception from adopted general 
plans, specific plans, or community policies or goals?  

No.  Project does not require an amendment to or exception 
from adopted general plans, specific plans, or community 
policies or goals. 

X     B 
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  IMPACT 

SOURCE NO 

YES 
Not 
Significan
t 

Significa
nt Unless 
Mitigated 

Significa
nt 

Cumulati
ve 

  l. Involve a change of zoning?  

The project does not involve a change in parcel zoning. 
X     C 

  m. Require the relocation of people or businesses?  

The project will not involve the relocation of people or 
businesses. 

X     I 

  n. Reduce the supply of low-income housing?  

The project will not reduce the supply of low-income 
housing. 

X     I 

  o. Result in possible interference with an emergency response plan 
or emergency evacuation plan?  

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
 X    S 

  p. Result in creation of or exposure to a potential health hazard?  

Project will not involve the creation of or exposure to any 
potential health hazard. 

X     S 

 7. AESTHETIC, CULTURAL AND HISTORIC       

  Will (or could) this project:       

  a. Be adjacent to a designated Scenic Highway or within a State or 
County Scenic Corridor? 

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
  X   A,Bb 

  b. Obstruct scenic views from existing residential areas, public 
lands, public water body, or roads?  

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
  X   A,I 
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  IMPACT 

SOURCE NO 

YES 
Not 
Significan
t 

Significa
nt Unless 
Mitigated 

Significa
nt 

Cumulati
ve 

  c. Involve the construction of buildings or structures in excess of 
three stories or 36 feet in height?  

No.  The project involves legalization of minor modifications 
(two exterior patios and nine lighting fixtures) to the existing 
restaurant structure.  Patios and lighting fixtures do not add 
to the height of the structure. 

X     I 

  d. Directly or indirectly affect historical or archaeological resources 
on or near the site?  

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
  X   H 

  e. Visually intrude into an area having natural scenic qualities?  

See Questions and Answers Section for discussion. 
 X    A,I 

 
 
III. RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES.   Check what agency has permit authority or other approval for the project. 
 

 AGENCY YES NO TYPE OF APPROVAL 

 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CE)  X  

 State Water Resources Control Board  X  

 Regional Water Quality Control Board  X  

 State Department of Public Health  X  

 San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)  X  

 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  X  

 County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC)  X  

 CalTrans  X  

 Bay Area Air Quality Management District  X  

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  X  
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 AGENCY YES NO TYPE OF APPROVAL 

 Coastal Commission X  Amendment of CDP P-77-579 

 City: N/A  X  

 Sewer/Water District:  N/A  X  

 Other:  N/A   X  
 
IV. MITIGATION MEASURES 
  Yes  No  
      
 No mitigation measures are needed.   X  
      
 Mitigation measures have been proposed in project application.   X  
      
 Other mitigation measures are needed. X    
  
  
 The following measures are included in the project plans or proposals pursuant to Section 15070(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines: 
  
 Mitigation Measure 1:  Prior to the County Geotechnical Section’s approval of the building permit for the project, the applicant shall demonstrate project 

conformance with the recommendations of the project soils reports (Geotechnical Engineering Consultation, Poor Drainage and Riprap Erosion, La 
Costanera Restaurant, 8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, California, BAGG Engineers, February 9, 2010, and Geotechnical Engineering Consultation, 
Unpaved Parking Lot, La Costanera Restaurant, 8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, California, BAGG Engineers, October 27, 2011, and Update of 
Geotechnical Consultation Report, dated October 27, 2011, Unpaved Parking Lot La Costanera Restaurant, 8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, California, 
BAGG Engineers, dated January 3, 2013), to the satisfaction of the County Planning and Building Department’s Geotechnical Section. 

  
 Mitigation Measure 2:  ShouldAs the parking lot would result in 5,000 sq. ft. or more of impervious surface (e.g., if the dirt lot is compacted to 95% 

compaction, then the lot would be considered impervious), the project shall comply with Provision C.3 of the NPDES Municipal Regional Permit stormwater 
treatment requirements and stormwater treatment plans shall be submitted to the County prior to project approval.  Stormwater treatment facilities, if 
required, shall be reviewed by the project geotechnical consultant. 

  
 Mitigation Measure 3:  Prior to any ground disturbance, the applicant shall apply for a building permit.  Monthly inspections (at minimum) by the building 

inspector during the wet season are required to confirm adequate erosion and sediment control.  At the time of building permit application, the applicant shall 
provide the estimated date when grading operations will begin, anticipated end date of grading operations, including dates of revegetation and estimated 
date of establishment of newly planted vegetation. 
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 Mitigation Measure 4:  Prior to any ground disturbance, the erosion and sediment control plan shall be reviewed by the County Planning and Building 
Department’s Geotechnical Section to ensure that erosion control measures are appropriate for the site’s bluff top location and would not contribute to 
further bluff erosion.  Once approved, erosion and sediment control measures of the erosion control plan shall be installed prior to beginning any site work 
and maintained throughout the term of the grading permit until newly planted vegetation is fully established.  Failure to install or maintain these measures 
will result in stoppage of construction until the corrections have been made and fees paid for County staff enforcement time.  Revisions to the approved 
erosion and sediment control plan shall be prepared and signed by the engineer and reviewed by the County Planning and Building Department’s 
Geotechnical Section, County Department of Public Works and the Community Development Director. 

  
 Mitigation Measure 5:  No grading shall be allowed during the winter season (October 1 to April 30) to avoid potential soil erosion. 
  
 Mitigation Measure 6:  The applicant shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site 

Supervision Guidelines,” including, but not limited to, the following: 
  
 a. Delineation with field markers clearing limits, easements, setbacks, sensitive or critical areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses within the 

vicinity of areas to be disturbed by construction and/or grading. 
   
 b. Protection of adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction impacts using vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes, 

mulching, or other measures as appropriate. 
   
 c. Performing clearing and earth-moving activities only during dry weather. 
   
 d. Stabilization of all denuded areas and maintenance of erosion control measures continuously between October 1 and April 30.  Stabilization shall 

include both proactive measures, such as the placement of hay bales or coir netting, and passive measures, such as revegetating disturbed areas 
with plants propagated from seed collected in the immediate area. 

   
 e. Storage, handling, and disposal of construction materials and wastes properly, so as to prevent their contact with stormwater. 
   
 f. Control and prevention of the discharge of all potential pollutants, including pavement cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals, 

wash water or sediments, and non-stormwater discharges to storm drains and watercourses. 
   
 g. Use of sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering site and obtain all necessary permits. 
   
 h. Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a designated area where wash water is contained and treated. 
   
 i. Limiting and timing applications of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent polluted runoff. 
   
 j. Limiting construction access routes and stabilization of designated access points. 
   
 k. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; cleaning off-site paved areas and sidewalks using dry sweeping methods. 
   
 l. Training and providing instruction to all employees and subcontractors regarding the Watershed Protection Maintenance Standards and construction 

Best Management Practices. 
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 m. Additional Best Management Practices in addition to those shown on the plans may be required by the Building Inspector to maintain effective 
stormwater management during construction activities.  Any water leaving the site shall be clear and running slowly at all times. 

   
 Mitigation Measure 7:  It shall be the responsibility of the engineer of record to regularly inspect the erosion control measures for the duration of all grading 

activities, especially after major storm events, and determine that they are functioning as designed and that proper maintenance is being performed.  
Deficiencies shall be immediately corrected, as determined by and implemented under the observation of the engineer of record. 

  
 Mitigation Measure 8:  Upon the start of grading activities and through to the completion of the project, the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring that 

the following dust control guidelines are implemented: 
  
 a. All graded surfaces and materials, whether filled, excavated, transported or stockpiled, shall be wetted, protected or contained in such a manner as to 

prevent any significant nuisance from dust, or spillage upon adjoining water body, property, or streets.  Equipment and materials on the site shall be 
used in such a manner as to avoid excessive dust.  A dust control plan may be required at any time during the course of the project. 

   
 b. A dust palliative shall be applied to the site when required by the County.  The type and rate of application shall be recommended by the soils 

engineer and approved by the Department of Public Works, the Planning and Building Department’s Geotechnical Engineer, and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

   
 Mitigation Measure 9:  In order to prevent further reduction of beach user parking at the restaurant site and at the State Parks property, the applicant shall 

post signs at the properties with language comparable to the language provided below, with the wording, number, color and size of signs subject to the 
approval of the Community Development Director: 

  
 • Signage at the entrance of the State Parks property shall state that parking by restaurant visitors is prohibited at all times. 
   
 • Signage in Lot A of the restaurant property shall state that parking is only available to restaurant visitors after 5:00 p.m. 
   
 • Signage in Lot C of the restaurant property shall state that parking is only available to restaurant visitors after 5:00 p.m. and before 5:00 p.m. on 

Fridays and weekends only.  Signage shall also caution beach visitors of increased traffic on the property on Fridays and weekends and to use 
designated Coastal Trail paths to cross the property. 

   
 Mitigation Measure 10:  The property owner shall designate walking/bicycle paths across Lots A and C, using methods such as striping and signage, in 

order to reduce conflicts between pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicle traffic.  The design and alignment of these improvements shall be consistent with the 
recommendations of the “Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study: Phase 2” report, dated October 2012, including but not limited to the Montara 
State Beach Coast and Trail Access Maps (Attachment M).  A Site Circulation and Signage Plan that depicts the details of these improvements shall be 
submitted to the Community Development Director for review and approval, prior to the Current Planning’s Section approval of any permit (e.g., grading 
permit or building permit) for the project.  The property owner shall demonstrate implementation of improvements, as approved, prior to the Current Planning 
Section’s final approval of the building permit. 

  
 Mitigation Measure 1110:  Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building permit, the applicant shall remove two of the 150-watt light 

fixtures which illuminate Parking Lot A, such that there is no more than three lighting fixtures on the north side of the restaurant building. 
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 Mitigation Measure 1211:  Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building permit, the applicant shall replace or reposition existing light 
fixtures in Parking Lot C such that light is directed downward at the parking lot only, each lighting fixture does not exceed 150 watts, and the total number of 
lighting fixtures does not exceed three. 

  
 Mitigation Measure 1312:  The applicant shall modify the lighting plan for the rear/west elevation such that lighting fixtures are positioned no higher than 

the ceiling height of the lower floor, each lighting fixture does not exceed 150 watts, and the number of lighting fixtures shall not exceed five.  Prior to the 
Current Planning Section’s final approval of the building permit, staff shall review the wattage of the west elevation and wattage shall be adjusted as 
required by staff to achieve adequate lighting for patio dining and minimization of light impacts on beach areas.  Also, no temporary lighting is permitted on 
the property without the approval of the Community Development Director. 

  
 Mitigation Measure 1413:  The applicant and contractors must be prepared to carry out the requirements of California State law with regard to the 

discovery of human remains during construction, whether historic or prehistoric.  In the event that any human remains are encountered during site 
disturbance, all ground-disturbing work shall cease immediately and the County coroner shall be notified immediately.  If the coroner determines the remains 
to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted within 24 hours.  A qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the 
Native American Heritage Commission, shall recommend subsequent measures for disposition of the remains. The applicant shall comply with the following 
requirements relating to the avoidance of the CA-SMA-115 cultural site and discovery of archaeological remains, including human remains, during all 
grading and construction activity: 

  
 a. Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building permit application, the applicant shall demonstrate that all grading and construction will 

avoid the CA-SMA-115 cultural site. 
   
 b. Prior to the issuance of the grading permit “hard card,” the applicant shall demonstrate proper protection of the CA-SMA-115 cultural site for grading 

and construction activity.  The area shall be fenced during grading and construction to assure that no inadvertent damage from equipment or 
personnel takes place.  

   
 c. If archaeological remains are uncovered, work at the place of discovery should be halted immediately until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the 

finds (§15064.5[f]). 
   
 d. If human remains are encountered, excavation or disturbance of the location must be halted in the vicinity of the find, and the County Coroner 

contacted immediately.  If the coroner determines the remains are Native American, the coroner will contact the Native American Heritage 
Commission within 24 hours.  The Native American Heritage Commission will identify the person or persons believed to be most likely descended 
from the deceased Native American.  The most likely descendant makes recommendations regarding the treatment of the remains with appropriate 
dignity. 
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VI. SOURCE LIST 
   
 A. Field Inspection 
   
 B. County General Plan 1986 
   
  a. General Plan Chapters 1-16 
  b. Local Coastal Program (LCP) (Area Plan) 
  c. Skyline Area General Plan Amendment 
  d. Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan 
  e. Emerald Lake Hills Community Plan 
    
 C. County Ordinance Code 
   
 D. Geotechnical Maps 
   
  1. USGS Basic Data Contributions 
    
   a. #43 Landslide Susceptibility 
   b. #44 Active Faults 
   c. #45 High Water Table 
    
  2. Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Maps 
    
 E. USGS Quadrangle Maps, San Mateo County 1970 Series (See F. and H.) 
   
 F. San Mateo County Rare and Endangered Species Maps, or Sensitive Habitats Maps 
   
 G. Flood Insurance Rate Map – National Flood Insurance Program 
   
 H. County Archaeologic Resource Inventory (Prepared by S. Dietz, A.C.R.S.) Procedures for Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties – 36 CFR 

800 (See R.) 
   
 I. Project Plans or EIF 
   
 J. Airport Land Use Committee Plans, San Mateo County Airports Plan 
   
 K. Aerial Photography or Real Estate Atlas – REDI 
   
  1. Aerial Photographs, 1941, 1953, 1956, 1960, 1963, 1970 
  2. Aerial Photographs, 1981 
  3. Coast Aerial Photos/Slides, San Francisco County Line to Año Nuevo Point, 1971 
  4. Historic Photos, 1928-1937 
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 L. Williamson Act Maps 
   
 M. Soil Survey, San Mateo Area, U.S. Department of Agriculture, May 1961 
   
 N. Air Pollution Isopleth Maps – Bay Area Air Pollution Control District 
   
 O. California Natural Areas Coordinating Council Maps (See F. and H.) 
   
 P. Forest Resources Study (1971) 
   
 Q. Experience with Other Projects of this Size and Nature 
   
 R. Environmental Regulations and Standards: 
   
  Federal – Review Procedures for CDBG Programs 24 CFR Part 58 
   – NEPA 24 CFR 1500-1508  
   – Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties 36 CFR Part 800 
   – National Register of Historic Places  
   – Floodplain Management Executive Order 11988 
   – Protection of Wetlands Executive Order 11990 
   – Endangered and Threatened Species  
   – Noise Abatement and Control 24 CFR Part 51B 
   – Explosive and Flammable Operations 24 CFR 51C 
   – Toxic Chemicals/Radioactive Materials HUD 79-33 
   – Airport Clear Zones and APZ 24 CFR 51D 
      
  State – Ambient Air Quality Standards Article 4, Section 1092 
   – Noise Insulation Standards  
      
 S. Consultation with Departments and Agencies: 
   
  a. County Health Department 
  b. City Fire Department 
  c. California Department of Forestry 
  d. Department of Public Works 
  e. Disaster Preparedness Office 
  f. Other 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
Planning and Building Department 

 
REVISED (February 27, 2014) 

Initial Study Pursuant to CEQA 
Project Narrative and Answers to Questions for the Negative Declaration 

File Number:  PLN 2006-00494 
La Costanera Use Permit Amendment 

(revisions shown in underline and strike through format)  
 
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The La Costanera Restaurant site consists of an 11,332 sq. ft. restaurant and two on-site 
parking lots, Lots A and C, containing a total of 52 parking spaces.  The applicant, Farhad 
Mortazavi, requests the following: 
 
1. aA Design Review Permit and to amend its existing Use Permit Amendment for the 

continued and expanded operation of the La Costanera Restaurant: 
 
 • Expanded Hours of Operation:  The existing Use Permit (UP 20-77), originally 

issued for the Charthouse restaurant in the same location, restricts the hours of 
operation to “5:00 p.m. to closing time.”  The applicant proposes to expand the 
hours of operation to 10:00 a.m. to 2:00 a.m. (brunch, lunch and dinner service), 
where brunch and lunch seating will be limited to Fridays and weekends only and 
a total of 93 seats.  The applicant also proposes to re-stripe Lots A and C to 
accommodate 33 parking spaces in Lot A and 25 spaces in Lot C, for a total of 
58 parking spaces (where 52 spaces currently exist).  For brunch and lunch, the 
applicant proposes to provide all parking in Lot C with valet-only parking 
available, whereby parking for 31 cars could be accommodated. 

 
 • Legalization of Minor Modifications to the Restaurant Structure:  Legalize 

improvements to the property that were not authorized by the previous Use 
Permit, including lighting added to the building (nine rooftop lights) and the 
construction of two outdoor patios (e.g., tiles and railings). 

And 
• 
2. A Grading Permit and a Planned Agricultural Development Permit for the 

Fformalization of Historical Parking Uses by Beach Users at an on Aadjoining property 
Oowned by the State of California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks).  
The applicant proposes to perform access, drainage, and landscaping improvements, 
involving 250 246 cubic yards (c.y.) of fill placement and 5 c.y. of excavation, to 
facilitate its use as a 21-space, gravel surface parking lot (Lot B) for beach user 
access anytime.  State Parks has authorized the use under a signed Letter of Intent.  
The property owner of 8150 Cabrillo Highway proposes to maintain access, drainage, 
and landscaping improvements for the life of the project.  

 
State Permit Required:  The applicant has applied for an Amendment to Coastal 
Development Permit (CDP P-77-579) Amendment from the California Coastal Commission 
(CCC) for the project described above, as well as for the repair of existing drainage systems 
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and riprap at the restaurant and State properties.  The CDP Amendment for the project will 
be processed by the CCC separately from the Use Permit requested from the County.  Until 
the CDP Amendment is granted, the Use Permit amendment would be considered inactive.  
While the repair of drainage systems and riprap is not a part of the project being reviewed 
by the County, this work is included in this Mitigated Negative Declaration. 
 
SCOPE OF THIS DOCUMENT 
This Initial Study and Negative Declaration addresses the potential environmental impacts 
of the proposed expansion in operating hours, installation of exterior lights and signs, and 
grading and drainage of the formalized parking area.  These impacts, as well the potential 
additional environmental impacts caused by elements of the project that are outside of the 
County’s jurisdiction (i.e., repairs to the riprap revetment), will also be considered during the 
Coastal Commission’s consideration of the required Coastal Development Permit 
Amendment. 
 
SITE DESCRIPTION 
The La Costanera Restaurant is located on a 0.73-acre (31,721 sq. ft.) site on the west side 
of Cabrillo Highway.  The site consists of an 11,332 sq. ft. restaurant and two on-site 
parking lots, Lots A and C, containing a total of 52 parking spaces.  The project also 
involves access, drainage, and landscaping improvements on an adjoining, undeveloped 
0.41-acre (17,859 sq. ft.) parcelproperty, located to the north of the restaurant property, 
owned by the State of California Department of Parks and Recreation.  A roughly 20-foot 
high cliff on the west side of the property separates the restaurant building and the parking 
areas from the sandy beach and Pacific Ocean.  Both properties areThe project site is 
located along the Cabrillo Highway County-Designated Scenic Route. 
 
ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 
 
1. LAND SUITABILITY AND GEOLOGY 
 
 a. Will (or could) this project involve a unique landform or biological area, 

such as beaches, sand dunes, marshes, tidelands, or San Francisco Bay? 
 
  Yes, Not Significant.  A roughly 20-foot high cliff bluff on the west side of the 

property separates the restaurant building and the parking areas from the sandy 
beach and the Pacific Ocean.  The project includes drainage improvements at a 
historical parking lot that would direct drainage in such a manner as to minimize 
risk of bluff erosion.  It should be noted that Tthe applicant has applied for an 
Amendment to Coastal Development Permit P-77-579 from the California 
Coastal Commission for repair of existing drainage systems along the bluff of 
both properties, including repair or of riprap and existing pipe lines.  Proposed 
repair, as recommended by project geotechnical reports (included as Attachment 
B) and as described in Grading and Drainage Plans (Attachment C) that 
wouldwill help to further protect the bluff from drainage-related erosion.  No 
mitigation measures are necessary. 
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 c. Will (or could) this project be located in an area of soil instability 

(subsidence, landslide or severe erosion)? 
 
  Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  Due to the location of the properties along 

an ocean bluff, the bluff portion of the properties are subject to erosion from both 
wave action and from bluff-top surface drainage flows.  The applicant has applied 
for a Coastal Development Permit from the California Coastal Commission for 
repair of existing drainage systems along the bluff of both properties, including 
repair or riprap and existing pipe lines.  Proposed repair, as recommended by 
project geotechnical reports (included as Attachment B) and as described in 
Grading and Drainage Plans (Attachment C) will help to protect the bluff from 
drainage-related erosion.  Mitigation Measure 1 has been added to ensure that 
the recommendations of the project geotechnical reports are implemented. 

 
  The applicant also proposes to perform access, drainage, and landscaping 

improvements on the State property, involving 250 246 cubic yards (c.y.) of fill 
placement and 5 c.y. of excavation, to facilitate its use as a 21-space, gravel 
surface parking lot (Lot B) for beach user access anytime.  Currently, the State 
property is drained naturally, with riprap at the foot of the bluff.  Should the As the 
parking lot would result in 5,000 sq. ft. or more of impervious surface (e.g., if the 
dirt lot is compacted to 95% compaction, then the lot would be considered 
impervious), then project is required to comply with Provision C.3 of the NPDES 
Municipal Regional Permit would which requires treatment of all project-related 
stormwater.  Mitigation Measure 2 has been added to ensure compliance with 
Provision C.3 and to ensure that stormwater treatment, if required, has been 
reviewed by the project geotechnical consultant. 

 
  It should be noted that Tthe applicant has applied for an Amendment to Coastal 

Development Permit P-77-579 from the California Coastal Commission for repair 
of riprap and existing pipe lines that would further protect the bluff from drainage-
related erosion. 

 
  Mitigation Measure 1:  Prior to the County Geotechnical Section’s approval of 

the building permit for the project, the applicant shall demonstrate project 
conformance with the recommendations of the project soils reports (Geotechnical 
Engineering Consultation, Poor Drainage and Riprap Erosion, La Costanera 
Restaurant, 8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, California, BAGG Engineers, 
February 9, 2010, and Geotechnical Engineering Consultation, Unpaved Parking 
Lot, La Costanera Restaurant, 8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, California, 
BAGG Engineers, October 27, 2011, and Update of Geotechnical Consultation 
Report, dated October 27, 2011, Unpaved Parking Lot La Costanera Restaurant, 
8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, California, BAGG Engineers, dated January 3, 
2013), to the satisfaction of the County Planning and Building Department’s 
Geotechnical Section. 
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  Mitigation Measure 2:  ShouldAs the parking lot would result in 5,000 sq. ft. or 

more of impervious surface (e.g., if the dirt lot is compacted to 95% compaction, 
then the lot would be considered impervious), the project shall comply with 
Provision C.3 of the NPDES Municipal Regional Permit stormwater treatment 
requirements and stormwater treatment plans shall be submitted to the County 
prior to project approval.  Stormwater treatment facilities, if required, shall be 
reviewed by the project geotechnical consultant. 

 
 f. Will (or could) this project cause erosion or siltation? 
 
  Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  The applicant proposes to perform access, 

drainage, and landscaping improvements, involving 250 246 cubic yards (c.y.) of 
fill placement and 5 c.y. of excavation, to an on adjoining 0.41-acre (17,859 sq. 
ft.) parcel property owned by the State of California Department of Parks and 
Recreation (State Parks) to facilitate its use as a 21-space, gravel surface 
parking lot (Lot B) for beach user access anytime.  Proposed repair grading 
activities of existing drainage systems along the bluff of both properties may also 
result in a minor amount of erosion and siltation. 

 
  If there should be any precipitation during grading activities, there is the potential 

for sedimentation to on- and off-site areas downslope from the project area.  
While the potential is low, siltation from the project site could impact areas of 
Highway 1, Montara State Beach, and the Pacific Ocean.  The applicant 
proposes an erosion control plan, included as Attachment D, which includes 
measures that would contain and slow grading-related runoff flows and direct 
flows to stabilized areas of the site.  Mitigation Measure 3 has been included to 
require monthly inspections (at minimum) by the building inspector during the wet 
season are required to confirm adequate erosion and sediment control.  
Mitigation Measure 4 has been included to require geotechnical review of 
proposed erosion and sediment control plan.  Mitigation Measure 5 has been 
included to restrict project grading to the dry season.  Mitigation Measure 6 
requires the implementation of standard best management practices to prevent 
construction-related stormwater pollution.  Mitigation Measure 7 requires 
monitoring of erosion control measures by the project civil engineer.  Mitigation 
Measure 8 requires compliance with dust control guidelines. 

 
  Mitigation Measure 3:  Prior to any ground disturbance, the applicant shall apply 

for a building permit.  Monthly inspections (at minimum) by the building inspector 
during the wet season are required to confirm adequate erosion and sediment 
control.  At the time of building permit application, the applicant shall provide the 
estimated date when grading operations will begin, anticipated end date of 
grading operations, including dates of revegetation and estimated date of 
establishment of newly planted vegetation. 
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  Mitigation Measure 4:  Prior to any ground disturbance, the erosion and 

sediment control plan shall be reviewed by the County Planning and Building 
Department’s Geotechnical Section to ensure that erosion control measures are 
appropriate for the site’s bluff top location and would not contribute to further bluff 
erosion.  Once approved, erosion and sediment control measures of the erosion 
control plan shall be installed prior to beginning any site work and maintained 
throughout the term of the grading permit until newly planted vegetation is fully 
established.  Failure to install or maintain these measures will result in stoppage 
of construction until the corrections have been made and fees paid for County 
staff enforcement time.  Revisions to the approved erosion and sediment control 
plan shall be prepared and signed by the engineer and reviewed by the County 
Planning and Building Department’s Geotechnical Section, County Department of 
Public Works and the Community Development Director. 

 
  Mitigation Measure 5:  No grading shall be allowed during the winter season 

(October 1 to April 30) to avoid potential soil erosion. 
 
  Mitigation Measure 6:  The applicant shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide 

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site 
Supervision Guidelines,” including, but not limited to, the following: 

 
  a. Delineation with field markers clearing limits, easements, setbacks, 

sensitive or critical areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses within 
the vicinity of areas to be disturbed by construction and/or grading. 

 
  b. Protection of adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction 

impacts using vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes, 
mulching, or other measures as appropriate. 

 
  c. Performing clearing and earth-moving activities only during dry weather. 
 
  d. Stabilization of all denuded areas and maintenance of erosion control 

measures continuously between October 1 and April 30.  Stabilization shall 
include both proactive measures, such as the placement of hay bales or 
coir netting, and passive measures, such as revegetating disturbed areas 
with plants propagated from seed collected in the immediate area. 

 
  e. Storage, handling, and disposal of construction materials and wastes 

properly, so as to prevent their contact with stormwater. 
 
  f. Control and prevention of the discharge of all potential pollutants, including 

pavement cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals, 
wash water or sediments, and non-stormwater discharges to storm drains 
and watercourses. 
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  g. Use of sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering 

site and obtain all necessary permits. 
 
  h. Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a 

designated area where wash water is contained and treated. 
 
  i. Limiting and timing applications of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent 

polluted runoff. 
 
  j. Limiting construction access routes and stabilization of designated access 

points. 
 
  k. Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; cleaning off-site paved 

areas and sidewalks using dry sweeping methods. 
 
  l. Training and providing instruction to all employees and subcontractors 

regarding the Watershed Protection Maintenance Standards and 
construction Best Management Practices. 

 
  m. Additional Best Management Practices in addition to those shown on the 

plans may be required by the Building Inspector to maintain effective 
stormwater management during construction activities.  Any water leaving 
the site shall be clear and running slowly at all times. 

 
  Mitigation Measure 7:  It shall be the responsibility of the engineer of record to 

regularly inspect the erosion control measures for the duration of all grading 
activities, especially after major storm events, and determine that they are 
functioning as designed and that proper maintenance is being performed.  
Deficiencies shall be immediately corrected, as determined by and implemented 
under the observation of the engineer of record. 

 
  Mitigation Measure 8:  Upon the start of grading activities and through to the 

completion of the project, the applicant shall be responsible for ensuring that the 
following dust control guidelines are implemented: 

 
  a. All graded surfaces and materials, whether filled, excavated, transported or 

stockpiled, shall be wetted, protected or contained in such a manner as to 
prevent any significant nuisance from dust, or spillage upon adjoining water 
body, property, or streets.  Equipment and materials on the site shall be 
used in such a manner as to avoid excessive dust.  A dust control plan may 
be required at any time during the course of the project. 

 
  b. A dust palliative shall be applied to the site when required by the County.  

The type and rate of application shall be recommended by the soils 
engineer and approved by the Department of Public Works, the Planning 
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and Building Department’s Geotechnical Engineer, and the Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

 
2. VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE 
 
 g. Will (or could) this project involve clearing land that is 5,000 sq. ft. or 

greater (1,000 sq. ft. within a County Scenic Corridor), that has slopes 
greater than 20% or that is in a sensitive habitat or buffer zone? 

 
  Yes, Not Significant.  Project sites are located along the Cabrillo Highway 

County-Designated Scenic Route.  The properties are relatively flat, with the 
exception of the 20-foot high cliff bluff on the west side of the property which 
separates properties from the sandy beach and the Pacific Ocean. 

 
  Areas of proposed land disturbance will occur in disturbed areas (in areas of 

existing historical informal parking.  drainage systems and riprap).  Minor grading 
and gravelling of the State-owned parcel will occur in disturbed, undeveloped 
areas.  The applicant proposes to perform access and landscaping improve-
ments, involving 250 246 cubic yards (c.y.) of fill placement and 5 c.y. of 
excavation, to the 0.41-acre State parcel to formalize its historical use as a 
parking lot (Lot B).  According to the “Vegetation Map” prepared by TRA 
Environmental Sciences, Inc., no habitat for special status species was found 
during TRA’s August 2012 site visit.  Vegetation at the State site consists mainly 
of ice plants.  No mitigation measures are necessary. 

 
3. PHYSICAL RESOURCES 
 
 b. Will (or could) this project involve grading in excess of 150 cubic yards? 
 
  Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  The project will involve placement of 

approximately 250 246 c.y. of fill and 5 c.y. of excavation on the State property to 
facilitate its use as a 21-space, gravel surface parking lot (Lot B).  Potential 
impact resulting from proposed grading is discussed in Section 1.f. above.  No 
additional mitigation measures are needed. 

 
4. AIR QUALITY, WATER QUALITY, SONIC 
 
 a. Will (or could) this project generate pollutants (hydrocarbon, thermal odor, 

dust or smoke particulates, radiation, etc.) that will violate existing 
standards of air quality on-site or in the surrounding area? 

 
  Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  The project will involve placement of 

approximately 250 246 c.y. of fill and 5 c.y. of excavation on the State property to 
facilitate its use as a 21-space, gravel surface parking lot (Lot B).  Grading 
activities may generate dust.  While the potential is low, erosion from the project 
site could impact areas of Highway 1, Montara State Beach, and the Pacific 
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Ocean.  Potential impacts related to dust and sedimentation from project grading 
and construction is discussed in Section 1.f., above.  No additional mitigation 
measures are needed. 

 
 f. Will (or could) this project generate noise levels in excess of levels 

determined appropriate according to the County Noise Ordinance 
standard? 

 
  Yes, Not Significant.  The project will result in the addition of brunch and 

lunchtime service on Fridays and weekends for up to 93 persons for an existing 
restaurant which currently  provides dinnertime only service for up to 189 
persons.  The project will introduce minor restaurant-associated noise during the 
daytime when the site has been quiet in the past.  However, there are no 
sensitive noise receptors in the immediate area.  Beach users will be buffered 
from the minor amounts of noise by the 20-foot high cliff bluff on the west side of 
the property, which separates the restaurant building from the beach and ocean. 

 
  In addition, the proposed grading activities may temporarily generate noise levels 

that are greater than the ambient noise levels in the project area.  However, the 
County of San Mateo Ordinance Code restricts project noise levels to the 80-dBA 
level at any one moment.  The Code also limits grading activities which generate 
noise levels that are greater than the ambient noise levels in the project area to 
the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m. on Saturdays.  Noise-generating grading activities shall not occur at 
any time on Sundays, Thanksgiving and Christmas.  Assuming compliance with 
existing regulations, the project is not expected to generate noise levels in 
excess of levels determined appropriate according to the County Noise 
Ordinance standard.  No mitigation measures are needed. 

 
 g. Will (or could) this project generate polluted or increased surface water 

runoff or affect groundwater resources? 
 
  Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  Project grading may result in erosion and 

sedimentation in downslope areas.  Please see discussion and mitigation 
measures in Section 1.f. of this report for a discussion of the potential for project-
related erosion and sedimentation.  No additional mitigation measures are 
needed. 

 
5. TRANSPORTATION 
 
 a. Will (or could) this project affect access to commercial establishments, 

schools, parks, etc.? 
 
  Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  As described in the answer to Question 

5.c., below, as mitigated, potential project impact to vehicular traffic patterns or 
volumes is consideredwould be reduced to a less than significant level.  



REVISED ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 
File No. PLN 2006-00494 
Page 9 
 
 

Therefore, the project, as mitigated, would not result in significant traffic-related 
access impacts to establishments in the area. 

 
  As described in the answer to Question 6.f., below, the project will not result in 

the hiring of a significant number of additional full-time employees and, therefore, 
will not adversely affect the capacity of any public facilities, including schools and 
parks. 

 
  The project will result in minor changes to the restaurant parking lots (Lots A and 

C) that will improve access through re-striping, introduction of three accessible 
(handicapped) parking spaces, and parking lot lighting.  Project implementation 
will increase on-site restaurant parking from 52 spaces to 58 parking spaces 
through re-striping to create more parking spaces, including compact and 
accessible (handicapped) parking.  During brunch and lunchtime on Fridays and 
weekends, a total of 64 parking spaces would be available under a valet 
scenario. 

 
  The project involves the formalization of historical parking uses by beach users at 

the State Property, which involves access and landscaping improvements at the 
property.  Proposed leveling and gravelling of the State lot will improve user 
access to the beach by making parking at the property easier.  Also, the project 
will result in the creation of one accessible (handicapped) parking space on the 
State Parks property.  The project would improve access to and within the 
parking lot, but result in a minor reduction in the amount of parking available to 
beach users in the daytime. 

 
  Calculation of Parking Available for Beach Users 
 
  The adjoining State property has been used historically for parking by users of 

Montara State Beach and can accommodate up to 20 vehicles, albeit informally 
with capacity varying based on random parking patterns.1  Parking at the site is 
not an approved use, nor has the bluff property been improved to accommodate 
such a use.  Therefore, based on the reasons provided, staff credits the State lot 
with 10 existing parking spaces.  Combined with the parking at the restaurant 
site, total existing beach user parking before 5:00 p.m. is 63 parking spaces.  
After 5:00 p.m., total existing beach user parking is 10 parking spaces, as no 
beach user parking is available at the restaurant site and, therefore, all parking is 
limited to the State Parks site. 

 

                                                 
1 Historical capacity of informal parking at the State property obtained through aerial views provided by 
Google Maps. 
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Table 1 
Existing and Proposed Parking for Restaurant and Beach Users 

 Parking Available for Beach Users 
Daytime: 

Before 5:00 p.m. 
 

After 5:00 p.m. 
Existing   
Parking at Restaurant in Lot A 33 0 
Parking at Restaurant in Lot C 20 0 
Parking in State Parks Lot B 10* 10 

(E) TOTAL 63 10 
Proposed   
Parking at Restaurant in Lot A 33 0 
Parking at Restaurant in Lot C 
(Fridays and Weekends only) 

0 0 

Parking at Restaurant in Lot C 
(Mondays through Thursdays) 

25 0 

Parking in State Parks Lot B 21 21 
(P) TOTAL (Fridays and Weekends only) 54 21 

(P) TOTAL (Mondays through Thursdays) 79 21 
DIFFERENCE (Fridays and Weekends only) -9 +11 

DIFFERENCE (Mondays through Thursdays) +16 +11 
*The State lot is credited 10 of a total possible 20 parking spaces, as the use is current parking use 
is informal and unpermitted and the lot is has not been improved to accommodate the use. 

 
  As shown in Table 1, above, formalization of parking at the State Parks property 

will increase parking available to beach users at the site from 10 spaces, to 21 
parking spaces.  However, with the introduction of brunch and lunch service on 
Fridays and weekends, total parking available for beach users at both properties 
will decrease by nine spaces with the loss of parking spaces in Lot C.  However, 
on Mondays through Thursdays, parking available to beach users will increase 
from 63 to 79 parking spaces.  In order to prevent further reduction of beach user 
parking, Mitigation Measure 9 has been added to ensure beach user access to 
restaurant parking lots on Mondays through Thursdays and to prohibit use of the 
State Parks property for restaurant parking. 

 
  After 5:00 p.m., there will be an increase of 11 parking spaces available for 

beach users at both properties.  While project implementation will result in a 
decrease of nine spaces of beach user parking available at both properties 
before 5:00 p.m. on Fridays and weekends, the project will result in increased 
daytime parking on Mondays through Thursdays and nighttime beach user 
parking, as well as other benefits, such as access and landscaping 
improvements on the State property that will improve beach user safety and 
environmental stewardship of the property.  Specifically, proposed landscaping 
will act as a buffer strip to prohibit parking along the ocean bluff, thereby helping 
to prevent further erosion of the bluff. 
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  Parking Available to Beach Users in the Project Area 
 
  It should be noted that the County has completed a report titled “Highway 1 

Safety and Mobility Improvement Study:  Phase 2, San Mateo County Midcoast, 
Montara, Moss Beach,”2 dated October 2012, which studies and provides 
recommendations for improving motor vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle safety for 
Highway 1 and its surroundings between Half Moon Bay Airport and the Devils 
Slide area, including areas surrounding Montara State Beach.  The study 
recommends the following motor vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle safety 
improvements within the project area: 

 
  • Separate parking facilities on either side of the highway. 
 
  • Optional formalized parallel beach parking on west side of highway with 

one-way access lane. 
 
  • Parking lot and Rancho Corral de Tierra access approximately 800 feet or 

15/mile east of the highway. 
 
  • Highway crossing at proposed Coastal Trail alignment. 
 
  • Rancho Corral de Tierra parking could operate as an overflow facility for 

beach parking. 
 
  The study identifies the need for more formalized parking areas for beach users 

to address safety concerns related to unsafe and informal pedestrian crossings 
of Highway 1, illegal parking by beach users, and anticipated increased visitation 
to Rancho Corral de Tierra.3 

 
  The project traffic report conducted on a Friday and Saturday in November 2012 

notes that, based on field observations, there was plenty of parking available 
within the two restaurant parking lots and the State property, as well as another 
public lot located just south of Lot C (which provides additional beach parking for 
about 10 cars), during the brunch and lunchtime period. 

 
  Based on the small number and limited timeframe for which parking is reduced to 

beach users at the restaurant site, proposed access improvements at the State 
Parks site, the findings of the project traffic report, and ongoing planning and 

                                                 
2 The “Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study:  Phase 2, San Mateo County Midcoast, 
Montara, Moss Beach” may be accessed at 
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/Attachments/planning/PDFs/Midcoast%20Mobility/SMM_Ph_2_Study_Fina
l_LR.pdf 
3 The National Park Service recently assumed management of the approximately 4,000 acre Rancho 
Corral de Tierra parcel as part of the Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GGNRA) and may improve 
facilities. 
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coordination efforts between the County and State agencies to fund implementa-
tion of study recommendations, potential project impacts to access of the on-site 
restaurant, Montara State Beach, and public facilities in the area are considered 
less than significant, with the implementation of the following mitigation measure: 

 
  Mitigation Measure 9:  In order to prevent further reduction of beach user 

parking at the restaurant site and at the State Parks property, the applicant shall 
post signs at the properties with language comparable to the language provided 
below, with the wording, number, color and size of signs subject to the approval 
of the Community Development Director: 

 
  • Signage at the entrance of the State Parks property shall state that parking 

by restaurant visitors is prohibited at all times. 
 
  • Signage in Lot A of the restaurant property shall state that parking is only 

available to restaurant visitors after 5:00 p.m. 
 
  • Signage in Lot C of the restaurant property shall state that parking is only 

available to restaurant visitors after 5:00 p.m. and before 5:00 p.m. on 
Fridays and weekends only.  Signage shall also caution beach visitors of 
increased traffic on the property on Fridays and weekends and to use 
designated Coastal Trail paths to cross the property. 

 
  Compliance with this mitigation measure shall be demonstrated prior to the 

Current Planning Section’s approval of the associated building permit. 
 
 b. Will (or could) this project cause noticeable increase in pedestrian traffic or 

a change in pedestrian patterns? 
 
  Yes, Not Significant Unless Mitigated.  As described in the answer to Question 

5.c., below, potential project impact to vehicular traffic patterns or volumes is 
considered less than significant.  Therefore, additional project-related, lunchtime 
traffic is not likely to significantly impact existing pedestrian patterns.  
Additionally, existing pedestrian traffic to the restaurant is not anticipated to 
increase as tThe project traffic report has found that the project includes an 
adequate amount of on-site parking to serve lunchtime customers., reducing the 
need for restaurant visitors to park in off-site locations and walk to the restaurant.  
However, the expansion in hours will result in more frequent and earlier use of 
Lot C by restaurant customers, and create a new destination for pedestrians and 
bicyclists from nearby residential areas.  This will increase the frequency of 
interactions between customers and beach users, using all forms of 
transportation, during Friday and weekend brunch and lunchtime hours. 

 
  Regarding changes to pedestrian traffic to Montara State Beach, the decrease of 

nine spaces of beach user parking available at both properties before 5:00 p.m. 
on Fridays and weekends may result in a minimal increase in pedestrian traffic, 
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as some beach users may decide to park on the east side of Highway 1 and walk 
across Highway 1 to access the beach.  As noted previously, pedestrian safety 
across Highway 1 was studied in “Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement 
Study: Phase 2, San Mateo County Midcoast, Montara, Moss Beach,”4 dated 
October 2012.  It should be noted that on Mondays through Thursdays, parking 
available to beach users will increase from 63 to 79 parking spaces.  Based on 
the small number and limited timeframe for which parking is reduced to beach 
users at the restaurant site and corresponding potential minimal increase in 
pedestrian traffic, the impact to pedestrian traffic does not require mitigation.  

 
  Mitigation Measure 10 requires the property owner to designate walking/bicycle 

paths across the driveways of Lots A and C, using methods such as striping and 
signage, in order to reduce conflicts between pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicle 
traffic.  The design and alignment of these improvements shall be consistent with 
the recommendations of the “Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study: 
Phase 2” report, including but not limited to the Montara State Beach Coast and 
Trail Access Maps (Attachment M).  It should be noted that the Coastal Trail runs 
along Cabrillo Highway and does not cross through Lot B, nor would Lot B be 
directly accessible from Cabrillo Highway. 

 
  Mitigation Measure 10:  The property owner shall designate walking/bicycle 

paths across Lots A and C, using methods such as striping and signage, in order 
to reduce conflicts between pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicle traffic.  The 
design and alignment of these improvements shall be consistent with the 
recommendations of the “Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study: 
Phase 2” report, dated October 2012, including but not limited to the Montara 
State Beach Coast and Trail Access Maps (Attachment M).  A Site Circulation 
and Signage Plan that depicts the details of these improvements shall be 
submitted to the Community Development Director for review and approval, prior 
to the Current Planning’s Section approval of any permit (e.g., grading permit or 
building permit) for the project.  The property owner shall demonstrate 
implementation of improvements, as approved, prior to the Current Planning 
Section’s final approval of the building permit. 

 
 c. Will (or could) this project result in noticeable changes in vehicular traffic 

patterns or volumes (including bicycles)? 
 
  Yes, Not Significant Unless Mitigated.  A report titled “Traffic and Parking 

Study for La Costanera Restaurant” (project traffic report), dated December 10, 
2012, has been prepared by Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc., for the 
project.  The report estimates that the addition of lunch service at the La 

                                                 
4 The “Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study:  Phase 2, San Mateo County Midcoast, 
Montara, Moss Beach” may be accessed at 
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/Attachments/planning/PDFs/Midcoast%20Mobility/SMM_Ph_2_Study_Fina
l_LR.pdf 
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Costanera Restaurant, with 93 seats, would generate 19 trips during the peak 
one-hour lunchtime period of the day on a typical Friday or Saturday.  Based on 
tube counts, northbound and southbound traffic on Highway 1 is split relatively 
evenly during lunchtime.  Thus, it is reasonable to assume a 50/50 north/south 
trip distribution pattern for the project-generated trips. 

 
  Hexagon compared the restaurant trip generation to the amount of traffic already 

on Highway 1 at lunchtime.  Based on the projected trip distribution pattern, it is 
estimated that nine project trips (five inbound and four outbound trips) would be 
added to Highway 1 north of the restaurant, and 10 project trips (six inbound and 
four outbound trips) would be added to Highway 1 south of the restaurant.  The 
traffic volumes on Highway 1 during the typical peak one hour lunchtime period 
(between 12:00 and 1:00 PM) are approximately 350 vehicles in the northbound 
direction and about 250 vehicles in the southbound direction.  The capacity of 
Highway 1 can be assumed to be about 900 vehicles per hour per lane.  Thus, it 
can be concluded that Highway 1 has adequate capacity to accommodate 
additional trips generated by the restaurant at lunchtime. 

 
  Also, potential project-generated impacts to State Route 92 (SR 92) were 

evaluated.  Of the trips that would be added to Highway 1 south of the restaurant, 
only a fraction of them would be expected to travel to and from SR 92.  There-
fore, based on the small number of trips generated by La Costanera Restaurant 
at lunchtime and the distance (almost 8 miles) between the restaurant and 
SR 92, the number of trips added to SR 92 would be negligible. 

 
  The project may result in a minimal increase in bicycle traffic in the project area, 

which is not anticipated to significantly affect existing bicycle traffic patterns.  As 
noted previously, bicycle safety in the area was studied in “Highway 1 Safety and 
Mobility Improvement Study:  Phase 2, San Mateo County Midcoast, Montara, 
Moss Beach,”5 dated October 2012, and planning efforts to encourage the 
implementation of study recommendations are ongoing.  No mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

 
Vehicle patterns at the project site would also change from current patterns due 
to increased vehicle traffic as described above, the minor reduction in beach user 
parking, and due to the proposed valet parking system in Lot C that would 
accommodate 31 cars where 25 parking spaces exist.  The change in vehicle 
patterns may increase the frequency of interactions among pedestrians, 
bicyclists and vehicles.  Mitigation Measure 10, which requires the property 
owner to designate walking/bicycle paths across Lots A and C, using methods 
such as striping and signage, in order to reduce conflicts between pedestrians, 

                                                 
5 The “Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study:  Phase 2, San Mateo County Midcoast, 
Montara, Moss Beach” may be accessed at 
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/Attachments/planning/PDFs/Midcoast%20Mobility/SMM_Ph_2_Study_Fina
l_LR.pdf 
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bicyclists, and vehicle traffic, would reduce project impacts from changes in 
vehicular traffic patterns or volumes to a less than significant level.  No additional 
mitigation measures required.  

 
 e. Will (or could) this project result in or increase traffic hazards? 
 
  Yes, Not Significant.  The project traffic report includes the results of gap 

analysis and analysis of Sight Distance at the Project Driveways, also provided 
below. 

 
  Gap Analysis 
 
  Traffic gaps at a driveway occur when there is a break in traffic sufficient for 

drivers to exit or enter the driveway.  Larger gaps in traffic are necessary for a left 
turn out of a driveway, since this movement usually requires gaps in traffic in 
both directions of travel.  If there are insufficient gaps or traffic to turn into or out 
of a driveway, vehicle delays will occur. 

 
  Hexagon observed traffic operations at the driveways on either side of the 

restaurant at lunchtime on a Friday and Saturday.  Gap counts also were 
conducted on Highway 1 to determine whether there are sufficient gaps in 
Highway 1 traffic for restaurant trips to get into and out of the site without undue 
delay or queuing.  While most drivers require less than a 10-second gap in traffic 
to turn left into a driveway on Highway 1, most drivers require a gap of 10 
seconds or more to turn left out of a driveway on Highway 1.  Based on the count 
data, there were 31 gaps in traffic on Highway 1 of 10 seconds or more between 
12:00 and 1:00 p.m. on Friday, and 53 gaps in traffic on Highway 1 of 10 
seconds or more between 12:00 and 1:00 p.m. Saturday.  Many of the gaps were 
long enough to allow multiple cars to turn left.  The wait time to turn left into or 
out of the site would not be excessive.  Based on the project trip generation 
estimates, it is estimated that only six trips would turn left into the project 
driveway and four trips would turn left out of the project driveway. 

 
  Thus, it can be concluded that sufficient gaps in traffic exist on Highway 1 to 

accommodate the restaurant generated inbound and outbound trips that would 
occur during the lunchtime period of the day. 

 
  Sight Distance at the Project Driveways 
 
  Providing the appropriate sight distance reduces the likelihood of a collision at an 

intersection or driveway.  Sight distance generally should be provided in 
accordance with CalTrans standards.  The minimum acceptable sight distance is 
often considered the CalTrans stopping sight distance.  Sight distance 
requirements vary depending on the roadway speeds.  For a driveway serving 
La Costanera Restaurant on Highway 1, which has a posted speed limit of 
45 mph, the CalTrans stopping sight distance is 430 feet (based on a design 
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speed of 50 mph).  Thus, a driver must be able to see 430 feet down Highway 1 
in order to stop and avoid a collision.  The parking lot driveways near the 
restaurant currently meet the standards. 

 
  No mitigation measures are necessary. 
 
 g. Will (or could) this project generate traffic which will adversely affect the 

traffic carrying capacity of any roadway? 
 
  Yes, Not Significant.  As described in the answer to Question 5.c., above, 

potential project impact to vehicular traffic volumes is considered less than 
significant.  The project traffic report has found that Highway 1 has adequate 
capacity to accommodate additional trips generated by the restaurant at 
lunchtime.  Additionally, it finds that, based on the small number of trips 
generated by La Costanera Restaurant at lunchtime and the distance (almost 8 
miles) between the restaurant and SR 92, the number of trips added to SR 92 
would be negligible.  No mitigation measures are necessary. 

 
6. LAND USE AND GENERAL PLANS 
 
 a. Will (or could) this project result in the congregating of more than 50 

people on a regular basis? 
 
  Yes, Not Significant.  The project will result in the addition of brunch and 

lunchtime service for up to 93 persons on Fridays and weekends for an existing 
restaurant which currently provides dinnertime only service for up to 189 
persons.  As the existing restaurant already accommodates more than 50 people 
during the dinnertime, the addition of brunch and lunchtime service at the same 
site would not result in significant impacts related to the congregating of more 
than 50 persons at the restaurant site. 

 
  The project also involves the formalization of historical parking uses for up to 21 

cars at the State Parks property.  It is possible, although unlikely, that 50 persons 
could occupy the site at one time.  However, the site has been used historically 
for beach user parking and is not likely to result in new significant impacts related 
to the congregating of more than 50 persons at the project sites.  Instead, as 
discussed in Section 5.a. of this report, above, access and landscaping 
improvements at the property will improve user safety and environmental 
stewardship of the property. 

 
  The potential environmental impacts of the proposed intensification of the 

existing restaurant use and formalization of the parking use at the State Parks 
property is discussed in other sections of this report.  No mitigation measures are 
necessary. 
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 d. Will (or could) this project result in any changes in land use, either on or off 

the project site? 
 
  Yes, Not Significant.  As discussed in Section 6.a., above, the project will result 

in the addition of brunch and lunchtime service for up to 93 persons on Fridays 
and weekends to an existing restaurant which currently provides dinnertime only 
service for up to 189 persons.  As the existing restaurant already accommodates 
a higher level of use during the dinnertime, the addition of brunch and lunchtime 
service would not result in a significant change to land use.  The potential 
environmental impacts of the proposed intensification of the existing restaurant 
use is discussed in other sections of this report.  No mitigation measures 
necessary. 

 
  The project also involves the formalization of historical parking uses for up to 21 

cars at the State property.  With project implementation, the State property will 
continue to be used for parking purposes.  However, as discussed in Section 5.a. 
of this report, above, access and landscaping improvements at the property will 
improve user safety and environmental stewardship of the property.  No 
mitigation measures necessary. 

 
 e. Will (or could) this project serve to encourage off-site development of 

presently undeveloped areas or increase development intensity of already 
developed areas (examples include the introduction of new or expanded 
public utilities, new industry, commercial facilities or recreation activities)? 

 
  Yes, Not Significant.  As discussed in Section 5.a. of this report, while project 

implementation will decrease available daytime beach user parking at both 
properties by nine spaces on Fridays and weekends, the project will result in 
increased daytime beach user parking on Mondays through Thursdays and 
nighttime beach user parking. 

 
  The project traffic report also notes that, based on field observations, there was 

plenty of parking available within the two restaurant parking lots and the State 
property, as well as another public lot located just south of Lot C (which provides 
additional beach parking for about 10 cars), during the brunch and lunchtime 
period.  While it is acknowledged that there is a need for formalized parking 
areas to serve beach users in the project area, the project itself would not directly 
encourage or cause the development of new parking facilities in the area.  No 
mitigation measures necessary. 

 
 f. Will (or could) this project adversely affect the capacity of any public 

facilities (streets, highways, freeways, public transit, schools, parks, police, 
fire, hospitals), public utilities (electrical, water and gas supply lines, 
sewage and storm drain discharge lines, sanitary landfills) or public works 
serving the site? 
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  Yes, Not Significant.  As discussed in Section 5 of this report, this project would 

not adversely affect the capacity of any public streets, highways, or freeways.  
The project involves brunch and lunch service on Fridays and weekends only 
and is not anticipated to impact public transit systems or result in the hiring of a 
significant number of additional full-time employees so as to result in a significant 
impact to schools, parks, police, fire, or hospitals.  The existing restaurant is 
served by existing public utility lines and services and, therefore, the project is 
not likely to significantly and adversely affect the capacity of electrical, water and 
gas supply lines, sewage lines, or sanitary landfills. 

 
  Regarding storm drainage, the project involves the repair of existing storm drain 

discharge systems.  As discussed in Section 1.c. of this report, the project would 
may also result in 5,000 sq. ft. or more of new impervious surface (e.g., if the dirt 
lot is compacted to 95% compaction, then the lot would be considered 
impervious).  Mitigation Measure 2 ensures compliance with Provision C.3 and to 
ensure that stormwater treatment, if required, has been reviewed by the project 
geotechnical consultant. 

 
  No additional mitigation measures are necessary. 
 
 g. Will (or could) this project generate any demands that will cause a public 

facility or utility to reach or exceed its capacity? 
 
  Yes, Not Significant.  As discussed in Section 6.f., above, the project would not 

generate any demands that will cause a public facility or utility to reach or exceed 
its capacity.  No additional mitigation measures are needed. 

 
 o. Will (or could) this project result in possible interference with an 

emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? 
 
  Yes, Not Significant.  As described in the answer to Question 5.c., above, as 

mitigated, potential project impact to vehicular traffic patterns or volumes is 
considered would be reduced to a less than significant level.  Therefore, the 
project would not result in significant traffic-related interference with an 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan for the area.  No 
mitigation measures are needed. 

 
7. AESTHETIC, CULTURAL AND HISTORIC 
 
 a. Will (or could) this project be adjacent to a designated Scenic Highway or 

within a State or County Scenic Corridor? 
 
  Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  Both properties are located along the 

Cabrillo Highway (Highway 1) County-Designated Scenic Route.  The project 
involves legalization of minor modifications to the existing restaurant structure, 
including two exterior patios and nine outdoor lighting fixtures.  Patios will not be 
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visible from Highway 1.  While outdoor lighting is not proposed along Highway 1, 
lighting proposed within the restaurant parking lots will be visible from Highway 1. 

 
  Proposed Legalization of Lighting Visible from Highway 1 
 
  The lighting plan (Attachment E) includes the legalization of five 150-watt lights 

which illuminate Parking Lot A.  Staff conducted a nighttime field investigation 
and found only three of the five to be operational at the time.  The three lights 
provided adequate illumination of the parking lot.  In order to minimize light 
impacts to the Highway 1 County-Designated Scenic Route, Mitigation Measure 
11 10 requires the removal of two of the 150-watt light fixtures which illuminate 
Parking Lot A. 

 
  While the applicant does not propose any new lighting in Parking Lot C, staff’s 

field investigation revealed that existing lighting was not effective in illuminating 
the parking lot and created unnecessary ambient lighting visible from Highway 1.  
Mitigation Measure 12 11 requires the applicant to replace or reposition existing 
light fixtures such that light is directed downward at the parking lot only, each 
lighting fixture does not exceed 150 watts, and total lighting fixtures does not 
exceed three. 

 
  The project also involves formalization of historical beach user parking uses at 

the State property.  Improvements on the State property include minor grading, 
landscaping and the placement of gravel on the land.  The new gravel surface of 
the parking lot will be minimally visible from Highway 1, but will largely blend with 
existing views along Highway 1.  Landscaping and a walking path, as shown on 
the landscape plan (Attachment F), proposed along the bluff of the State Parks 
property will be minimally visible from Highway 1 and will result in a beneficial 
visual impact. 

 
  With the implementation of the following mitigation measures, potential project 

impacts to views along the County-Designated Scenic Route would be 
considered less than significant: 

 
  Mitigation Measure 1110:  Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of 

the building permit, the applicant shall remove two of the 150-watt light fixtures 
which illuminate Parking Lot A, such that there is no more than three lighting 
fixtures on the north side of the restaurant building. 

 
  Mitigation Measure 1211:  Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of 

the building permit, the applicant shall replace or reposition existing light fixtures 
in Parking Lot C such that light is directed downward at the parking lot only, each 
lighting fixture does not exceed 150 watts, and the total number of lighting 
fixtures does not exceed three. 
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 b. Will (or could) this project obstruct scenic views from existing residential 

areas, public lands, public water body, or roads? 
 
  Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  The project involves formalization of 

historical beach user parking uses at the State property.  Improvements on the 
State property include minor grading, landscaping and the placement of gravel 
on the land.  Such improvements will not obstruct scenic views.  The project also 
involves legalization of minor modifications (two exterior patios and nine outdoor 
lighting fixtures) to the existing restaurant structure.  Proposed modifications to 
the restaurant structure and the formalization of parking at the State Parks 
property will be minimally visible from residential areas across Highway 1.  View 
impacts to the Highway 1 County-Designated Scenic Route are discussed in 
Section 7.a., above. 

 
  Proposed lighting and patios will be visible from public lands (Montara State 

Beach) and a public water body (Pacific Ocean).  Patios do not obstruct scenic 
views, as they blend in with the existing restaurant building.  However, during a 
nighttime field investigation, staff observed several temporary lantern lighting 
(not shown in the lighting plan) along the perimeter of the lower floor patio.  The 
lighting plan (Attachment E) includes the legalization four 400-watt lights that 
illuminate the rear building elevation and beach.  At the time of staff’s nighttime 
field investigation, only three of the four lights on the west building elevation 
(beach side) were operational.  However, the three 400-watt lights, along with 
several lantern lights, cast excessive light on the patio and on the beach, which 
obstruct views of Montara State Beach from the restaurant and views from the 
beach to the restaurant.  Mitigation Measure 13 12 requires the applicant to 
modify the lighting plan for the rear/west elevation such that lighting fixtures are 
positioned no higher than the ceiling height of the lower floor, each lighting fixture 
does not exceed 150 watts, and the number of lighting fixtures shall not exceed 
five.  Prior to the Current Planning Section’s final approval of the building permit, 
staff shall review the wattage of the west elevation and wattage shall be adjusted 
as required by staff to achieve adequate lighting for patio dining and minimization 
of light impacts on beach areas.  Also, no temporary lighting is permitted on the 
property without the approval of the Community Development Director. 

 
  With the implementation of the following mitigation measures, potential for 

project-related development to obstruct scenic views from existing residential 
areas, public lands, public water body, or roads would be considered less than 
significant: 

 
  Mitigation Measure 1312:  The applicant shall modify the lighting plan for the 

rear/west elevation such that lighting fixtures are positioned no higher than the 
ceiling height of the lower floor, each lighting fixture does not exceed 150 watts, 
and the number of lighting fixtures shall not exceed five.  Prior to the Current 
Planning Section’s final approval of the building permit, staff shall review the 
wattage of the west elevation and wattage shall be adjusted as required by staff 
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to achieve adequate lighting for patio dining and minimization of light impacts on 
beach areas.  Also, no temporary lighting is permitted on the property without the 
approval of the Community Development Director. 

 
 d. Will (or could) this project directly or indirectly affect historical or archae-

ological resources on or near the site? 
 
  Yes, Significant Unless Mitigated.  According to the results of a record search 

by the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS), dated 
January 7, 2013, the proposed project area contains or is adjacent to the 
archaeological site, P-41-000117.  CHRIS staff recommended that a qualified 
professional assess the staus of the resource(s) and provide project specific 
recommendations. 

 
A cultural resource study was prepared by Virginia Hagensieker, B.A. and Janine 
M. Loyd, M.A./R.P.A. for Tom Origer and Associates, dated March 3, 2013.  It 
should be noted that the cultural resource study is not attached to this document 
nor are exact locations of the site provided in this document in order to protect 
the cultural site.  The following are the results of the cultural study. 
 
Study Area Location and Description 
 
The study area comprises the parcel at 8150 Cabrillo Highway and an adjoining 
portion of the adjacent State Parks land, located just north of Montara, as shown 
on the Montara Mountain, California 7.5’ USGS topographic map.  At present, the 
study area has a restaurant, its associated paved parking lot, and a dirt lot on the 
State Parks portion.   
 
The nearest fresh water source is Martina Creek, which flows about 600 meters 
north of the study area.  The terrain in this area is mostly flat. 
 
The geology of the study area is mesozoic granitic rocks, primarily including 
quartz diorite and granodiorite (Jennings and Burnett 1961). 
 
Soils within the study area are Typic Argiustolls (Kashiwagi and Hokholt 1991: 
Sheet 5).  These soils are moderately well-draining coastal alluvium derived from 
sedimentary rock, and found on fluviomarine terraces.  Typic Argiustolls soils 
typically support the growth of annual grasses, forbs, and scattered brush 
(Kashiwagi and Hokholt 1991:34). 
 
Cultural Setting 
 
Archaeological evidence indicates that human occupation of California began at 
least 12,000 years ago (Fredrickson 1984:506).  Early occupants appear to have 
had an economy based largely on hunting, with limited exchange, and social 
structures based on extended family units.  Later, milling technology and an 
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inferred acorn economy were introduced.  This diversification of economy 
appears coeval with the development of sedentism, population growth, and 
expansion.  Sociopolitical complexity and status distinctions based on wealth are 
also observable in the archaeological record, as evidenced by an increased 
range and distribution of trade goods (e.g., shell beads, obsidian tool stone), 
which are possible indicators of both status and increasingly complex exchange 
systems.   
 
At the time of European settlement, the study area was situated within the area 
controlled by the Ramaytush linguistic group of the Ohlone/Costanoan (Levy 
1978).  The Ohlone/Costanoan were hunter-gatherers who lived in rich 
environments that allowed for dense populations with complex social structures 
(Barrett 1908; Kroeber 1925).  They settled in large, permanent villages about 
which were distributed seasonal camps and task-specific sites. Primary village 
sites were occupied throughout the year and other sites were visited in order to 
procure particular resources that were especially abundant or available only 
during certain seasons.  Sites often were situated near fresh water sources and 
in ecotones where plant life and animal life were diverse and abundant.  For 
more information about the Ohlone/Costanoan see Milliken (1995), Teixeira 
(1997), Bean (1994), and Margolin (1978). 
 
Native American Contact 
 
The State of California’s Native American Heritage Commission, Amah/Mutsun 
Tribal Band, Costanoan Rumsen Carmel Tribe, Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of 
Costanoan, Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the SF Bay Area, The Ohlone 
Indian Tribe, Trina Marine Ruano Family, and Jakki Kehl were contacted in 
writing.  
 
Archival Study Procedures 
 
Archival research included examination of the library and project files at Tom 
Origer and Associates.  A review (NWIC File No. 12-0876) was completed of the 
archaeological site base maps and records, survey reports, and other materials 
on file at the Northwest Information Center (NWIC), Sonoma State University, 
Rohnert Park.  Sources of information included but were not limited to the current 
listings of properties on the National Register of Historic Places (National 
Register), California Historical Landmarks, California Register of Historical 
Resources (California Register), and California Points of Historical Interest as 
listed in the Office of Historic Preservation’s Historic Property Directory (OHP 
2012). 
 
The Office of Historic Preservation has determined that structures older than 45 
years should be considered potentially important historical resources, and former 
building and structure locations could be potentially important historic archae-
ological sites.  Archival research included an examination of historical maps to 
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gain insight into the nature and extent of historical development in the general 
vicinity, and especially within the study area.  Maps ranged from hand-drawn 
maps of the 1800s (e.g., GLO plats) to topographic maps issued by the United 
States Geological Survey (USGS) and the Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) 
from the early to the middle 20th century. 
 
In addition, ethnographic literature that describes appropriate Native American 
groups, county histories, and other primary and secondary sources were 
reviewed.  
 
Archival Study Findings 
 
Archival research found that the entire study area was included in Hylkema’s 
Master’s Thesis (Hylkema 1991).  Two studies have been conducted adjacent to 
the current study area (Fitzgerald 2000; Rose 2010).  Three other studies have 
been conducted within a quarter-mile of the current study area (Gross 1984; 
Gross and Weigel 1984; Soule 1978).  Six cultural resources are located within 
the project vicinity, two of which are Nelson shellmounds.  CA-SMA-115, a small 
shell midden, is located in the project area.  CA-SMA-115 was tested by San 
Jose State University in 1983.  The site consisted mostly of faunal material (shell 
and bone) and very few artifacts (chert debitage and three cobble tools). 
 
There are no reported ethnographic sites in the vicinity (Kroeber 1925).  
Historical maps show a couple buildings within the project area, by 1978, only the 
current building is depicted (GLO 1860; USGS 1896, 1915, 1939, 1956 [1978], 
1993). 
 
Field Survey Procedures 
 
A field survey was completed by Ms. Hagensieker on February 26, 2012.  The 
approximately two-acre study area was examined intensively where soils were 
visible.  Visibility was moderate, with vegetation, fill materials, and pavement 
being the chief hindrances.  A hoe was used as needed to clear small patches of 
vegetation so that the ground could be inspected.  An auger was used to 
determine the extent of CA-SMA-115. 
 
Field Survey Findings 
 
CA-SMA-115 is located within the project area and the site record was updated.  
The site does not appear to extend any farther into the project area than is 
depicted on the site record.  No other cultural resources were found within the 
study area. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Known Resources 
 
It is recommended that the area of CA-SMA-115 be fenced during construction to 
assure that no inadvertent damage from equipment or personnel takes place.  If 
this area cannot be avoided, it is recommended that earth-moving activities in 
this area be monitored by an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Qualification Standards. 
 
Grading and Drainage Plans for the parking lot improvements, dated October 1, 
2013 (Attachments C, D and F), show that the project avoids the CA-SMA-115 
cultural site.   
 
Accidental Discovery 
 
There is the possibility that buried archaeological deposits could be present, and 
accidental discovery could occur.  In keeping with the CEQA Guidelines, if 
archaeological remains are uncovered, work at the place of discovery should be 
halted immediately until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the finds 
(§15064.5[f]).  Prehistoric archaeological site indicators include:  obsidian and 
chert flakes and chipped stone tools; grinding and mashing implements (e.g., 
slabs and handstones, and mortars and pestles); bedrock outcrops and boulders 
with mortar cups; and locally darkened midden soils.  Midden soils may contain a 
combination of any of the previously listed items with the possible addition of six 
bone and shell remains, and fire affected stones.  Historic period site indicators 
generally include:  fragments of glass, ceramic, and metal objects; milled and 
split lumber; and structure and feature remains such as building foundations and 
discrete trash deposits (e.g., wells, privy pits, dumps). 
 
The following actions are promulgated in Public Resources Code 5097.98 and 
Health and Human Safety Code 7050.5, and pertain to the discovery of human 
remains.  If human remains are encountered, excavation or disturbance of the 
location must be halted in the vicinity of the find, and the County Coroner 
contacted.  If the coroner determines the remains are Native American, the 
coroner will contact the Native American Heritage Commission.  The Native 
American Heritage Commission will identify the person or persons believed to be 
most likely descended from the deceased Native American.  The most likely 
descendant makes recommendations regarding the treatment of the remains 
with appropriate dignity.  In a conversation with staff on April 23, 2013, 
Ms. Hagensieker stated that the possibility for accidental discovery is likely very 
low, as the cultural site does not appear to extend any farther into the project 
area than is depicted on the site record.  While the project has been re-designed 
to avoid this area, staff has incorporated these requirements into Mitigation 
Measure 14, Planning staff has added the following mitigation measure, in order 
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to mitigate potential impact to unrecorded archaeological site(s) at the State 
Parks property: 

 
  Mitigation Measure 1413:  The applicant and contractors must be prepared to 

carry out the requirements of California State law with regard to the discovery of 
human remains during construction, whether historic or prehistoric.  In the event 
that any human remains are encountered during site disturbance, all ground-
disturbing work shall cease immediately and the County coroner shall be notified 
immediately.  If the coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the 
Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted within 24 hours.  A 
qualified archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American Heritage 
Commission, shall recommend subsequent measures for disposition of the 
remains. The applicant shall comply with the following requirements relating to 
the avoidance of the CA-SMA-115 cultural site and discovery of archaeological 
remains, including human remains, during all grading and construction activity: 
 
a. Prior to the Current Planning Section’s approval of the building permit 

application, the applicant shall demonstrate that all grading and 
construction will avoid the CA-SMA-115 cultural site. 

 
b. Prior to the issuance of the grading permit “hard card,” the applicant shall 

demonstrate proper protection of the CA-SMA-115 cultural site for grading 
and construction activity.  The area shall be fenced during grading and 
construction to assure that no inadvertent damage from equipment or 
personnel takes place.  

 
c. If archaeological remains are uncovered, work at the place of discovery 

should be halted immediately until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate 
the finds (§15064.5[f]). 

 
d. If human remains are encountered, excavation or disturbance of the 

location must be halted in the vicinity of the find, and the County Coroner 
contacted immediately.  If the coroner determines the remains are Native 
American, the coroner will contact the Native American Heritage 
Commission within 24 hours.  The Native American Heritage Commission 
will identify the person or persons believed to be most likely descended 
from the deceased Native American.  The most likely descendant makes 
recommendations regarding the treatment of the remains with appropriate 
dignity. 

 
 e. Will (or could) this project visually intrude into an area having natural 

scenic qualities? 
 
  Yes, Not Significant.  Please see Sections 7.a. and b., above.  No additional 

mitigation measures are needed. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Vicinity Map 
B. Project Geotechnical Reports: 
 
 1. Geotechnical Engineering Consultation, Poor Drainage and Riprap Erosion, La 

Costanera Restaurant, 8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, California, BAGG 
Engineers, February 9, 2010. 

 2. Geotechnical Engineering Consultation, Unpaved Parking Lot, La Costanera 
Restaurant, 8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, California, BAGG Engineers, 
October 27, 2011. 

 3. Update of Geotechnical Consultation Report, dated October 27, 2011, Unpaved 
Parking Lot La Costanera Restaurant, 8150 Cabrillo Highway, Montara, 
California, BAGG Engineers, dated January 3, 2013. 

 
C. Grading and Drainage Plans (Revised version dated October 1, 2013) 
D. Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (Revised version dated October 1, 2013) 
E. Lighting Plan 
F. Landscapeing Plan (Revised version dated April 2, 2013) 
G. Parking Plan 
H. Seating Plan 
I. Vegetation Map, TRA Environmental Services, Inc. 
J. Letter of Intent 
K. 1984 Use Permit 
L. “Traffic and Parking Study for La Costanera Restaurant,” dated December 10, 2012, 

prepared by Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. 
M. Montara State Beach Coast Trail Access Maps, “Highway 1 Safety and Mobility 

Improvement Study:  Phase 2, San Mateo County Midcoast, Montara, Moss Beach”, 
dated October 2012. 

 
Note: The “Highway 1 Safety and Mobility Improvement Study:  Phase 2, San Mateo 

County Midcoast, Montara, Moss Beach” is available at the following link: 
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/Attachments/planning/PDFs/Midcoast%20Mobility/
SMM_Ph_2_Study_Final_LR.pdf 

 
CML:jlh/fc – CMLW0894(rev)_WJH.DOC 
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www.baggengineers.com 
phone:  650.852.9133 fax:  650.852.9138 info@baggengineers.com  

847  West  Maude  Avenue,  Sunnyvale,  California  94085-­‐2911  
 

 

   January  3,  2013  
   BAGG  Job  No.  AGLLC-­‐01-­‐00  

                       

A  &  G,  LLC                
c/o  La  Costanera  Restaurant     
8150  Cabrillo  Hwy  
Montara,  CA        94037  
  
Attention:    Mr.  Hamid  Rafiei     

Update  of  Geotechnical  Consultation  
Report  Dated  October  27,  2011  
Unpaved  Parking  Lot  
La  Costanera  Restaurant  
8150  Cabrillo  Highway  
Montara,  California    

  
Dear  Mr.  Rafiei:  

This   letter  updates   the  pavement   recommendations  presented   in  our   consultation   report   for  

the   unpaved   parking   lot   located   north   of   the   La   Costanera   Restaurant   site   in   Montara,  

California.    We  understand  that  the  drainage  requirements  have  now  changed  for  the  parking  

lot,  and  that  the  storm  water  can  no  longer  drain  to  the  ocean;  rather,  the  surface  runoff  has  to  

remain  on   the  parking   lot   and   seep   into   the   subgrade.      The  parking   lot  will   only  be  used   for  

regular  automobile  parking  and  no  trucks  will  be  allowed  on  the  lot.    Our  previous  consultation  

report  recommended  the  following:  

  
Place   a   layer   of   Tensar   TriAx   geogrid   (such   as   TX140   or   equivalent)   between   the  
subgrade  and  the  aggregate  base  material;  the  intent  is  to  improve  the  load  carrying  
capacity  of  the  parking  lot  surface  under  the  moving  loads.   

  

Because   the   surface   runoff   cannot   readily   seep   through   the   Caltrans   Class   2   aggregate   base  

material,   it  would   be   necessary   to   replace   it  with   a  more   permeable  medium.      Allowing   the  

runoff  to  saturate  the  subgrade  material  would  require  a  deeper  permeable  gravel  section  to  
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be  able  to  hold  water.    We  recommend  the  following  revised  gravel  section  for  the  parking  lot  

from  top  to  bottom:  

  

 Six  inches  of  Class  2  Permeable  Material,  compacted  to  a  minimum  of  90  percent  
relative  compaction  based  on  ASTM  D1557;  

 A  layer  of  Tensar  TriAx  geogrid  (such  as  TX140  or  equivalent);  
 Six  inches  of  Class  2  Permeable  Material  compacted  to  a  minimum  of  95  percent  

relative  compaction  based  on  ASTM  D1557;  
 A  layer  of  Tensar  TriAx  geogrid  (such  as  TX140  or  equivalent);  
 Compaction  of  the  upper  6   inches  of  the  subgrade  material  to  a  minimum  of  95  

percent  relative  compaction  based  on  ASTM  D1557.  
  
  
We  trust  this  letter  addresses  the  support  requirements  for  the  subject  parking  lot.    Please  do  

not  hesitate   to   contact  us   if   you  have  questions  or   comments   regarding   the   contents  of   this  

letter.      

  

Very  truly  yours,  

BAGG  Engineers  
  
  
  
  
  
Bruce  Gaviglio  
Senior  Geotechnical  Engineer  
  
BG/sd  
  
Distribution:      3  copies  addressee  
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GRADING AND DRAINAGE PLANS SHALL BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE
PROJECT GEOTECHNICAL/ SOILS ENGINEER. GEOTECHNICAL/ SOILS ENGINEER TO
PROVIDE AND FURNISH LETTER OF APPROVAL TO CITY.
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SECTION C-C

SECTION B-B



ALTERNATE  DETAIL

SILT FENCE

STANDARD DETAIL
CONCRETE WASHOUT AREA

EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL NOTES AND MEASURES

PROFILE

PLAN

PERSPECTIVE

(TO BE MAINTAINED)

 FIBER ROLL

STORM INLET SEDIMENT TRAP-FIBER ROLLS

TEMPORARY COVER ON STOCK PILE

Maintenance

FIBER ROLL NOTES

STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE
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Focus  Area  Design  Proposals

Proposed Improvements:
Separate parking facilities on either side of  the 
highway. 

on west side of  highway with one-way access 
lane. 
Parking lot and Rancho Corral de Tierra access 
approximately 800 feet or .15/mile east of  the 
highway.
Highway crossing at proposed Coastal Trail 
alignment. 
Rancho Corral de Tierra parking could operate 

Montara  State  Beach  Coast  
and  Trail  Access

H
w
y	
  1

Potential  
trail  access
parking  lot

Formalized  parallel  pkg  
with  one-­way  access

MSB  north  lot

Restaurant  north  
(shared  lot)

MSB  south  lot

Restaurant  south  
(shared  lot)

M
ontara	
  State	
  Beach	
  (M

SB)

Fallowed  Land

Painted  median  
&  left  turn  bay

Coastal  Trail  connection  
&  designated  crossing

Improved  parking  
lot  with  structured  
pervious  surface

Coast	
  Trail

Co
as
t	
  T
ra
il

Coast	
  Trail

Old	
  San	
  Pedro	
  M
t	
  Rd	
  alignm

ent

Private	
  R
oad

Fa
ra
llo
ne
	
  Tr
ai
l	
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nm
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t
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Focus  Area  Design  Proposals

Highway 1 facing north is shown above,  just north of  1st Street with the Coastal Trail and the northernmost parking lot for 

H
w
y	
  1

2nd	
  St

1st	
  St

Proposed Improvements:
Raised medians from north of  1st 
street through south of  2nd street 
for gateway at the north end of  the 
developed area of  the San Mateo 
County Midcoast.
Restricted access (right turns in/out) 
to/from central beach access lot.
Designated pedestrian crossing at 
2nd street with marked crosswalk 
and median refuge.
Coastal Trail transition to west side 
of  the highway to provide a walkway 
and bikeway in high use area.

Entry  median

Median  with  
left  turn  pockets

Coast  Trail  
alignment

C
oast/P

arallel  Trail  
shared  route  alignm

ent

Pedestrian  
crossing    &  
refuge  island

Restaurant

M
ontara	
  State	
  Beach

M
ain	
  St

Montara  North  Community  Entry  and  Circulation

Trail  crossing  
signs  and  
high  visibility  
crosswalks  at  
driveways
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