
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  April 12, 2023 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  Consideration of a Design Review Permit, Non-

Conforming Use Permit (NCUP), and Coastal Development Permit (CDP) 
to allow construction of a new 1,085 sq. ft. two-story single-family 
residence on a 2,500 sq. ft. legal non-conforming parcel at Bernal and 
Alvarado Avenues in the unincorporated area of Moss Beach.  The NCUP 
is required to allow development of the non-conforming parcel, one (1) 
covered parking space where two (2) covered spaces are required, and a 
side yard setback of 5 feet where 10 feet is required.  The project includes 
minor grading and no tree removal.  This project is exempt from 
environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15303, Class 3 (a), relating to the 
construction of one single-family residence in an urban, residential zone, 
and is appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2021-00282 (Singh) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant proposes to construct a new single-family residence with an attached 
one-car garage on a legal, non-conforming, 2,500 sq. ft. undeveloped parcel, where 
20,000 sq. ft. is minimum lot size required in the S-105 Zoning District.  Due to the 
substandard lot size, a Non-Conforming Use Permit is required to allow development on 
a non-conforming legal lot and to allow a proposed 5-foot side setback where 10 feet is 
the minimum required; and to allow one covered parking space where two covered 
spaces are required.  The site is located at the intersection of Bernal and Alvarado 
Avenues and is surrounded by undeveloped lots to the west and south and developed 
lots to the north and northeast, as shown in figures 1 and 2 below.  A new single-family 
residence at 30 Bernal Avenue (PLN 2019-00068/BLD 2019-02762) is being 
constructed southeast of the parcel.  The project involves minor grading and no tree 
removal. 
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RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning Commission approve the Design Review Permit, Coastal 
Development Permit, and Non-Conforming Use Permit for County File Number PLN 
2021-00282, by making the required findings and adopting the conditions of approval 
listed in Attachment A. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Conformance with General Plan 
 
The project is in compliance with the several General Plan policies, such as Water 
Supply Policy 10.1 (Coordinate Planning), Wastewater Policies 11.1 and 11.2 
(Adequate Wastewater Management and Coordinate Planning), Natural Hazard Policies 
15.20 (Review Criteria for Locating Development in Geotechnical Hazard Areas),15.21 
(Requirement for Detailed Geotechnical Investigations) and Man-Made Hazards 
Policies 16.41 to 16.43. 
 
Compliance with Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
 
A Coastal Development Permit (CDP) is required for new development outside of the 
Single-Family Residence Categorical Exclusion Area.  The site is located within the 
Coastal Commission Appeals Jurisdiction of the Coastal Development Zoning District.  
If granted by the County, the CDP is appealable to the Coastal Commission.  Staff has 
determined that the project is in compliance with applicable Local Coastal Program 
(LCP) Policies such as Policy 1.18 (Location of New Development), Policy 1.20 
(Definition of Infill), Policy 1.23 (Timing of New Housing Development in the Midcoast), 
Policy 1.36 (Half Moon Bay Airport Influence Area Requirements -Map 1.5), Policy 7.3 
(Protection of Sensitive Habitats), Visual Resources Policy 8.13 (Special Design 
Guidelines for Coastal Communities), Shoreline Access Component Policy 10.1 (Permit 
conditions for Shoreline Access), Policy 10.3 (Definition of Shoreline Access) and 
Hazards Component Policy 9.2 (Designation of Hazard Areas) and Policy 9.3.c. 
(Regulation of Geologic Hazard Areas). 
 
Conformance with Zoning Regulations 
 
The project site is a legal, non-conforming 2,500 sq. ft. lot, where the minimum lot size 
is 20,000 sq. ft. and minimum average lot width is 75 feet, respectively, in the R-1/S-
105/DR/GH/CD zoning district.  The project complies with the maximum floor area ratio 
and lot coverage requirements, as well as the minimum front and rear setback 
requirements of this zoning district.  However, the project provides a 5-foot side setback 
where a minimum of 10 feet side setback is required, and proposes a single car garage, 
where a two-car garage is required. 
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The applicant is requesting a NCUP for developing a non-conforming parcel, reduction 
in covered parking spaces, and reduction in the required side setbacks.  These 
reductions require a Non-Conforming Use Permit, which allows for the consideration of 
project features which do not conform to the development standards.  The findings 
required to grant the NCUP can be made as described further in the staff report.  
 
Conformance with Geologic Hazard District Regulations 
 
The project site is in Zone 3 of the Geotechnical Hazards Map of the Geologic Analysis 
of the Seal Cove Area.  Zone 3 includes all lands located outside of the areas affected 
by active or potential landslides.  Zone 3 is the most stable part of the Seal Cove.  The 
applicant has submitted the required geotechnical investigations that have been 
reviewed by the County Geotechnical Engineer and peer reviewed by the County’s 
Geotechnical consultants. 
 
Environmental Evaluation 
 
This project is exempt from environmental review pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15303, Class 3 (a), relating to 
the construction of one single-family residence in an urban, residential zone.  The 
development is located in a residential zoning district. 
 
Public Correspondence 
 
Staff received public correspondence from several neighbors during the design review 
process.  The comments were both in favor and in opposition of the design.  Some of 
the concerns that were raised pertained to developing a substandard lot, parking issues, 
and growth in this neighborhood in the last couple of years.  The CDRC considered all 
public comments and testimonies provided on October 13, 2022, and January 12, 2023, 
CDRC meetings and recommended approval.  All public correspondence received for 
this item are attached under Attachment G of this report. 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  April 12, 2023 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Consideration of a Design Review Permit (DR), Non-Conforming Use 

Permit (NCUP), and Coastal Development Permit (CDP), pursuant to 
Sections 6565.3, 6133.3, and 6328.4 of the County Zoning Regulations, to 
allow construction of a new 1,085 sq. ft. two-story single-family residence 
on a 2,500 sq. ft. non-conforming parcel (recorded Certificate of 
Compliance, PLN 2010-00300) at Bernal and Alvarado Avenues in the 
unincorporated area of Moss Beach.  The NCUP is required to allow 
development of the non-conforming parcel, one (1) covered parking space 
where two (2) covered spaces are required, and a side yard setback of 5 
feet where 10 feet is required.  The project includes minor grading and no 
tree removal.  This project is exempt from environmental review pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 
15303, Class 3 (a), relating to the construction of one single-family 
residence in an urban, residential zone, and is appealable to the California 
Coastal Commission. 

 
 
 County File Number:  PLN 2021-00282 (Singh) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
The applicant proposes to construct a new single-family residence with an attached 
one-car garage on a legal, non-conforming, 2,500 sq. ft. undeveloped parcel, where 
20,000 sq. ft. is minimum lot size required in the S-105 Zoning District.  Due to the 
substandard lot size, a Non-Conforming Use Permit is required to allow development on 
a non-conforming legal lot and to allow a proposed 5-foot side setback where 10 feet is 
the minimum required; and to allow one covered parking space where two covered 
spaces are required.  The site is located at the intersection of Bernal and Alvarado 
Avenues and is surrounded by undeveloped lots to the west and south and developed 
lots to the north and northeast, as shown in figures 1 and 2 below.  A new single-family 
residence at 30 Bernal Avenue (PLN 2019-00068/BLD 2019-02762) is being 
constructed southeast of the parcel.  The project involves minor grading and no tree 
removal. 
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                            Figure 1 Proposed Project's Location, Source: Google Maps, Image from April 2023. 

 

 
Figure 2: Proposed Site Plan 

RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning Commission approve the DR, CDP, and NCUP for County File 
Number PLN 2021-00282, by making the required findings and adopting the conditions 
of approval listed in Attachment A. 
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BACKGROUND 
 
Report Prepared By:  Sonal Aggarwal, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-1860 
 
Owner:  Amandeep Singh 
 
Applicant:  Chong S. Lim 
 
Public Notification:  Public notification was sent ten (10) days in advance of this meeting 
and was mailed to property owners within 300 feet of the project parcel.  Notice of the 
hearing was posted in San Mateo Times on April 1, 2023, and Half Moon Bay on March 
29, 2023, for the general public circulation. 
 
Location:  At the intersection of Alvarado and Bernal Avenues, Moss Beach 
 
APN:  037-278-040 
 
Size:  2,500 sq. ft., minimum parcel size is 20,000 sq. ft. for the S-105 Zoning District 
 
Existing Zoning:  R-1/S-105/DR/GH/CD (One-family Residential/ 20,000 sq. ft. lot 
minimum/ Design Review/ Geologic Hazard Zone/ Coastal Development) 
 
General Plan Designation:  Low Density Residential 
 
Williamson Act:  This parcel is not under a Williamson Act Contract 
 
Parcel Legality:  The parcel was legalized through Certificate of Compliance (COC) - 
Type B Application, PLN 2010-00300 
 
Sphere-of-Influence:  City of Half Moon Bay 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant Lot 
 
Water Supply/Sewage Disposal:  Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD).  The 
district has conditionally approved the project pursuant to future sewer and water permit 
from the district prior to issuance of the building permit. 
 
Flood Zone:  Zone X (Areas of Minimal Flood Hazard), FEMA Panel 06081C0119F; 
Effective Date:  August 2, 2017 
 
Environmental Evaluation:  This project is exempt from environmental review pursuant 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15303, Class 
3(a), relating to the construction of one single-family residence in an urban, residential 
zone.  The proposed single-family residence is located in a residential zoning district 
within an urban area. 
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Setting:  The 2,500 sq. ft. undeveloped parcel is located at the intersection of Bernal 
and Alvarado Avenues; west of Cabrillo Highway (Highway 1) and Half Moon Bay 
Airport.  The property is located in an area designated for single-family residential use, 
with undeveloped lots located to the west and south, and developed lots located 
towards north and northeast.  The site is mostly flat without any vegetation.  The lot was 
originally created in 1908, as shown on the Map of Rivera Ocean Villa Tract Map, 
recorded June 15, 1908, shown in Figure 3 below. 
 

 
Figure 3: Lot as shown in Rivera Ocean Villa Tract Map, Recorded June 15, 1908  
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Chronology of Parcel: 

 
Date  Action 
 
2010 - Certificate of Compliance Type B (PLN 2010-00300) was 

recorded. 
 
2011 - Application for a new single-story was submitted under PLN 

2011-00365 
 
2012 - CDRC recommended denial of PLN 2011-00365 as it found 

that the project, did not comply with design standards.  The 
case was closed without any further action. 

 
August 23, 2021 - Application for a new two-story single-family home submitted 

under PLN 2021-00282. 
 
October 13, 2022 - The Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) reviews 

the subject project and suggests design changes for better 
compliance with design review standards. 

 
January 12, 2023 - The Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) reviews 

the subject project, as revised, and recommends approval. 
 
April 12, 2023 - Planning Commission public hearing. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
A. KEY ISSUES 
 
 1. Conformance with the County General Plan 

 

  a. Water Supply 
 
   Policy 10.1 (Coordinate Planning) requires the County to coordinate 

water supply planning with land use and wastewater management 
planning to assure that the supply and quality of water is 
commensurate with the level of development planned in the area.  The 
applicant is required to obtain all necessary sewer and water 
connections from the Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD) 
prior to the approval of the building permit. 

 
  b. Wastewater 
 
   Policies 11.1 and 11.2 (Adequate Wastewater Management and 

Coordinate Planning) require the County to plan for the provision of 
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adequate wastewater management facilities to serve development in 
order to protect public health and water quality and to coordinate 
wastewater management planning with land use and water supply 
planning to assure that the capacity of sewerage facilities is 
commensurate with the level of development planned for an area.  
The applicant will obtain a sewer permit from the Montara Water and 
Sanitary District (MWSD) prior to the approval of the building permit. 

 
  c. Natural Hazard 
 
   Policies 15.20 (Review Criteria for Locating Development in 

Geotechnical Hazard Areas) and 15.21 (Requirement for Detailed 
Geotechnical Investigations) seek to avoid siting of structures where 
they are jeopardized by geotechnical hazards and, if development is to 
occur in these areas, a detailed geotechnical investigation is required.  
A geotechnical investigation has been completed and a report 
submitted which has been conditionally approved by the County 
Building Department’s Geotechnical Section and County’s Geotech 
Peer Reviewer. 

 
  d. Man-Made Hazards Airport Safety 
 
   Policies 16.41 to 16.43 seek to regulate land uses surrounding airports 

to assure airport safety.  The property is located in the Half Moon Bay 
Airport Runway Safety Zone 7, Airport Influence Area.  As discussed 
in Section 3.a. of this report, the project conforms with applicable 
airport safety regulations. 

 
 2. Compliance with Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
 
  A Coastal Development Permit (CDP) is required for new development 

outside of the Single-Family Residence Categorical Exclusion Area.  The 
site is located within the Coastal Commission Appeals Jurisdiction of the 
Coastal Development Zoning District.  If granted by the County, the CDP is 
appealable to the Coastal Commission.  Staff has determined that the 
project is in compliance with applicable Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
Policies discussed below: 

 
  a. Locating and Planning New Development Component 
 
   Policy 1.18 (Location of New Development) directs new development 

to existing urban areas in order to discourage urban sprawl and 
maximize the efficiency of public facilities, services, and utilities.  Also, 
the policy requires new development to be concentrated in urban 
areas by requiring the “infilling” of existing residential subdivisions.   
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   Policy 1.20 (Definition of Infill) defines infill as the development of 
vacant land in urban areas that is subdivided and zoned for 
development at densities greater than one dwelling unit per 5 acres, 
and/or served by sewer and water.  The subject parcel is designated 
by the General Plan for Low Density Residential use, at a density of 
0.3-2.3 dwelling units per acre.  As proposed and conditioned, the 
project will be served by MWSD for water and sewer service.  
Therefore, the project is considered an infill project. 

 
   Policy 1.23 (Timing of New Housing Development in the Midcoast) 

limits the maximum number of new dwelling units built in the urban 
Midcoast to 40 units per calendar year so that roads, public services 
and facilities and community infrastructure are not overburdened from 
new residential development.  As of the print date of this report, 
building permits issued for new dwelling units are well under the 
maximum in the current 2023 calendar year. 

 
   Policy 1.36 (Half Moon Bay Airport Influence Area Requirements -Map 

1.5) locates the project site within Runway Safety Zone 7, the Half 
Moon Bay Airport, Airport Influence Area (AIA).  The Half Moon Bay 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) prohibits hazards to 
flight, and outdoor stadiums or other high intensity uses within this 
area.  The proposed project is to construct a single-family home which 
is a low intensity use and will therefore comply with the Airport Land 
Use Compatibility Plan.  Regarding noise, the project site is located 
outside the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) airport noise 
exposure contours and is, therefore, not exposed to significant levels 
of aircraft noise. 

 
  b. Sensitive Habitats Component 
 
   Policy 7.3 (Protection of Sensitive Habitats) prohibits any land use or 

development which would have significant adverse impact on sensitive 
habitat areas and requires development in areas adjacent to sensitive 
habitats to be sited and designed to prevent impacts that could 
significantly degrade the sensitive habitats.  The site consists of 
ruderal vegetation and is not located in an area identified as sensitive 
habitat in the Local Coastal Program. 

 
  c. Visual Resources Component 
 

The project site is not located in a scenic corridor. 
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Visual Resources Policy 8.13 (Special Design Guidelines for Coastal 
Communities) establishes design guidelines for Montara, Moss Beach, 
El Granada, and Miramar.  The proposed home complies with these 
guidelines as follows: 

 
   (1) On-site grading is minimal and only limited to standard 

construction activity. 
 
   (2) The proposed materials for the house, such as composite 

shingle roofing, stucco and board and batten siding, will be 
painted in subdued earth tone colors that presents a natural 
appearance. 

 
   (3) The architectural style compliments the coastal, diverse small  
 
  d. Shoreline Access Component 
 

   Policy 10.1 (Permit conditions for Shoreline Access) require some 
provision for shoreline access as a condition of granting development 
permits for any public or private development between the sea and the 
nearest road.  Policy 10.3 (Definition of Shoreline Access) define 
shoreline access as the provision of access for the general public from 
a public road to and along the shoreline. Classify shoreline access into 
two types: vertical and lateral. The project site is located on Bernal 
Avenue, which is an already established vertical shoreline access, and 
is connected to Ocean Boulevard, which acts as the lateral bluff-top 
access. Additionally, the siting of the project does not impede bluff 
access to the Ocean Boulevard or block coastal trails. Therefore, 
development of the parcel is in conformance with public access 
policies and will not block or impede access to local beaches or 
recreation areas. 

 
  e. Hazards Component 
 
   Policy 9.2 (Designation of Hazard Areas) Designate hazardous areas 

in the Coastal Zone as those delineated on the Geotechnical Hazards 
Synthesis Map, the Floodway Boundary and Floodway Maps and 
Flood Insurance Rate Maps adopted under Chapter 35.5 of the San 
Mateo County Zoning Regulations, and the Natural Hazards Chapter 
of the General Plan. Policy 9.3.c. (Regulation of Geologic Hazard 
Areas), Section 6326.3, Seismic Fault/Fracture Area Criteria require 
geologic reports prepared by a certified engineering geologist 
consistent with “Guidelines for Geologic/Seismic Reports” for all 
proposed development. 
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   The subject site is located in a Geological Hazard (GH) Zone and 
Flood Zone X (Area of Minimal Flood Hazard). Due to the erosion and 
instability of the bluffs in Seal Cove, hazardous zones of this area are 
identified as Zones 1-3, with Zone 1 being the most hazardous and 
Zone 3 the most stable part of the Seal Cove. The project site is 
located in Zone 3. The applicant has submitted the required 
geotechnical investigations that have been reviewed by the County 
Geotechnical Engineer and peer reviewed by the County’s 
Geotechnical consultants. Additionally, geotechnical review will be 
required prior to issuance of a building permit. As required by Section 
6295.4 of the Zoning Regulations, condition of approval 4 has been 
included to require recordation of a deed restriction that the property is 
in a geological hazard zone. 

 
 3. Conformance with Zoning Regulations 
 
  a. Compliance with S-105 Zoning District Regulations 
 
   The project site is a legal, non-conforming 2,500 square foot lot, where 

the minimum lot size is 20,000 sq. ft. and minimum average lot width 
is 75 feet, respectively, in the R-1/S-105/DR/GH/CD zoning district.  
Section 6133.3.b.(1) (a) states that “Proposed development on an 
unimproved non-conforming parcel, that does not conform with the 
zoning regulations currently in effect, shall require the issuance of a 
use permit.”  The project also requires a Non-Conforming Use Permit 
because it does not comply with the S-105 Regulations for side 
setback and parking. 

 

Table 1 

Compliance with the R-1/S-105/DR/GH/CD Zoning District 

 Required Proposed 

 

Complies? 

Min. Side Yard Setback 10 ft. Right – 5 ft. 

Left – 5 ft. 

No** 

Min. Front Setback 20 ft. 20 ft. Yes 

Min. Rear Setback 20 ft. 32 ft. 11 inches Yes 

Max. Building Height 28 ft. 23 ft. 9 inches Yes 

Max. Floor Area Ratio 48%  43% (1,085 sq. ft.) Yes 

Max. Lot Coverage Ratio 25% 24% (624 sq. ft.) Yes 

Min. Parking Spaces 2 covered  1 covered  No** 

Min. Average Lot Width 75 ft. 25 ft.* No* 

Min. Lot Size 20,000 sq. ft. 2,500 sq. ft.* No*  
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* Legal, Non-conforming; development requires use permit. 

** Requested non-conformity requiring a use permit. 

 
   As shown in Table 1, the project complies with the maximum floor 

area ratio and lot coverage of the zoning district, however, the project 
does not meet the minimum side setback and covered parking 
requirements. A NCUP is required for developing a non-conforming 
parcel and for the proposed reduction in covered parking spaces and 
side setbacks. The Non-Conforming Use Permit allows for the 
consideration of project features which do not conform to the 
development standards.  Please see Section 5, below, for a 
discussion of project compliance with required findings for a Non-
Conforming Use Permit. 

 
  b. Compliance with the Geologic Hazard District Regulations 
 
   As noted above, the site is located in a Geological Hazard (GH) Zone 

3, which is the most stable part of the Seal Cove. A Geological 
Investigation Report was prepared by Sigma Prime which was peer 
reviewed and conditionally approved by the County’s Geotechnical 
Engineer. The project complies with the Section 6296.3, Geotechnical 
Investigations and Development Requirements of the Zoning 
Regulations. 

 
 4. Conformance with Design Review District Guidelines 
 
  On January 12, 2023, the Coastside Design Review Committee reviewed 

and recommended approval of the project.  Proposed colors and materials 
are shown under Figure 4 below.  The project, as proposed and conditioned, 
was found to be in compliance with the Design Review Standards for One-
Family and Two-Family Residential Development in the Midcoast, Section 
6565.20 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations, specifically 
elaborated as follows: 

 
  a. Section 6565.20 (C) SITE PLANNING AND STRUCTURE 

PLACEMENT; 2. Complement Other Structures in the Neighborhood; 
a. Views; Standards:  The design minimizes the effect on views from 
neighboring houses. 

 
  b. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 1. Building Mass, 

Shape and Scale.; b. Neighborhood Scale; Standards (1):  The design 
of the structure respects the scale of the neighborhood through its 
building dimensions.  Proposed shape, form, and architectural details 
are proportional and complementary to the style of other homes in the 
neighborhood. 
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  c. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 2.  Architectural Styles 
and Features; a. Architectural Style; Standards (2):  The architectural 
style compliments the coastal, diverse small-town character of the 
area. 

 
  d. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 2.  Architectural Styles 

and Features; c. Entries (2):  The entry is similar in size and proportion 
to the other homes in the neighborhood. 

 
  e. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN;1.  Building Mass, 

Shape & Scale; d. (2) Daylight Plane/Facade Articulation:  Facade 
articulation has been employed to break up the appearance of shear 
walls through the placement of projecting or recessing architectural 
details. 

 
  f. Section 6565.20 (F) LANDSCAPING, PAVED ARES, FENCES, 

LIGHTING AND NOISE:  All exterior lighting is dark sky compliant, 
limited to one per door, as indicated on the exterior elevations.  
Exterior lighting specifications are shown on the architectural 
drawings. 

 
  g. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 3.  Roof Design; a (1) 

The design of the primary roof serves to reduce the home’s apparent 
mass and scale, provides visual interest, and has an appropriate 
number of roof forms.  Secondary roof forms are architecturally 
compatible with the primary roof form’s slope and material.  All ceiling 
heights are at 8 feet and adequately lowered to reduce overall mass. 

 
  h. Section 6565.20 (d) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 2.  Architectural Styles 

& Features; b. (1) Openings Windows:  Windows and doors have been 
selected that are compatible with the dominant style of the house; the 
size and proportions of the openings, materials, style, and detailing 
are compatible.  All window and door specifications are shown on the 
architectural drawings. 

 
  i. Section 6565.20 (F) LANDSCAPING, 1.f.  Landscaping consists of 

non-invasive plant species as noted on the Landscape Sheet L1. 
 
  j. Section 6565.20 (D) 4.  EXTERIOR MATERIALS &COLORS, a. (2) 

Proposed exterior materials and colors are compatible with the 
exterior materials and colors used on neighboring houses.  The 
applicant has avoided the use of colors that are too similar, repetitive, 
or clashing. 
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                          Figure 4 Proposed Colors and Materials 

 

 
                        Figure 5 Exterior Elevations 

 
 5. Conformance with Non-Conforming Use Permit Findings 
 
  The project site is a legal, non-conforming 2,500 sq. ft. and 25 feet wide lot, 

where the minimum lot size is 20,000 sq. ft. and the minimum average lot 
width is 75 feet.  A Non-Conforming Use Permit is required to develop a 
non-conforming lot, and for the proposed reduced side setback and covered 
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parking.  Section 6133.3.b.(1) of Zoning Non-Conformities Chapter of the 
Zoning Regulations allows development on a non-conforming parcel that 
does not conform to the zoning regulations currently in effect, with the 
issuance of a use permit.  Per Section 6133, the following findings must be 
made in order to approve a use permit for the project: 

 
  a. The proposed development is proportioned to the size of the 

parcel on which it is being built. 
 
   The applicant proposes a new 1,085 sq. ft. two-story single-family 

residence on a 2,500 sq. ft lot.  The project complies with maximum 
allowable lot coverage and floor area of the site as required by the R-
1/S-105/DR/GH/CD District.  Therefore, the proposed development is 
proportioned to the size of the parcel on which it is being built. 

 
  b. All opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land in order to 

achieve conformity with the zoning regulations currently in effect 
have been investigated and proven to be infeasible. 

 
   The subject parcel abuts another 2,500 sq. ft. vacant parcel to the 

west.  The applicant inquired about purchase of this adjacent lot on 
January 27, 2021, but the neighbor was not interested in selling the 
land.  The letter is attached as Attachment E to this report.  Therefore, 
the lot size remained unchanged and non-conforming. 

 
  c. The proposed development is as nearly in conformance with the 

zoning regulations currently in effect as is reasonably possible. 
 
   Due to the substandard lot size (2,500 sq. ft. subject parcel, where 

20,000 sq. ft. is the minimum required), meeting the required 10-foot 
side setback on either side would be difficult as it would not leave 
adequate space for development.  Similarly, having a two-car garage 
would be difficult given the minimum required internal width of a two-
car garage is 18 feet, and the lot is 25 feet wide.  Therefore, staff has 
found the proposed exceptions to the zoning requirements to be 
reasonable.  The project complies with all other development 
regulations, such as maximum floor area, maximum lot size, maximum 
height, front, and rear setbacks as required by the S-105 Zoning 
District.  Therefore, the project is as nearly in conformance with the 
zoning regulations currently in effect as is reasonably possible. 

 
  d. That the establishment, maintenance and/or conducting of the 

use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, 
result in a significant adverse impact to coastal resources, or be 
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or 
improvements in said neighborhood. 
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   The project site is not located on a coastal bluff and would be served 
by public utilities.  The site would be developed with a new single-
family residence within an existing single-family residential 
neighborhood. 

 
   As discussed in this report, the project complies with applicable 

policies of the General Plan, Local Coastal Program, and Design 
Review standards.  Therefore, the project, as proposed and 
conditioned, would not result in significant adverse impact to coastal 
resources or be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to 
property or improvements in the neighborhood. 

 
  e. Use permit approval does not constitute a granting of special 

privileges. 
 
   This project does not constitute a granting of special privileges, as the 

project is as nearly in conformance with the R-1/S-105/DR/GH/CD 
Zoning District regulations as is reasonably possible and other 
similarly situated parcels may also be developed pursuant to the 
applicable regulations. 

 
B. REVIEW BY THE MIDCOAST COMMUNITY COUNCIL (MCC) 
 
 Planning staff referred the project to the Midcoast Community Council (MCC).  

The MCC did not have any comments on this project other than to encourage 
close attention to seismic planning. 

 
C. REVIEW BY THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
 
 A project referral was sent to the California Coastal Commission and received 

conditional approval. Conditions from the California Coastal Commission are 
noted in Attachment A of this report. 

 
D. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
 This project is exempt from environmental review pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15303, Class 3(a), relating 
to the construction of one single-family residence in an urban, residential zone. 

 
E. PUBLIC CORRESPONDENCE 
 
 Staff received public correspondence from several neighbors during the design 

review process.  The comments were both in favor and in opposition of the 
project.  Some of the concerns that were raised pertained to developing a 
substandard lot, parking issues, and growth in this neighborhood in the last couple 
of years.  The CDRC considered all public comments and testimonies provided on 
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October 13, 2022, and January 12, 2023, CDRC meetings and recommended 
approval.  All public correspondence received for this item are attached under 
Attachment G of this report. 

 
F. REVIEWING AGENCIES 
 

 Building Inspection Section 
 Department of Public Works 
 Midcoast Community Council 
 Geotechnical Section 
 Coastside Fire Protection District 
 Montara Water and Sanitary District 
 California Coastal Commission  

 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval 
B. Location Map 
C. Proposed Site Plan, Floor Plans, and Elevations, date received February 2, 2023 
D. Letter of Recommendation by Coastside Design Review Officer, dated February 8, 

2023 
E. Letter from Applicant regarding attempts to acquire contiguous land, dated January 

27, 2021. 
F. Geotech Report by Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc, dated July 21, 2021. 
G. All public correspondence received before this meeting 
 
SAG:mda – SAGHH0070_WMU.DOCX 

  



 

16 

Attachment A 
 

County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Department 

 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 
 
Permit or Project File Number:  PLN 2021-00282 Hearing Date:  April 12, 2023 
 
Prepared By: Sonal Aggarwal, Project Planner   For Adoption By:  Planning Commission 
 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 
 
Regarding Environmental Review, Find: 
 
1. This project is exempt from environmental review pursuant to the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, Section 15303, Class 3(a), relating 
to the construction of one single-family residence in an urban, residential zone. 

 
Regarding the Coastal Development Permit (CDP), Find: 
 
2. That the project, as described in the application and accompanying materials 

required by the Zoning Regulations, Section 6328.7, and as conditioned in 
accordance with Section 6328.14, conforms with the applicable plans, policies, 
requirements and standards of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program 
(LCP).  Specifically, the project is in compliance with policies regarding infill 
development and timing of new housing development in the Midcoast. 

 
3. That, the number of building permits for construction of single-family residences 

other than for affordable housing issued in the calendar year does not exceed the 
limitations of LCP Policy 1.23.  San Mateo County is not projected to exceed the 
40 unit maximum for the 2023 calendar year. 

 
4. The project site is located on Bernal Avenue, which is an already established 

vertical shoreline access, and is connected to Ocean Boulevard, which acts as the 
lateral bluff-top access.  Additionally, the siting of the project does not impede bluff 
access to the Ocean Boulevard or block coastal trails.  Therefore, development of 
the parcel is in conformance with public access policies and will not block or 
impede access to local beaches or recreation areas. 

 
5. That the project conforms to specific findings required by policies of the San 

Mateo County LCP with regard to Locating and Planning New Development, 
Sensitive Habitats, Shoreline access, and Hazards Components.  The project 
incorporates conditions to comply with erosion control requirements and the 
design is consistent with Coastside Design Review standards for single-family 



 

17 

residential buildings.  The project is not in a sensitive habitat area and conforms 
with the land use and density designations of the General Plan and Local Coastal 
Program.  Furthermore, the project has been reviewed and conditionally approved 
by the geotechnical review section. 

 
Regarding the Design Review, Find: 
 
6. That the project, as proposed and conditioned, has been reviewed under and 

found to be in compliance with the Design Review Standards for One-Family and 
Two-Family Residential Development in the Midcoast, Section 6565.20 of the San 
Mateo County Zoning Regulations, specifically elaborated as follows: 

 
  a. Section 6565.20 (C) SITE PLANNING AND STRUCTURE 

PLACEMENT; 2.  Complement Other Structures in the Neighborhood; 
a. Views; Standards:  The design minimizes the effect on views from 
neighboring houses. 

 
  b. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 1. Building Mass, 

Shape and Scale.; b. Neighborhood Scale; Standards (1):  The design 
of the structure respects the scale of the neighborhood through its 
building dimensions.  Proposed shape, form, and architectural details 
are proportional and complementary to the style of other homes in the 
neighborhood. 

 
  c. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 2. Architectural Styles 

and Features; a. Architectural Style; Standards (2):  The architectural 
style compliments the coastal, diverse small-town character of the 
area. 

 
  d. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 2. Architectural Styles 

and Features; c. Entries (2):  The entry is similar in size and proportion 
to the other homes in the neighborhood. 

 
  e. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN;1. Building Mass, 

Shape & Scale; d. (2) Daylight Plane/Facade Articulation:  Facade 
articulation has been employed to break up the appearance of shear 
walls through the placement of projecting or recessing architectural 
details. 

 
  f. Section 6565.20 (F) LANDSCAPING, PAVED ARES, FENCES, 

LIGHTING AND NOISE:  All exterior lighting is dark sky compliant, 
limited to one per door, as indicated on the exterior elevations.  
Exterior lighting specification are shown on the architectural drawings. 
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  g. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 3.  Roof Design; a (1) 
The design of the primary roof serves to reduce the home’s apparent 
mass and scale, provides visual interest, and has an appropriate 
number of roof forms.  Secondary roof forms are architecturally 
compatible with the primary roof form’s slope and material.  All ceiling 
heights are at 8 feet and adequately lowered to reduce overall mass. 

 
  h. Section 6565.20 (d) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 2. Architectural Styles 

& Features; b. (1) Openings Windows:  Windows and doors have been 
selected that are compatible with the dominant style of the house; the 
size and proportions of the openings, materials, style, and detailing 
are compatible.  All window and door specifications are shown on the 
architectural drawings. 

 
  i. Section 6565.20 (F) LANDSCAPING, 1.f. Landscaping consists of 

non-invasive plant species as noted on the Landscape Sheet L1. 
 
  j. Section 6565.20 (D) 4. EXTERIOR MATERIALS &COLORS, a. (2) 

Proposed exterior materials and colors are compatible with the 
exterior materials and colors used on neighboring houses.  The 
applicant has avoided the use of colors that are too similar, repetitive, 
or clashing. 

 
Regarding the Non-Conforming Use Permit, Find: 
 
7. That the proposed development is proportioned to the size of the parcel on which 

it is being built, as the project, as proposed and conditioned, complies with the 
floor area, lot coverage, and height requirements of the R-1/S-105/DR/GH/CD 
Zoning District. 

 
8. That all opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land in order to achieve 

conformity with the zoning regulations currently in effect have been investigated 
and proven to be infeasible, because the parcels that are contiguous to the 
subject property, at the time of project design, were not available for purchase. 

 
9. That the proposed development is as nearly in conformance with the zoning 

regulations currently in effect as is reasonably possible.  Based on the reasonable 
size of the proposed residence, and compliance with lot coverage, floor area, 
height and front and rear setback standards, the project is as nearly in 
conformance with the zoning regulations currently in effect as is reasonably 
possible. 

 
10. That the establishment, maintenance and/or conducting of the use will not, under 

the circumstances of the particular case, result in a significant adverse impact to 
coastal resources, or be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property 
or improvements in said neighborhood.  The subject site does not contain 



 

19 

sensitive habitat and complies with the requirements of the Geologic Hazard 
District Regulations.  The Coastside Design Review Committee has found that the 
project is in compliance with applicable design review standards, including that the 
scale is proportional and complimentary to other homes in the neighborhood. 

 
11. That use permit approval does not constitute a granting of special privileges, as 

the project is as nearly in conformance with the zoning regulations currently in 
effect as is reasonably possible and because the same process is available to 
similarly situated properties. 

 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 
Current Planning Section 
 
1. The project shall be constructed in compliance with the plans approved by the 

Planning Commission on April 12, 2023, and as reviewed by the Coastside Design 
Review Committee on January 12, 2023.  Any changes or revisions to the 
approved plans are subject to review and approval by the Community 
Development Director.  Minor adjustments to project design may be approved by 
the Design Review Officer if they are consistent with the intent of and are in 
substantial conformance with this approval.  Alternatively, the Design Review 
Officer may refer consideration of the revisions to the Coastside Design Review 
Committee, with applicable fees to be paid. 

 
2. The CDP, NCUP and DR Permit shall be valid for five (5) years from the date of 

final approval, in which time a building permit shall be issued, and a completed 
inspection (to the satisfaction of the Building Inspector) shall have occurred within 
180 days of issuance of the building permit.  The expiration date of the permits 
may be extended by one 1-year increment with submittal of an application for 
permit extension and payment of applicable extension fees 60 days prior to the 
expiration date. 

 
3. The applicant shall include a copy of the final approval letter on the top page of 

the building plans to provide the Planning approval date and required conditions of 
approval on the on-site plans. 

 
4. The applicant shall record the following restriction which binds the applicant and 

any successors in interest on the parcel deed: This property is located in Zone 3 
of the Seal Cove Geologic Hazards District established by Section 6296 of the 
San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Zoning Annex. Maps of this district are on 
file with the County Geologist and the Planning Division, Department of 
Environmental Management, San Mateo County. 
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5. The applicant shall provide “finished floor elevation verification” to certify that the 
structure is actually constructed at the height shown on the submitted plans.  The 
applicant shall have a licensed land surveyor or engineer establish a baseline 
elevation datum point in the vicinity of the construction site. 

 
 a. The applicant shall maintain the datum point so that it will not be disturbed by 

the proposed construction activities until final approval of the building permit. 
 
 b. This datum point and its elevation shall be shown on the submitted site plan.  

This datum point shall be used during construction to verify the elevation of 
the finished floors relative to the existing natural or to the grade of the site 
(finished grade). 

 
 c. Prior to Planning approval of the building permit application, the applicant 

shall also have the licensed land surveyor or engineer indicate on the 
construction plans: (1) the natural grade elevations at the significant corners 
(at least four) of the footprint of the proposed structure on the submitted site 
plan, and (2) the elevations of proposed finished grades. 

 
 d. In addition, (1) the natural grade elevations at the significant corners of the 

proposed structure, (2) the finished floor elevations, (3) the topmost elevation 
of the roof, and (4) the garage slab elevation must be shown on the plan, 
elevations, and cross-section (if one is provided). 

 
 e. If the actual floor height, or roof height, as constructed, is different than the 

elevation specified in the plans, then the applicant shall cease all construction 
and no additional inspections shall be approved until a revised set of plans is 
submitted to and subsequently approved by both the Building Official and the 
Community Development Director. 

 
6. The property owner 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 of 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. 
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 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. 

 
 m. Removing spoils promptly, and avoiding stockpiling of fill materials, when 

rain is forecast.  If rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials shall 
be covered with a tarp or other waterproof material. 

 
 n. 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. 

 
 o. Failure to install or maintain these measures will result in stoppage of 

construction until the corrections have been made and fees paid for staff 
enforcement time. 

 
7. The applicant shall include an erosion and sediment control plan to comply with 

the County’s Erosion Control Guidelines on the plans submitted for the building 
permit.  This plan shall identify the type and location of erosion control measures 
to be installed upon the commencement of construction in order to maintain the 
stability of the site and prevent erosion and sedimentation off-site. 
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8. No site disturbance shall occur, including any vegetation removal or land 
disturbance, until a building permit has been issued. 

 
9. To reduce the impact of construction activities on neighboring properties, comply 

with the following: 
 
 a. All debris shall be contained on-site; a dumpster or trash bin shall be 

provided on-site during construction to prevent debris from blowing onto 
adjacent properties.  The applicant shall monitor the site to ensure that trash 
is picked up and appropriately disposed of daily. 

 
 b. The applicant shall remove all construction equipment from the site upon 

completion of the use and/or need of each piece of equipment which shall 
include but not be limited to tractors, back hoes, cement mixers, etc. 

 
 c. The applicant shall ensure that no construction-related vehicles shall 

impede through traffic along the right-of-way on Alvarado and Bernal 
Avenues.  All construction vehicles shall be parked on-site outside the public 
right-of-way or in locations which do not impede safe access on Alvarado 
and Bernal Avenues.  There shall be no storage of construction vehicles in 
the public right-of-way. 

 
10. Color and materials verification shall occur in the field after the applicant has 

applied the approved materials and colors but before a final inspection has been 
scheduled. 

 
11. Noise sources associated with demolition, construction, repair, remodeling, or 

grading of any real property shall be limited to the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 
p.m. weekdays and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Saturdays.  Said activities are 
prohibited on Sundays, Thanksgiving and Christmas (San Mateo County 
Ordinance Code Section 4.88.360). 

 
12. All new power and telephone utility lines from the street or nearest existing utility 

pole to the main dwelling and/or any other structure on the property shall be 
placed underground. 

 
13. At the building permit application stage, the project shall demonstrate compliance 

with the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (WELO) and provide required 
forms.  Installation of the approved landscape plan is required prior to final 
inspection.  WELO applies to new landscape projects equal to or greater than 500 
square feet.  A prescriptive checklist is available as a compliance option for 
projects under 2,500 sq. ft. WELO also applies to rehabilitated landscape projects 
equal to or greater than 2,500 square feet.  The following restrictions apply to 
projects using the prescriptive checklist: 
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 a. Compost:  Project must incorporate compost at a rate of at least four (4) 
cubic yards per 1,000 sq. ft. to a depth of 6 inches into landscape area 
(unless contra-indicated by a soil test). 

 
 b. Plant Water Use (Residential):  Install climate adapted plants that require 

occasional, little or no summer water (average WUCOLS plant factor 0.3) for 
75% of the plant area excluding edibles and areas using recycled water. 

 
 c. Mulch:  A minimum 3-inch layer of mulch should be applied on all exposed 

soil surfaces of planting areas, except in areas of turf or creeping or rooting 
groundcovers. 

 
 d. Turf:  Total turf area shall not exceed 25% of the landscape area.  Turf is not 

allowed in non-residential projects.  Turf (if utilized) is limited to slopes not 
exceeding 25% and is not used in parkways less than 10 feet in width.  Turf, 
if utilized in parkways is irrigated by sub-surface irrigation or other 
technology that prevents overspray or runoff. 

 
 e. Irrigation System:  The property shall certify that Irrigation controllers use 

evapotranspiration or soil moisture data and utilize a rain sensor; Irrigation 
controller programming data will not be lost due to an interruption in the 
primary power source; and areas less than 10 feet in any direction utilize 
sub-surface irrigation or other technology that prevents overspray or runoff. 

 
California Coastal Commission 
 
14. The fence design shall be less visually intrusive and match to the surrounding 

homes.  
 
15. Native plants shall be used in the planting plan given the proximity to the Pillar 

Point Bluff trails. 
 
Building Inspection Section 
 
16. A building permit is required for this project. 
 
17. Addressing Form:  The applicant shall complete an Addressing Form and meet 

with a Building Technician prior to building permit application submittal. 
 
Public Works 
 
18. No proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until 

County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including review 
of the plans, have been met and an encroachment permit issued.  Applicant shall 
contact a Department of Public Works Inspector 48 hours prior to commencing 
work in the right-of-way and pass inspections prior to Building Permit approval. 
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Geotechnical Section 
 
19. A project shall show compliance with the already submitted and approved 

Geotechnical report. The report shall be updated to the current adopted code.  
Significant grading profiles, grading proposals, foundation design 
recommendations, retaining wall design recommendations, and basement design 
recommendations, if any, shall be provided in the geotechnical report. The 
Geotechnical Report shall provide sufficient soil investigation data to evaluate the 
potential hazards, for example, expansive soils, soil corrosivity, weak soil strength, 
and liquefaction.  If any hazards are found, mitigation shall be provided in 
foundation design and grading proposal. 

 
Drainage Section 
 
20. At the time of building permit submittal, a final grading and drainage plan 

consistent with the requirements of the County Drainage Manual and a final C.3 
and C.6 Development Review Checklist shall be required. 

 
Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD) 
 
21. Applicant shall submit MWSD application for new connections. 
 
22. Applicant shall obtain Sewer Permits prior to issuance of building permit.  Sewer 

connection fees must be paid prior to issuance of connection permit. 
 
23. Applicant shall obtain Domestic Water Connection Permit prior to issuance of 

building permit.  Connection fee for domestic water must be paid prior to issuance 
of connection permit. 

 
24. Connection to the MWSD’s fire protection system is required.  Certified Fire 

Protection Contractor must certify adequate fire flow calculations.  Connection fee 
for fire protection system is required.  Connection charge must be paid prior to 
issuance of Private Fire Protection Permit. 

 
25. Applicant shall first apply directly to the MWSD for permits and not their 

contractor. 
 
Coastside Fire Protection District (District) 
 
26. ADD Note to plans:  Smoke Alarm which are hard wired:  As per the California 

Building Code, and State Fire Marshal regulations, the applicant shall be required 
to install State Fire Marshal approved and listed smoke detectors which are hard 
wired, interconnected, and have battery backup.  These detectors are required to 
be placed in each new and recondition sleeping room and at a point centrally 
located in the corridor or area giving access to each separate sleeping area.  In 
existing sleeping rooms, areas may have battery powered smoke alarms.  A 
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minimum of one detector shall be placed on each floor.  Smoke detectors shall be 
tested and approved prior to the building final.  Date of installation must be added 
to exterior of the smoke alarm and will be checked at final. 

 
27. ADD Note to plans:  Escape or rescue windows shall have a minimum net clear 

openable area of 5.7 sq. ft, 5.0 sq. ft. allowed at grade.  The minimum net clear 
openable height dimension shall be 24 inches.  The net clear openable width 
dimension shall be 20 inches.  Finished sill height shall be not more than 44 
inches above the finished floor.  (CFC 2019 section 1030.2). 

 
28. Identify rescue windows in each bedroom and verify that they meet all 

requirements.  Add this to plans. 
 
29. ADD Note to plans:  New residential buildings shall have internally illuminated 

address numbers contrasting with the background so as to be seen from the 
public way fronting the building.  The letters/numerals for permanent address 
signs shall be 4-inches in height with a minimum 1/2-inch stroke.  Residential 
address numbers shall be at least 6 feet above the finished surface of the 
driveway.  Where buildings are located remotely to the public roadway, additional 
signage at the driveway/roadway entrance leading to the building and/or on each 
individual building shall be required by the Coastside Fire Protection District.  This 
remote signage shall consist of a 6-inch by 18-inch green reflective metal sign 
with 3-inch reflective Numbers/ Letters similar to Hy-Ko 911 or equivalent.  
(TEMPORARY ADDRESS NUMBERS SHALL BE POSTED PRIOR TO 
COMBUSTIBLES BEING PLACED ON SITE). 

 
30. ADD Note to plans:  As per Coastside Fire Protection District Ordinance 2019-03, 

the roof covering of every new building or structure, and materials applied as part 
of a roof covering assembly, shall have a minimum fire rating of Class “B” or 
higher as defined in the current edition of the California Building Code. 

 
31. ADD Note to plans:  Vegetation Management (LRA) –The Coastside Fire 

Protection District Ordinance 2019-03, the 2019 California Fire Code 304.1.2 A 
fuel break of defensible space is required around the perimeter of all structures to 
a distance of not less than 30 feet and may be required to a distance of 100 feet 
or to the property line.  This is neither a requirement nor an authorization for the 
removal of living trees.  Trees located within the defensible space shall be pruned 
to remove dead and dying portions, and limbed up 6 feet above the ground.  New 
trees planted in the defensible space shall be located no closer than 10 feet to 
adjacent trees when fully grown or at maturity.  Remove that portion of any 
existing trees, which extends within 10 feet of the outlet of a chimney or stovepipe 
or is within 5 feet of any structure.  Maintain any tree adjacent to or overhanging a 
building free of dead or dying wood. 
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32. ADD Note to plans:  As per 2019 CFC, Appendix B and C, a fire district approved 
fire hydrant (Clow 960) must be located within 500 feet of the proposed single-
family dwelling unit measured by way of drivable access.  As per 2019 CFC, 
Appendix B the hydrant must produce a minimum fire flow of 500 gallons per 
minute at 20 pounds per square inch residual pressure for 2 hours.  Contact the 
local water purveyor for water flow details. 

 
33. Show location of fire hydrant on a site plan.  A fire hydrant is required within 500 

feet of the building and flow a minimum of 500 gpm at 20 psi.  This information is 
to be verified by the water purveyor in a letter initiated by the applicant and sent to 
San Mateo County Fire/CAL Fire or Coastside Fire Protection District.  If there is 
not a hydrant within 500 feet with the required flow, one will have to be installed at 
the applicant’s expense. 

 
34. ADD Note to plans:  Automatic Fire Sprinkler System: (Fire Sprinkler plans will 

require a separate permit).  As per San Mateo County Building Standards and 
Coastside Fire Protection District Ordinance Number 2019-03, the applicant is 
required to install an automatic fire sprinkler system throughout the proposed or 
improved dwelling and garage.  All attic access locations will be provided with a 
pilot head on a metal upright.  Sprinkler coverage shall be provided throughout the 
residence to include all bathrooms, garages, and any area used for storage.  The 
only exception is small linen closets less than 24 sq. ft. with full depth shelving.  
The plans for this system must be submitted to the San Mateo County Planning 
and Building Division.  A building permit will not be issued until plans are received, 
reviewed, and approved.  Upon submission of plans, the County will forward a 
complete set to the Coastside Fire Protection District for review. 

 
35. Installation of underground sprinkler pipe shall be flushed and visually inspected 

by Fire District prior to hook-up to riser.  Any soldered fittings must be pressure 
tested with trench open.  Please call Coastside Fire Protection District to schedule 
an inspection.  Fees shall be paid prior to plan review. 

 
36. Exterior bell and interior horn/strobe:  are required to be wired into the required 

flow switch on your fire sprinkler system.  The bell, horn/strobe and flow switch, 
along with the garage door opener are to be wired into a separate circuit breaker 
at the main electrical panel and labeled. 

 
37. Add note to the title page that the building will be protected by an automatic fire 

sprinkler system. 
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ATTACHMENT
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO - PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

D



County Government Center 

455 County Center, 2nd Floor 

Redwood City, CA 94063 

650-363-4161 T 

planning.smcgov.org 

 
 

 

February 8, 2023 
 
Chong S. Lim 
176 Black Mountain Circle 
Fremont, CA  94536 
 
Dear Mr. Lim: 
 
SUBJECT: Coastside Design Review Recommendation 

   Alvarado and Bernal Avenue, Moss Beach 
   APN 037-278-040; County File No. PLN 2021-00282
 
At its meeting of January 12, 2023, the San Mateo County Coastside Design Review 
Committee (CDRC) considered a Coastside Design Review (DR) recommendation for a 
new two-story, 1,085 sq. ft. single-family residence with a 200 sq. ft. attached garage on a 
2,500 sq. ft. non-conforming parcel (recorded Certificate of Compliance, PLN 2010-00300), 
associated with a hearing-level Non-Conforming Use Permit (UP) and Coastal Development 
Permit (CDP).  The UP is required to allow development of the substantially non-conforming 
parcel, one (1) covered parking space where two (2) covered spaces are required, and a 
side yard setback of 5 feet where 10 feet is required.  The project includes no grading and 
tree removal.  This project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission.  The 
Planning Commission public hearing for the DR, UP and CDP will take place at a later date. 
 
The project was heard by the CDRC on October 13, 2022, and January 12, 2023.  At the 
October 13, 2022 meeting, CDRC suggested design changes to create primary and 
secondary roof forms to break the apparent mass and scale of the house and to create 
visual interest.  Other comments included avoiding the use of single exterior color and 
material on a large unbroken surface and using at least three different colors on the façade 
for trim, first and second floor.  At the January 12, 2023 meeting, CDRC recommended 
approval with the addition of a two-story vertical siding element painted in two shades 
darker color on the North and South elevations as highlighted in Condition 3. 
 
Based on the plans, application forms, public testimony and accompanying materials 
submitted, the Coastside Design Review Committee recommended approval of your 
project based on and subject to the following findings and recommended conditions: 
 

http://www.planning.smcgov.org/
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FINDINGS 
 
The Coastside Design Review Committee found that: 
 
For the Design Review 
 
The project, as proposed and conditioned, has been reviewed under and found to be in 
compliance with the Design Review Standards for One-Family and Two-Family Residential 
Development in the Midcoast, Section 6565.20 of the San Mateo County Zoning 
Regulations, specifically elaborated as follows: 
 
1. Section 6565.20 (C) SITE PLANNING & STRUCTURE PLACEMENT; 2. Complement 

Other Structures in the Neighborhood; a. Views; Standards: The design minimizes the 
effect on views from neighboring houses. 

 
2. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 1. Building Mass, Shape & Scale.; b. 

Neighborhood Scale; Standards (1):  The design of the structure respects the scale of the 
neighborhood through its building dimensions.  Proposed shape, form, and architectural 
details are proportional and complementary to the style of other homes in the 
neighborhood. 

 
3. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 2. Architectural Styles and Features; a. 

Architectural Style; Standards (2): The architectural style compliments the coastal, diverse 
small town. 

 
4. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 2. Architectural Styles and Features; c. 

Entries (2):  The entry is similar in size and proportion to the other homes in the 
neighborhood. 

 
5. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN;1. Building Mass, Shape & Scale; d. (2) 

Daylight Plane/Facade Articulation:  Facade articulation has been employed to break up 
the appearance of shear walls through the placement of projecting or recessing 
architectural details. 

 
6. Section 6565.20 (F) LANDSCAPING, PAVED ARES, FENCES, LIGHTING AND NOISE: 

All exterior lighting is dark sky compliant, limited to one per door, and indicated on the 
exterior elevations.  Exterior lighting specification are shown on the architectural drawings. 

 
7. Section 6565.20 (D) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 3. Roof Design; a (1) Additions have been 

made to the primary roof that serve to reduce the home’s apparent mass and scale, 
provide visual interest, and have an appropriate number of roof forms.  Additional roof 
forms are architecturally compatible with the primary roof form’s slope and material.  All 
ceiling heights are at 8 feet and adequately lowered to reduce massing. 
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8. Section 6565.20 (d) ELEMENTS OF DESIGN; 2. Architectural Styles & Features; b. (1) 

Openings Windows:  Windows and doors have been selected that are compatible with the 
dominant style of the house and neighborhood; the size and proportions of the openings, 
materials, style, and detailing are compatible.  All window and door specifications are 
shown on the architectural drawings. 

 
9. Section 6565.20 (F) LANDSCAPING, 1.f. Landscaping consists of non-invasive plant 

species as noted on the Landscape Sheet L1. 
 
10. Section 6565.20 (D) 4. EXTERIOR MATERIALS &COLORS, a. (2) Proposed exterior 

materials and colors are compatible with the exterior materials and colors used on 
neighboring houses.  The applicant has avoided the use of colors that are too similar, 
repetitive, or clashing. 

 
RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS 
 
Current Planning Section 
 
1. The project shall be constructed in compliance with the plans once approved by the 

Planning Commission and as reviewed by the Coastside Design Review Committee 
on January 12, 2023.  Any changes or revisions to the approved plans are subject to 
review and approval by the Community Development Director.  Minor adjustments to 
project design may be approved by the Design Review Officer if they are consistent 
with the intent of and are in substantial conformance with this approval.  Alternatively, 
the Design Review Officer may refer consideration of the revisions to the Coastside 
Design Review Committee, with applicable fees to be paid. 

 
2. The applicant shall provide “finished floor elevation verification” to certify that the 

structure is actually constructed at the height shown on the submitted plans.  The 
applicant shall have a licensed land surveyor or engineer establish a baseline 
elevation datum point in the vicinity of the construction site. 

 
 a. The applicant shall maintain the datum point so that it will not be disturbed by the 

proposed construction activities until final approval of the building permit. 
 
 b. This datum point and its elevation shall be shown on the submitted site plan.  

This datum point shall be used during construction to verify the elevation of the 
finished floors relative to the existing natural or to the grade of the site (finished 
grade). 

 
 c. Prior to Planning approval of the building permit application, the applicant shall 

also have the licensed land surveyor or engineer indicate on the construction 
plans:  (1) the natural grade elevations at the significant corners (at least four) of 
the footprint of the proposed structure on the submitted site plan, and (2) the 
elevations of proposed finished grades. 
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 d. In addition, (1) the natural grade elevations at the significant corners of the 
proposed structure, (2) the finished floor elevations, (3) the topmost elevation of 
the roof, and (4) the garage slab elevation must be shown on the plan, 
elevations, and cross-section (if one is provided). 

 
 e. If the actual floor height, or roof height, as constructed, is different than the 

elevation specified in the plans, then the applicant shall cease all construction 
and no additional inspections shall be approved until a revised set of plans is 
submitted to and subsequently approved by both the Building Official and the 
Community Development Director. 

 
3. The applicant shall indicate the following on plans submitted for a building permit, as 

stipulated by the Coastside Design Review Committee: 
 
 a. Two story vertical siding element:  Add two story vertical siding form and element 

(i.e., board and batten) on the North and South elevations which are painted two 
shades darker than the exterior walls as per Section 6565.20 (D) 4. EXTERIOR 
MATERIALS AND COLORS, c. (3) Quantity:  Discourage the use of a single 
exterior material or color in a large unbroken surface.  Use three (3) contrasting 
colors on the trim, siding element and stucco.  Show all exterior colors and 
material specifications used in the project on the architectural drawings. 

 
 b. Suggestions (Not required): 
 

  (1) The following are color suggestions for the various elements of the house. 
 
   a. Exterior wall- Consider using Sherwin Williams 7524, (Dhurrie Beige) as 

exterior wall color. 
 
   b. Two story selected verticals – Consider using Sherwin Williams 7502 on 

the verticals on the North & South Elevations 
 

   c. Front Door – consider using Sherwin Williams 6230 (Rainstorm) for the 
front door. 

 
4. The property owner 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 of 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. 
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 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. 
 
 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. 

 
 m. Removing spoils promptly, and avoiding stockpiling of fill materials, when rain is 

forecast.  If rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials shall be covered 
with a tarp or other waterproof material. 

 
 n. 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. 

 
 o. Failure to install or maintain these measures will result in stoppage of 

construction until the corrections have been made and fees paid for staff 
enforcement time. 
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5. The applicant shall include an erosion and sediment control plan to comply with the 
County’s Erosion Control Guidelines on the plans submitted for the building permit.  
This plan shall identify the type and location of erosion control measures to be 
installed upon the commencement of construction in order to maintain the stability of 
the site and prevent erosion and sedimentation off-site. 

 
6. No site disturbance shall occur, including any vegetation removal or land disturbance, 

until a building permit has been issued. 
 
7. To reduce the impact of construction activities on neighboring properties, comply with 

the following: 
 
 a. All debris shall be contained on-site; a dumpster or trash bin shall be provided 

on-site during construction to prevent debris from blowing onto adjacent 
properties.  The applicant shall monitor the site to ensure that trash is picked up 
and appropriately disposed of daily. 

 
 b. The applicant shall remove all construction equipment from the site upon 

completion of the use and/or need of each piece of equipment which shall 
include but not be limited to tractors, back hoes, cement mixers, etc. 

 
 c. The applicant shall ensure that no construction-related vehicles shall impede 

through traffic along the right-of-way on Alvarado and Bernal Avenue.  All 
construction vehicles shall be parked on-site outside the public right-of-way or in 
locations which do not impede safe access on Alvarado and Bernal Avenue.  
There shall be no storage of construction vehicles in the public right-of-way. 

 
8. Color and materials verification shall occur in the field after the applicant has applied 

the approved materials and colors but before a final inspection has been scheduled. 
 
9. Noise sources associated with demolition, construction, repair, remodeling, or grading 

of any real property shall be limited to the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. weekdays 
and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Saturdays.  Said activities are prohibited on Sundays, 
Thanksgiving and Christmas (San Mateo County Ordinance Code Section 4.88.360). 

 
10. All new power and telephone utility lines from the street or nearest existing utility pole 

to the main dwelling and/or any other structure on the property shall be placed 
underground. 

 
Building Inspection Section 
 
11. A building permit is required for this project. 
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Public Works 
 
12. No proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until County 

requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including review of the 
plans, have been met and an encroachment permit issued.  Applicant shall contact a 
Department of Public Works Inspector 48 hours prior to commencing work in the right-
of-way and pass inspections prior to building permit approval. 

 
Geotechnical Section 
 
13. A geotechnical report shall be submitted at the time of building permit application; the 

report shall be updated to the current adopted code.  Significant grading profiles, 
grading proposals, foundation design recommendations, retaining wall design 
recommendations, and basement design recommendations, if any, shall be provided 
in the geotechnical report at Building Stage.  The Geotechnical Report shall provide 
sufficient soil investigation data to evaluate the potential hazards, for example, 
expansive soils, soil corrosivity, weak soil strength, and liquefaction.  If any hazards 
are found, mitigation shall be provided in foundation design and grading proposal. 

 
Drainage Section 
 
14. At the time of building permit submittal, a final grading and drainage plan consistent 

with the requirements of the County Drainage Manual and a final C.3 and C.6 
Development Review Checklist shall be required. 

 
Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD) 
 
15. Applicant shall submit MWSD application for new connections. 
 
16. Applicant shall obtain Sewer Permits prior to issuance of building permit.  Sewer 

connection fees must be paid prior to issuance of connection permit. 
 
17. Applicant shall obtain Domestic Water Connection Permit prior to issuance of building 

permit. Connection fee for domestic water must be paid prior to issuance of 
connection permit. 

 
18. Connection to the District’s fire protection system is required. Certified Fire Protection 

Contractor must certify adequate fire flow calculations.  Connection fee for fire 
protection system is required.  Connection charge must be paid prior to issuance of 
Private Fire Protection permit. 

 
19. Applicant shall first apply directly to the District for permits and not their contractor. 
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Coastside Fire Protection District (District) 
 
20. ADD Note to plans:  Smoke Alarm which are hard wired:  As per the California 

Building Code, and State Fire Marshal regulations, the applicant shall be required to 
install State Fire Marshal approved and listed smoke detectors which are hard wired, 
interconnected, and have battery backup.  These detectors are required to be placed 
in each new and recondition sleeping room and at a point centrally located in the 
corridor or area giving access to each separate sleeping area.  In existing sleeping 
rooms, areas may have battery powered smoke alarms.  A minimum of one (1) 
detector shall be placed on each floor.  Smoke detectors shall be tested and approved 
prior to the building final.  Date of installation must be added to exterior of the smoke 
alarm and will be checked at final. 

 
21. ADD Note to plans:  Escape or rescue windows shall have a minimum net clear 

openable area of 5.7 sq. ft., 5.0 sq. ft. allowed at grade.  The minimum net clear 
openable height dimension shall be 24 inches.  The net clear openable width 
dimension shall be 20 inches.  Finished sill height shall be not more than 44 inches 
above the finished floor.  (CFC 2019 section 1030.2). 

 
22. Identify rescue windows in each bedroom and verify that they meet all requirements. 

Add this to plans. 
 
23. ADD Note to plans:  New residential buildings shall have internally illuminated address 

numbers contrasting with the background so as to be seen from the public way 
fronting the building.  The letters/numerals for permanent address signs shall be 4-
inches in height with a minimum 1/2-inch stroke.  Residential address numbers shall 
be at least six feet above the finished surface of the driveway.  Where buildings are 
located remotely to the public roadway, additional signage at the driveway/roadway 
entrance leading to the building and/or on each individual building shall be required by 
the Coastside Fire Protection District.  This remote signage shall consist of a 6-inch by 
18-inch green reflective metal sign with 3-inch reflective Numbers/ Letters similar to 
Hy-Ko 911 or equivalent.  (TEMPORARY ADDRESS NUMBERS SHALL BE POSTED 
PRIOR TO COMBUSTIBLES BEING PLACED ON SITE). 

 
24. ADD Note to plans:  As per Coastside Fire Protection District Ordinance 2019-03, the 

roof covering of every new building or structure, and materials applied as part of a roof 
covering assembly, shall have a minimum fire rating of Class “B” or higher as defined 
in the current edition of the California Building Code. 

 
25. ADD Note to plans:  Vegetation Management (LRA) –The Coastside Fire Protection 

District Ordinance 2019-03, the 2019 California Fire Code 304.1.2 A fuel break of 
defensible space is required around the perimeter of all structures to a distance of not 
less than 30 feet and may be required to a distance of 100 feet or to the property line.  
This is neither a requirement nor an authorization for the removal of living trees.  Trees 
located within the defensible space shall be pruned to remove dead and dying 
portions, and limbed up 6 feet above the ground.  New trees planted in the defensible 
space shall be located no closer than 10 feet to adjacent trees when fully grown or at 
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maturity.  Remove that portion of any existing trees, which extends within 10 feet of 
the outlet of a chimney or stovepipe or is within 5 feet of any structure.  Maintain any 
tree adjacent to or overhanging a building free of dead or dying wood. 

 
26. ADD Note to plans:  As per 2019 CFC, Appendix B and C, a fire district approved fire 

hydrant (Clow 960) must be located within 500 feet of the proposed single-family 
dwelling unit measured by way of drivable access.  As per 2019 CFC, Appendix B the 
hydrant must produce a minimum fire flow of 500 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per 
square inch residual pressure for 2 hours.  Contact the local water purveyor for water 
flow details. 

 
27. Show location of fire hydrant on a site plan.  A fire hydrant is required within 500 feet 

of the building and flow a minimum of 500 gpm at 20 psi.  This information is to be 
verified by the water purveyor in a letter initiated by the applicant and sent to San 
Mateo County Fire/CAL Fire or Coastside Fire Protection District.  If there is not a 
hydrant within 500 feet with the required flow, one will have to be installed at the 
applicant’s expense. 

 
28. ADD Note to plans:  Automatic Fire Sprinkler System: (Fire Sprinkler plans will require 

a separate permit).  As per San Mateo County Building Standards and Coastside Fire 
Protection District Ordinance Number 2019-03, the applicant is required to install an 
automatic fire sprinkler system throughout the proposed or improved dwelling and 
garage.  All attic access locations will be provided with a pilot head on a metal upright.  
Sprinkler coverage shall be provided throughout the residence to include all 
bathrooms, garages, and any area used for storage.  The only exception is small linen 
closets less than 24 sq. ft. with full depth shelving.  The plans for this system must be 
submitted to the San Mateo County Planning and Building Department.  A building 
permit will not be issued until plans are received, reviewed, and approved. Upon 
submission of plans, the County will forward a complete set to the Coastside Fire 
Protection District for review. 

 
29. Installation of underground sprinkler pipe shall be flushed and visually inspected by 

Fire District prior to hook-up to riser. Any soldered fittings must be pressure tested with 
trench open. Please call Coastside Fire Protection District to schedule an inspection. 
Fees shall be paid prior to plan review. 

 
30. Exterior bell and interior horn/strobe:  are required to be wired into the required flow 

switch on your fire sprinkler system.  The bell, horn/strobe and flow switch, along with 
the garage door opener are to be wired into a separate circuit breaker at the main 
electrical panel and labeled. 

 
31. Add note to the title page that the building will be protected by an automatic fire 

sprinkler system. 
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Please note that the decision of the Coastside Design Review Committee is a recommenda-
tion regarding the project’s compliance with design review standards, not the final decision 
on this project, which requires a Planning Commission public hearing for your Design 
Review Permit, Coastal Development Permit (CDP) and Non-Conforming Use Permit (UP).  
For more information, please contact Sonal Aggarwal, Planner III, at 650/363-1860, if you 
have any questions. 
 
To provide feedback, please visit the Department’s Customer Survey at the following link: 
https://www.smcgov.org/planning/webforms/san-mateo-county-planning-and-building-
engagement-survey  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Glen Jia 

_________________________ 
Glen Jia, Design Review Officer 
 
GJI:SAG:cmc – SAGHH0043_WCN.DOCX 
 
cc: Andy Singh, Homeowner 
 Rebecca Katkin, Member Architect 
 Katie Kostiuk, Member Architect 
 Beverly Garrity, Community Representative  
  
 

https://www.smcgov.org/planning/webforms/san-mateo-county-planning-and-building-engagement-survey
https://www.smcgov.org/planning/webforms/san-mateo-county-planning-and-building-engagement-survey


ATTACHMENT
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO - PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

E



 



ATTACHMENT
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO - PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

F



SINGH PROPERTY

BERNAL AVENUE

MOSS BEACH, CALIFORNIA

APN 037-278-040

GEOTECHNICAL STUDY

Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc.
Effective Solutions

PREPARED FOR:

AMANDEEP SINGH

1590 LAURELWWOD CROSSING PLACE

SAN JOSE, CA 95138

PREPARED BY:

SIGMA PRIME GEOSCIENCES, INC.

332 PRINCETON AVENUE

HALF MOON BAY, CALIFORNIA 94019

JULY 21, 2021



 

332 Princeton Avenue, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019  (650) 728-3590  fax 728-3593 

Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc.
Effective Solutions

July 21, 2021 
 
Amandeep Singh 
1590 Laurelwood Crossing Place, 
San Jose, CA 95138 
 

Subject: Geotechnical Report for proposed house: Bernal Avenue, 
Moss Beach, California. APN 037-278-040 
Sigma Prime Job No. 21-172 

 
Dear Mr. Singh: 
 
As per your request, we have performed a geotechnical study for the proposed 
house at Bernal Avenue in Moss Beach, California.  The accompanying report 
summarizes the results of our field study and engineering analyses, and presents 
geotechnical recommendations for the planned structure. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to work with you on this project.  If you have any 
questions concerning our study, please call. 
 
Yours, 
 
Sigma Prime Geosciences, Inc. 

 
Charles M. Kissick, P.E.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
 

We are pleased to present this geotechnical study report for the proposed house 
at Bernal Avenue in Moss Beach, California at the location shown in Figure 1.  The 
purpose of this investigation was to evaluate the subsurface conditions at the site, 
and to provide geotechnical design recommendations for the proposed 
construction. 
 
1.1 PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 

A new house is proposed on a vacant lot.  Structural loads are expected to be light, 
as is typical for this type of construction. 
 

1.2 SCOPE OF WORK 
 
 

In order to complete this project we have performed the following tasks: 
 
 

• Reviewed published information on the geologic and seismic conditions in the 
site vicinity; 

 
• Geologic site reconnaissance; 
 
• Subsurface study, including 2 soil borings at the site; 
 
• Engineering analysis and evaluation of the subsurface data to develop 

geotechnical design criteria; and 
 
• Preparation of this report presenting our recommendations for the proposed 

structure. 
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2. FINDINGS 
 
2.1 GENERAL 
 
The site reconnaissance and subsurface study were performed on June 17, 2021.  
The subsurface study consisted of drilling 2 soil borings with continuous sampling.  
The soil borings were advanced to a depth of 10 and 12 feet.  The approximate 
locations of the borings are shown in Figure 2, Site Plan.  The soil boring logs are 
attached in Appendix A. 
 
2.2 SITE CONDITIONS 
 
At the time of our study, the site was undeveloped.  The property is very level.  The 
site is vegetated with wild grasses. 
 
2.3 REGIONAL AND LOCAL GEOLOGY 
 
Based on Brabb, et al (1998), the site vicinity is primarily underlain by Pleistocene-
age marine terrace deposits. These deposits are described as poorly consolidated 
sand and gravel. 
 
2.4 SITE SUBSURFACE CONDITIONS 
 
The subsurface conditions at the site, based on the soil borings, consist of very 
stiff clay and sandy clay to the maximum depth drilled of 12 feet.  There is a minor 
lens of clayey sand in Boring B-1.  The clay has low plasticity, with a plasticity 
indices of 7 and 8. 
 
2.5 GROUNDWATER 
 
Groundwater was not encountered in the borings and is not expected to impact the 
construction. 
 
2.6 FAULTS AND SEISMICITY 
 
The site is in an area of high seismicity, with active faults associated with the San 
Andreas fault system.  The closest active fault to the site is the San Gregorio fault, 
located about 850 feet to the northeast.  Other faults most likely to produce 
significant seismic ground motions include the San Andreas, Hayward, Rodgers 
Creek, and Calaveras faults.  Selected historical earthquakes in the area with an 
estimated magnitude greater than 6-1/4, are presented in Table 1 below. 
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TABLE 1 

HISTORICAL EARTHQUAKES 
 
Date 

 
Magnitude 

 
Fault 

 
Locale 

June 10, 1836 6.51 San Andreas San Juan Bautista 
June 1838 7.02 San Andreas Peninsula 
October 8, 1865 6.32 San Andreas Santa Cruz Mountains 
October 21, 1868 7.02 Hayward Berkeley Hills, San Leandro 
April 18, 1906 7.93 San Andreas Golden Gate 
July 1, 1911 6.64 Calaveras Diablo Range, East of San Jose 
October 17, 1989 7.15 San Andreas Loma Prieta, Santa Cruz Mountains 
(1) Borchardt & Toppozada (1996) 
(2) Toppozada et al (1981) 
(3) Petersen (1996) 
(4) Toppozada (1984) 
(5) USGS (1989) 

 

2.7 2019 CBC EARTHQUAKE DESIGN PARAMETERS 
 
Based on the 2019 California Building Code (CBC) and our site evaluation, we 
recommend using Site Class Definition D (stiff soil) for the site.  The other pertinent 
CBC seismic parameters are given in Table 2 below.   
 

Table 2 
CBC SEISMIC DESIGN PARAMETERS 

SS S1 SMS SM1 SDS SD1 
2.127 0.870 2.127 null 1.418 null 

 
Because the S1 value is greater than 0.75, Seismic Design Category E is 
recommended, per CBC Section 1613.5.6.  The values in the table above were 
obtained from a software program by the Structural Engineers Association of 
California which provides the values based on the latitude and longitude of the site 
and the Site Class Definition.  The latitude and longitude were measured at 
37.5138 and –122.5099, respectively, and were accurately obtained from Google 
EarthTM.   
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3. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
3.1 GENERAL 
 
It is our opinion that, from a geotechnical standpoint, the site is suitable for the 
proposed construction, provided the recommendations presented in this report are 
followed during design and construction.  Detailed recommendations are 
presented in the following sections of this report. 
 
Because subsurface conditions may vary from those encountered at the location 
of our borings, and to observe that our recommendations are properly 
implemented, we recommend that we be retained to 1) Review the project plans 
for conformance with our report recommendations and 2) Observe and test the 
earthwork and foundation installation phases of construction. 
 
 

3.2 GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 
 
We reviewed the potential for geologic hazards to impact the site, considering the 
geologic setting, and the soils encountered during our investigation.  The results 
of our review are presented below: 
 

 
• Fault Rupture - The site is not located in an Alquist-Priolo special studies 

area or zone where fault rupture is considered likely (California Division 
of Mines and Geology, 1974).  Therefore, active faults are not believed 
to exist beneath the site, and the potential for fault rupture to occur at 
the site is low, in our opinion.   

 
• Ground Shaking - The site is located in an active seismic area.  

Moderate to large earthquakes are probable along several active faults 
in the greater Bay Area over a 30 to 50 year design life.  Strong ground 
shaking should therefore be expected several times during the design 
life of the structure, as is typical for sites throughout the Bay Area.  The 
improvements should be designed and constructed in accordance with 
current earthquake resistance standards. 
 

• Differential Compaction - Differential compaction occurs during 
moderate and large earthquakes when soft or loose, natural or fill soils 
are densified and settle, often unevenly across a site.  In our opinion, 
due to the very stiff soil, the likelihood of significant damage to the 
structure from differential compaction is very low.   
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• Liquefaction - Liquefaction occurs when loose, saturated sandy soils 
lose strength and flow like a liquid during earthquake shaking.  Ground 
settlement often accompanies liquefaction.  Soils most susceptible to 
liquefaction are saturated, loose, silty sands, and uniformly graded 
sands.  Loose silty sands below a water table were not encountered at 
the site, and is not anticipated.  Therefore, in our opinion, the likelihood 
of liquefaction occurring at the site is very low. 

 
• Static Settlement –Total settlement should be less than ½-inch, and 

differential settlement should be less that ¼-inch. 
 

3.3 EARTHWORK 
 
3.3.1 Clearing & Subgrade Preparation 
 
All deleterious materials, including topsoil, roots, vegetation, etc., should be 
cleared from the building area.  The actual stripping depth required will depend on 
site usage prior to construction, and should be established by the Contractor during 
construction.     
 
3.3.2 Compaction 
 
Scarified surface soils should be moisture conditioned to 3-5 percent above the 
optimum moisture content and compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum 
dry density, as determined by ASTM D1157-78.  All trench backfill should also be 
moisture conditioned to 3-5 percent above the optimum moisture content and 
compacted to at least 95 percent of the maximum dry density. 
 
3.3.3 Surface Drainage 
 
Impervious ground should slope away from the addition at 5 percent within 10 feet 
of the house.  Pervious ground should slope away from the addition at 2 percent 
within 10 feet of the house.   Ponding of water should not be allowed adjacent to 
the house. 
 
3.4 FOUNDATIONS 
 
We recommend that the foundation be designed as conventional continuous 
spread footings.  Footings should have a minimum width of 12 inches, and extend 
at least 18 inches into the lowest adjacent grade.  
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Footings should be designed for allowable bearing pressures of 2,500 pounds per 
square foot for dead plus live loads, with a one-third increase allowed for total loads 
including wind or seismic forces.   
 
All footings located adjacent to utility lines or other footings should bear below a 
1:1 plane extended upward from the bottom edge of the utility trench or footing.  
All continuous footings should be reinforced with top and bottom steel to provide 
structural continuity and to permit spanning of local irregularities.  Our 
representative should observe the footing excavations prior to placing reinforcing 
steel to see that they are founded in suitable materials and have been properly 
cleaned. 
 
3.4.1 Lateral Loads 
 
A passive pressure equivalent to that provided by a fluid weighing 300 pcf and a 
friction factor of 0.3 may be used to resist lateral forces and sliding against spread 
footing foundations.  These values include a safety factor of 1.5 and may be used 
in combination without reduction.  Passive pressures should be disregarded for the 
uppermost 12 inches of foundation depth, measured below the lowest adjacent 
finished grade, unless confined by concrete slabs or pavements.  However, the 
pressure distribution may be computed from the ground surface. 
 
3.4.2 Slabs-on-Grade 
 
We recommend that slabs-on-grade be underlain by at least 4-inches of non-
expansive granular fill.  Where floor wetness would be detrimental, a vapor barrier, 
such as Stego wrap or equivalent may be used. 
 
3.5 CONSTRUCTION OBSERVATION AND TESTING 
 
The earthwork and foundation phases of construction should be observed and 
tested by us to 1) Establish that subsurface conditions are compatible with those 
used in the analysis and design; 2) Observe compliance with the design concepts, 
specifications and recommendations; and 3) Allow design changes in the event 
that subsurface conditions differ from those anticipated.  The recommendations in 
this report are based on a limited number of borings.  The nature and extent of 
variation across the site may not become evident until construction.  If variations 
are then exposed, it will be necessary to reevaluate our recommendations.   
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4. LIMITATIONS 
 
This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of the property owner for 
specific application in developing geotechnical design criteria, for the currently 
planned addition at Bernal Avenue in Moss Beach, California (APN 037-278-040). 
We make no warranty, expressed or implied, except that our services were 
performed in accordance with geotechnical engineering principles generally 
accepted at this time and location.  The report was prepared to provide engineering 
opinions and recommendations only.  In the event that there are any changes in 
the nature, design or location of the project, or if any future improvements are 
planned, the conclusions and recommendations contained in this report should not 
be considered valid unless 1) The project changes are reviewed by us, and 2) The 
conclusions and recommendations presented in this report are modified or verified 
in writing.  
 
The analyses, conclusions and recommendations contained in this report are 
based on site conditions as they existed at the time of our investigation; the 
currently planned improvements; review of previous reports relevant to the site 
conditions; and laboratory results.  In addition, it should be recognized that certain 
limitations are inherent in the evaluation of subsurface conditions, and that certain 
conditions may not be detected during an investigation of this type.  Changes in 
the information or data gained from any of these sources could result in changes 
in our conclusions or recommendations.  If such changes do occur, we should be 
advised so that we can review our report in light of those changes. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

FIELD INVESTIGATION 
 
 
 
The soils encountered during drilling were logged by our representative, and 
samples were obtained at depths appropriate to the investigation.  The samples 
were taken to our laboratory where they were carefully observed and classified in 
accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System.  The logs of our borings, 
as well as a summary of the soil classification system, are attached. 
 
Several tests were performed in the field during drilling.  The standard penetration 
resistance was determined by dropping a 140-pound hammer through a 30-inch 
free fall, and recording the blows required to drive the 2-inch (outside diameter) 
sampler 24 inches.  The standard penetration resistance is the number of blows 
required to drive a standard split spoon sampler the last 12 inches of an 18-inch 
sample and is recorded on the boring logs at the appropriate depth.  Use of the 
standard split spoon sampler defines a Standard Penetration Test (SPT), and 
yields an SPT-equivalent blow count.  (Where we drove the sampler 24 inches in 
some cases, this is a modified SPT test.)  A modified California (Mod-Cal) sampler 
was also used, which results in blow counts that are higher than an SPT-equivalent 
blow count, due to the Mod-Cal sampler’s larger diameter.  For analyses, it is 
normal practice to reduce the Mod-Cal blow counts to correspond to an SPT-
equivalent blow count.  The blow counts from the Mod-Cal sampler are 
uncorrected on the logs.  The results of these field tests are presented on the 
boring logs. 
 
The boring log and related information depict our interpretation of subsurface 
conditions only at the specific location and time indicated.  Subsurface conditions 
and ground water levels at other locations may differ from conditions at the 
locations where sampling was conducted.  The passage of time may also result in 
changes in the subsurface conditions. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

LABORATORY TESTS 
 

 
 
Samples from the subsurface study were selected for tests to establish the 
physical and engineering properties of the soils.  The tests performed are briefly 
described below. 
 
The natural moisture content and dry density were determined in accordance with 
ASTM D 2216 on selected samples recovered from the borings.  This test 
determines the moisture content and density, representative of field conditions, at 
the time the samples were collected.  The results are presented on the boring logs, 
at the appropriate sample depth. 
 
Two samples of clayey soil were tested for their expansive potential, using the 
Atterberg limits test, as per ASTM D-4318. The results are presented on the boring 
logs, at the appropriate sample depths. 
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Sonal Aggarwal

From: Marsha Moutrie <marsha.moutrie@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 12:12 AM
To: Sonal Aggarwal
Cc: Camille Leung; Glen Jia
Subject: Comments on Proposed Structure on Bernal Ave., Moss Beach, APN:037-278-040; CDRC Hearing, 

10/13/22, Agenda No. 3. PLN2021-00282

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and know 
the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply. 

 

Ms. Aggarwal, 
 
As the owners of the property at 30 Bernal Ave., Moss Beach, we write to comment on the proposal to develop a 
substandard lot directly opposite our property.  For the reasons stated below, we oppose the proposed structure's 
current design and ask the Design Review Committee to recommend against it.   Here are three bases for our opposition. 
 
First, the proposed structure is inconsistent with the coastal, semi‐rural, small town character of this Moss Beach 
Neighborhood and with the Design Review Standards which protect that character; and the inconsistencies are 
multiple.  Here are a few examples.  The Standards include second story setbacks to avoid boxiness and preserve 
sightlines (pages10,13).  However, the proposed structure consists of what might be simply described as two oblong 
boxes of the approximately same size, one atop the other, with an entry portico appended to the front.  The top box 
(the second story) is not set back on the building sides, or rear.  Indeed, at the home's rear, it overhangs the first 
story.  The Standards call attention to the importance of roof form, massing, and articulation (p.21).  However, the roof 
of the main structure consists merely of two, equally‐sized planes that slope downward at equal angles from the roof's 
center‐line gable.  The Standards include lowered eave lines (p.11).  However, the proposed design's eave line is high on 
the second floor.  As to architectural style, the Standards specify that new homes should compliment existing, nearby 
homes (p.17).  The proposed structure does not.  The three homes across Bernal and Alvarado from the proposed 
structure, though diverse in appearance, all reflect the semi‐rural, coastal style described in the Standards as "coastal 
craftsman" (p.17).  However, the proposed structure's design style is neither semi‐rural nor coastal.   To the contrary, it 
is typical of dense, urban neighborhoods, consisting of very narrow lots, developed with closely adjacent structures, 
characterized by height significantly exceeding their width.     
 
Second, adherence to the Standards is particularly important in this case because of the proposed structure's 
site, which is opposite the main entrance to the Pillar Point Bluff Park. The Standards stress the importance of how 
proposed structures "blend with surrounding scenic and natural environment" and require consideration of their 
"proximity to open space" (p.3).  The proposed structure would be located on one of the four lots surrounding the 
intersection of Bernal and the end of Alvarado, which forms the park entrance.   Thus, the proposed structure would 
become  part of the park's residential gateway.  The structure's design will therefore impact more than the neighbors 
and neighborhood. It will also impact the many area residents and visitors who come to the blufftop park seeking 
respite, exercise, and the experience of being in and with Nature.   
 
The three existing houses on lots surrounding the intersection afford a smooth transition from the semi‐rural residential 
neighborhood into the spectacular natural  environment of the blufftop park.   All three existing structures are set back 
from the two roadways.  Our home and the other home adjacent to the park trailhead  are also set back from the trail 
and separated from it by substantial, planted side yards which create a soft transition from the developed neighborhood 
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into natural open space.   In contrast, the proposed striucture's design would cut the required setback from Alvarado by 
half.  Taken together, the proposed structure and its proposed nine‐foot high, property line fence along Alvarado would 
narrow the sight lines into and out from the park, disrupting the existing smooth transition from natural open space to 
semi‐rural neighborhood.   
 
Third, the record is not adequate to support design approval.  The record upon which the Committee will base 
its decision appears to include information about only one of the houses in close proximity to the site.  The applicant has 
apparently focused on that house (at 65 Bernal) solely for the purpose of showing that it is both larger and taller than 
the proposed structure.  The comparison is inapt.  In contrast to the proposed structure, the home at 65 Bernal is 
located on a much larger lot, is set far back from Alvarado, and is creatively designed in conformity with the 
Standards.  The Committee should reject the proposed design for the reasons stated above and because the proposed 
structure's impact on the neighborhood character (and park visitors' experience) cannot be accurately gauged from the 
minimal evidence and information provided.        
 
Thank you for your work and for considering our comments. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
David and Marsha Moutrie        
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Sonal Aggarwal

From: Kate Broderick <katefbroderick@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 11:03 AM
To: Sonal Aggarwal
Subject: Bernal Moss Beach

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and know 
the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply. 

 

Dear Sonal Aggarwal,  
 
I hope this message finds you well. I am writing to you about the proposed house for Moss Beach on Bernal Ave. I live 
at 46 Precita Ave Moss Beach, the adjacent corner to the proposed property. I am concerned about this proposed home 
for the following reasons: 
 
(1) The design does not match the surroundings. It is a very small lot with a really skinny/tall home. Its design looks like 
something for Daly City rather than Moss Beach.  
 
(2) The location of the lot is at the trail head. Over the past 5 years, there have been 7 new homes built on Bernal and 
Ocean Blvd all one block or two from the entrance to the trail head. Such construction has forced numeriors daily 
visitors to park on the street, condensing an already small city street with parked cars. Why hasn't the county dedicated 
one of these lots for parking at the trail head?  
 
(3) As mentioned in #2, there has been a lot of construction in our small neighborhood these past 3 years with no 
improvements to our neighborhood streets. Currently there are only two exits out of our neighborhood (including Ocean 
Blvd). As you may already know, Ocean blvd is slowly being lost to erosion. With the numerous construction trucks and 
near cliff construction, Ocean blvd deterioration has been exacerbated to the point that we will likely lose the road in 
the next decade. Leaving us with just one exit. This is not safe for our community‐we need another access road before 
you approve more homes to be built in our neighborhood.  
 
I plan to be at the meeting tomorrow and speak during public comment as well. Thank you for your time.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Kate  
‐‐  

Kate Broderick, Esq.  
(650) 580-2361 
Preferred Pronouns: She/Her 
Consider the environment before printing this e-mail 



From: Tim Machold
To: Sonal Aggarwal
Cc: Glen Jia; Camille Leung
Subject: Comments on Proposed Structure on Bernal Ave Moss Beach, APN: 037-278-040
Date: Wednesday, October 5, 2022 11:09:06 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email
address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Ms. Aggarwal

I hope you received the plan elevation I sent. Upon further consideration I feel that our
home at 65 Bernal Ave, used in the required notice is not the closest structure to the
proposed project but our 14 ft high garage building on Alvarado Blvd is. In fact, three other
homes are as close as ours and not sure why ours was chosen, among the four it looks
least like the proposed project and is on 1/3-acre lot with a separate garage
building. Further, the use a few square feet of signage in the middle of the lot as a means to
alert the community of pending large new structure does not have impact and true
representation that story poles do and allows an applicant to graphically skew the data,
omitting detail and use tiny font. In this case a misrepresentation of the height of my home
by least four feet and no dimension other than heights for the proposed building. Story
poles would reveal a 15 X 60 X 25 ft long and narrow warehouse like structure.

I know these decisions are fraught with tension and hope that adherence to regulations and
to the surrounding community standards can yield the right recommendations, as in the
past with no building permits issued on this extremely undersized lot. Three of the four
recently permitted structures on adjacent lots have required much more minimal exceptions
in lot coverage and setbacks, and the neighbors have been reluctantly accepting of these
decisions.  This is the third structure proposed for this lot and not a single-story cottage or
small structure has been conceptualized in the process. This lot is 1/8 (13%) of the size
required by zoning regs, and proposed setbacks are 50% of the requirements. This design
should not be allowed in its proposed configuration because it does not come close to
requirements.

Because this correspondence may be shared on a public website, I ask that a summary of
the last two proposals for structures on this lot by Design Review Committee be briefly
shared at the meeting, or even better on the website before the meeting. Important
comparisons are lot coverage, setbacks, height, ceiling heights, square footage, and
elevations revealing the building articulations and finishes compared to this design,
highlighting improvements over the previous two rejected designs. From recollection this is
the largest and least compelling of the three and represents a step backwards, besides its
great lack of zoning compliance.

Again, our neighborhood realizes the need for housing and has worked with the permitting
process to welcome four new homes in the immediate area within the past couple of years.
This project does not fit and should once again be rejected. Thank you and others for
reviewing my comments.

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

mailto:timmachold@ymail.com
mailto:saggarwal@smcgov.org
mailto:bjia@smcgov.org
mailto:cleung@smcgov.org


Tim Machold

___________________________
Tim Machold
(650)759-5669 Cell
timmachold@ymail.com

mailto:timmachold@ymail.com
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Glen Jia

From: Michael Yolken <michael.yolken@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, October 9, 2022 5:35 PM
To: Glen Jia
Subject: October 13, 2022 Coastside Design Review; AGENDA ITEM #3, PLN2021-00282

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and know 
the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply. 

 

Coastside Design Review Committee, 
 
With respect to agenda item #3, please let it be known that I object to the development of this non‐conforming parcel 
for the following reasons: 
 
1) The proposed 1,153 sq. ft. home does not fit in with the traditionally larger homes and would detract from the overall 
appearance of our Seal Cove neighborhood. 
2) The conforming set‐backs are designed to provide separation between homes which effects the density and 
desirability of Seal Cove. 
3) The applicant should be held to neighborhood standards which are reasonable, especially in light of the flurry of new 
construction over the past two years on Bernal Ave. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
 
Michael Yolken 
90 Bernal Avenue 
Moss Beach 
650‐245‐2445 
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Glen Jia

From: Sonal Aggarwal
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 12:27 PM
To: Glen Jia
Cc: Chong Lim; Andy Singh
Subject: FW: Comments Re. Proposed Home, PLN2021-00282

Hi Glen,  
 
Please see below for the 5th correspondence for Item no.3, PLN2021‐00282. 
 
Copying the applicants as well for their consideration.  
 
Regards,  
Sonal Aggarwal 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: TJ Glauthier <tjglauthier@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 11, 2022 12:02 PM 
To: Sonal Aggarwal <saggarwal@smcgov.org> 
Cc: Brigid O'Farrell <mbrigidofarrell@gmail.com> 
Subject: Comments Re. Proposed Home, PLN2021‐00282 
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and 
know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply. 
 
Dear Ms.Aggarwal, 
 
We are writing regarding the application for a new two‐story single family residence at the corner of Bernal and 
Alvarado Avenues, file number PLN2021‐00282.  We are homeowners less than one block away, at 1001 Ocean Blvd.  
This application is the subject of a review by the Coastside Design Review Committee this week, on October 13th. 
 
We oppose the application as currently submitted because we feel the plans for the house and the lot are not consistent 
with the character of the local community and with the Design Review Standards.  We support the detailed comments 
submitted to you by David and Marsha Moutrie.  Our feeling is that the proposal falls short on several criteria, including:  
(1) that the design of the building is “boxey” without features that help break up the flat planes and surfaces that the 
Design Standards recommend; (2) that the setbacks requested are inconsistent with the Standards and illustrate just 
how severely the proposed structure does not conform with the other homes and the County’s standards for lots in this 
area; and (3) that there have not been story poles installed to give the neighbors and the public a full perspective of the 
proposed size of the home.   
 
We understand the need for additional housing in the County, including allowing for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 
which are much smaller than the original residential units on their lots.  This proposed home is so small that, in other 
locations, it might even qualify as an ADU.  However, this structure is proposed not as an ADU, but as the sole house on 
the lot.  In our view it is inconsistent with the character of the Seal Cove neighborhood and should not be recommended 
to go forward. 
 
Thank you for your consideration,  
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TJ Glauthier & Brigid O’Farrell 
 
1001 Ocean Blvd. 
Moss Beach, CA 94038  
 
 
 



From: Lynn Cookinham
To: Sonal Aggarwal
Cc: JoJo Joseph Cookinham
Subject: Bernal Ave, Moss Beach, 037-278-040
Date: Monday, October 17, 2022 6:06:07 PM
Attachments: 10-17-22 Pic 2 parking at Bernal trail head looking south.jpg

10-17-22 Pic 1 parking at Bernal trail head looking west.jpg
10-17-22 Pic 3 parking at Bernal trail head looking north.jpg

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email
address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Sonal,

This correspondence is in regards to the above mentioned parcel in Moss Beach. I live at
51 Precita Ave, Moss Beach. I tried to voice my concerns at the meeting but was having
problems with the audio portion of the Zoom application.

I am very concerned about the structure that is being proposed for the following reasons: 

1. Erosion: As you may know, Ocean Avenue has been falling into the ocean at a rate of 15'
per year. Ocean Avenue is 1 of 2 ingress/egress ways to reach our Seal Cove neighborhood.
With this additional development in the area (to the 8 new homes in the last 18 months), it will
surely increase the vulnerability of the fragile cliff and accelerate the erosion patterns, leaving
current residents with 2 problems: 
      a) we will soon be living in a "cul-de-sac" as Ocean Avenue will not be drivable, with
increased traffic through the surrounding neighborhood on the narrow streets. I urge you to
drive to my home/our neighborhood via San Lucas Avenue to Ocean Blvd
      b) property values will decrease at a faster rate because of this erosion
      ** Most importantly, why isn't the county taking proactive measures to solve for the
eroding infrastructure issue, versus exacerbating the problem with additional housing?

2. Lack of parking/little infrastructure/impediment of service vehicles: As noted by my
attached pictures, you will see how crowded our area becomes for people who want to recreate
on our surrounding bluffs. I just took these pictures and it's a Monday afternoon, not even a
busy weekend. With the house that is being proposed with only 1 garage, and at least a
married couple living in it (min of 2 car household), where are all these cars going to park?
What about the new home adjacent to the west that has 4 bedrooms and only a 1 car garage?
Where are all those cars going to park or people going to walk? There are no sidewalks.
Service vehicles such as fire trucks and police cars will not have access through the
neighborhood and frankly, it is unsafe for the families with small children that live in the area.
We need to solve for the infrastructure challenge before adding more housing to that block in
particular.

3. In-fill/Change of neighborhood character: One of the things that attracts many to the
coast is the artistic and unique character of our neighborhoods. With the in-fill that is being
proposed and is already happening, it changes what Moss Beach was intended to be: a small
beach community with unique places to live. What is being proposed should be a cute beach
bungalow, not an in-fill rectangle with no character. If the community wanted to live with in-
fill, we would be living in San Francisco. These are long term decisions being made that will
impact the feel of our small community for a very long time. It should be a red flag that there

mailto:lynncookinham@gmail.com
mailto:saggarwal@smcgov.org
mailto:jbcookinham@gmail.com
https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/grfdCVO27pfYjQN2UGuOuz
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are 3 significant non-conformities in order to build a home there, with barely enough room for
a car in a 1 car garage. 

Thank you for hearing these challenges, and being open to considering the erosion & safety
implications to our neighborhood. Please let me know when the next design review committee
meeting will be so I can attend.

Kindest regards,

Lynn Cookinham
51 Precita Avenue
Moss Beach, CA
650-219-2534



From: Lynn Cookinham
To: Sonal Aggarwal
Subject: Re: Bernal Ave, Moss Beach, 037-278-040
Date: Thursday, October 27, 2022 10:35:30 AM
Attachments: image_50366209.JPG

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email
address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Thank you Sonal for the update. 

As a follow up to my letter, and passing on this picture that I just took yesterday. Please note
the number of cars that are parked here at the trailhead. With the recent homes being built and
lack of parking at the individual homes, and the proposed home with four eligible drivers and
barely enough room for one car, there really is no infrastructure to support all of this on street
parking. It inhibits service vehicles like fire trucks, police cars, and even Montara Sewer and
Water (who comes through 2x/weeek). 

Thank you so much for keeping me abreast of when the next meeting is so our comments can
be heard and considered.

Best regards,

Lynn. 

On Thu, Oct 27, 2022 at 10:30 AM Sonal Aggarwal <saggarwal@smcgov.org> wrote:

Hi Lynn,

 

Thanks for your comments. Your letter was received and will be shared with the CDRC
Committee before the next meeting. As the following steps, the project will be heard by
CDRC at a future date (undecided now) and reviewed by Planning Commission. Please note
that CDRC is only the recommending body, and the Planning Commission will make the
final decision.

 

Thanks!

 

Regards,

Sonal Aggarwal

 

mailto:lynncookinham@gmail.com
mailto:saggarwal@smcgov.org
mailto:saggarwal@smcgov.org






From: Lynn Cookinham <lynncookinham@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2022 6:08 PM
To: Sonal Aggarwal <saggarwal@smcgov.org>
Subject: Re: Bernal Ave, Moss Beach, 037-278-040

 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email
address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

 

Hi Sonal,

 

Just wanted to be sure you received my letter? What are the next steps? Thank you for
keeping me abreast of the developments with this lot. Many concerned residents are in the
area and we are looking for additional information.

 

Thank you,

Lynn

 

On Mon, Oct 17, 2022 at 6:05 PM Lynn Cookinham <lynncookinham@gmail.com> wrote:

Sonal,

 

This correspondence is in regards to the above mentioned parcel in Moss Beach. I live at
51 Precita Ave, Moss Beach. I tried to voice my concerns at the meeting but was having
problems with the audio portion of the Zoom application.

 

I am very concerned about the structure that is being proposed for the following reasons: 

 

1. Erosion: As you may know, Ocean Avenue has been falling into the ocean at a rate of
15' per year. Ocean Avenue is 1 of 2 ingress/egress ways to reach our Seal Cove
neighborhood. With this additional development in the area (to the 8 new homes in the
last 18 months), it will surely increase the vulnerability of the fragile cliff and accelerate
the erosion patterns, leaving current residents with 2 problems: 

      a) we will soon be living in a "cul-de-sac" as Ocean Avenue will not be drivable, with

mailto:lynncookinham@gmail.com
mailto:saggarwal@smcgov.org
mailto:lynncookinham@gmail.com
https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/tbFkCW6KQOcVAvyAH60Pn-


increased traffic through the surrounding neighborhood on the narrow streets. I urge you
to drive to my home/our neighborhood via San Lucas Avenue to Ocean Blvd

      b) property values will decrease at a faster rate because of this erosion

      ** Most importantly, why isn't the county taking proactive measures to solve for
the eroding infrastructure issue, versus exacerbating the problem with additional
housing?

 

2. Lack of parking/little infrastructure/impediment of service vehicles: As noted by
my attached pictures, you will see how crowded our area becomes for people who want to
recreate on our surrounding bluffs. I just took these pictures and it's a Monday afternoon,
not even a busy weekend. With the house that is being proposed with only 1 garage, and
at least a married couple living in it (min of 2 car household), where are all these cars
going to park? What about the new home adjacent to the west that has 4 bedrooms and
only a 1 car garage? Where are all those cars going to park or people going to walk?
There are no sidewalks. Service vehicles such as fire trucks and police cars will not have
access through the neighborhood and frankly, it is unsafe for the families with small
children that live in the area. We need to solve for the infrastructure challenge before
adding more housing to that block in particular.

 

3. In-fill/Change of neighborhood character: One of the things that attracts many to the
coast is the artistic and unique character of our neighborhoods. With the in-fill that is
being proposed and is already happening, it changes what Moss Beach was intended to be:
a small beach community with unique places to live. What is being proposed should be a
cute beach bungalow, not an in-fill rectangle with no character. If the community wanted
to live with in-fill, we would be living in San Francisco. These are long term decisions
being made that will impact the feel of our small community for a very long time. It
should be a red flag that there are 3 significant non-conformities in order to build a home
there, with barely enough room for a car in a 1 car garage. 

 

Thank you for hearing these challenges, and being open to considering the erosion &
safety implications to our neighborhood. Please let me know when the next design review
committee meeting will be so I can attend.

 

Kindest regards,

 

Lynn Cookinham

51 Precita Avenue
Moss Beach, CA

https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/gq8LCXDXrxFWx3MxHV3iu0
https://protect-us.mimecast.com/s/gq8LCXDXrxFWx3MxHV3iu0


650-219-2534

 



From: Diane B
To: Sonal Aggarwal
Subject: Planning process
Date: Wednesday, October 19, 2022 3:13:24 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email
address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Regarding Bernal Ave, Moss Beach, 037-278-040

Dear Ms. Aggarwal

I attended the Design Review Committee meeting on Oct. 13 regarding the development of
this parcel.  I am interested in following all meetings/hearings and decisions regarding this
project.  I would like to understand what responsibility the DR committee has for considering
public comment.  In the meeting on Oct. 13, the committee did not address or respond to any
of the public comments made.  Are they obliged to engage on any of the issues raised prior to
making their recommendation?

I’m unfortunately not familiar with what additional steps take place going forward.  I
understand the applicant  has requested another follow up meeting with the design review
committee, but what happens after that?  Can you outline for me what the next steps will
between now and when the project is ultimately approved or denied and a building permit is
issued?

Thank you in advance for your timely response.

Yours truly,
Diane Brosin
65 Bernal Ave.
Moss Beach, CA
650.759.5668

mailto:dlbrosin@gmail.com
mailto:saggarwal@smcgov.org


From: Diane B
To: Sonal Aggarwal
Cc: Marsha Moutrie; Brigid O"Farrell; Kate Broderick; Leslie Wakasa; Pete Fingerhut; Tim Machold
Subject: Re: Planning process
Date: Tuesday, November 22, 2022 1:26:08 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email
address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Hi Sonal
 
I wanted to provide a noteworthy update/clarification regarding Parcel # 037-278-040.  One of the
Design Review Committee members lauded the applicant for their boldness in being one of the
earliest in the  unincorporated area to build a  home on a 25 x100 lot and encouraged the architect
to borrow ideas from some similar projects in Miramar, specifically, 100 and 120 Coronado Ave.  I
went out to take a look at them, and then checked out specifications on those homes.  The
articulation and design is definitely more attractive and less boxy than the proposed design for
Bernal Avenue.  They are each built on lots which are 4399 sq. ft., and therefore not comparable at
all.  Those lots are essentially twice the size of the one being discussed.  The size of the home on 100
Coronado is only about 200 sq ft larger than the one proposed for Bernal, and even on a lot twice
the size, looks large for that lot.  Additionally, if the intent of the county is to promote infill which will
provide more affordable housing, it is noteworthy that one of these houses sold last year for over
$2.9 million, and the other is currently listed for that same amount. 
 
I hope the committee gives deserved weight to these comments.
 
Best,
Diane
 

From: Sonal Aggarwal <saggarwal@smcgov.org>
Date: Thursday, October 20, 2022 at 1:53 PM
To: Diane B <dlbrosin@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: Planning process

Hi Diane,
 
Thanks for your comments. Your comments will be shared with the CDRC Committee before the next
meeting. The Design Review Committee considers all comments, but they are the recommending
body and not the decision making body. It is up to them to reply to public comments, if the time
permits.
 
This project will be brought again to the Design Review Meeting at a future date. The Design Review
Committee will evaluate the design of the project with the previous recommendations. If the project
complies with the Design Review Standards, then it will be recommended to the Planning
Commission for approval.

mailto:dlbrosin@gmail.com
mailto:saggarwal@smcgov.org
mailto:marsha.moutrie@gmail.com
mailto:mbrigidofarrell@gmail.com
mailto:katefbroderick@gmail.com
mailto:lesliedyan@mac.com
mailto:fingerhut@gmail.com
mailto:timmachold@ymail.com


 
The Planning Commission meeting will also be scheduled at a future date, at which time, the project
will be approved or denied. I’ll share your comments with CDRC and the Planning Commission
before the meeting.
 
Thanks for taking your time and providing your comments for this project.
 
Regards,
Sonal Aggarwal

From: Diane B <dlbrosin@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 19, 2022 3:13 PM
To: Sonal Aggarwal <saggarwal@smcgov.org>
Subject: Planning process
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email
address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

 

Regarding Bernal Ave, Moss Beach, 037-278-040
 

Dear Ms. Aggarwal
 
I attended the Design Review Committee meeting on Oct. 13 regarding the development of
this parcel.  I am interested in following all meetings/hearings and decisions regarding this
project.  I would like to understand what responsibility the DR committee has for considering
public comment.  In the meeting on Oct. 13, the committee did not address or respond to any
of the public comments made.  Are they obliged to engage on any of the issues raised prior to
making their recommendation?
 
I’m unfortunately not familiar with what additional steps take place going forward.  I
understand the applicant  has requested another follow up meeting with the design review
committee, but what happens after that?  Can you outline for me what the next steps will
between now and when the project is ultimately approved or denied and a building permit is
issued?
 
Thank you in advance for your timely response.
 
Yours truly,
Diane Brosin
65 Bernal Ave.
Moss Beach, CA
650.759.5668



From: David Shafer
To: Sonal Aggarwal
Subject: Bernal Ave, Moss Beach, 037-278-040
Date: Wednesday, October 19, 2022 3:09:23 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email
address and know the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply.

Sonal Aggarwal,

I am writing to you about the proposed house for Moss Beach on Bernal
Ave. I am concerned about this proposed home for the following
reasons:

Streets in this neighborhood are narrow, barely able to accommodate
the large construction equipment required to construct such houses
much less 2 way traffic. Also, there is only one way in and out of this
neighborhood. Ocean Blvd washed away 20 years ago. There are no
stop signs or other road markings.

The house in question is only 2 small bedrooms to accommodate a
family of 4, two of which are opposite sex teenagers. 15feet wide is
barely able to handle a single car garage. Parking more than 1 car
would require parking on the street. Street parking is already limited
especially on weekends and holidays. The standard in this
neighborhood for off street parking is a 2 car garage. Recently single
car garages are rubber stamped for a variance. In addition to the
existing houses there could be an additional 2 houses on substandard
lots adjacent to the one in question. These houses would have to be
long and narrow to fit the lots if standard setbacks are observed. In
addition there are 3 lots behind those which could be built on in the near
future. These long narrow row houses will have no view except the
neighbors' bedroom windows. To allow such small, small houses to be
built would set a lower standard for future houses to be built thus
overcrowding the neighborhood.

When descriptors like Sub-Standard, variance, and non-compliant are
used multiple times for one projects, the project needs to be
reexamined.

David Shafer
125 Precita Ave

mailto:ds30324@yahoo.com
mailto:saggarwal@smcgov.org


Moss Beach, CA
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Sonal Aggarwal

From: Kate Broderick <katefbroderick@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 9, 2023 10:01 AM
To: Sonal Aggarwal
Subject: Bernal Moss Beach

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and know 
the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply. 

 

Dear Sonal Aggarwal,  
 
I hope this message finds you well. I am writing to you about the proposed house for Moss Beach on Bernal Ave. I live 
at 46 Precita Ave Moss Beach, the adjacent corner to the proposed property. I am concerned about this proposed home 
for the following reasons: 
 
(1) The design does not match the surroundings. It is a very small lot with a really skinny/tall home. Its design looks like 
something for Daly City rather than Moss Beach.  
 
(2) The location of the lot is at the trail head. Over the past 5 years, there have been 7 new homes built on Bernal and 
Ocean Blvd all one block or two from the entrance to the trail head. Such construction has forced numeriors daily 
visitors to park on the street, condensing an already small city street with parked cars. Why hasn't the county dedicated 
one of these lots for parking at the trail head?  
 
(3) As mentioned in #2, there has been a lot of construction in our small neighborhood these past 3 years with no 
improvements to our neighborhood streets. Currently there are only two exits out of our neighborhood (including Ocean 
Blvd). As you may already know, Ocean blvd is being lost to erosion. With the numerous construction trucks and near 
cliff construction, Ocean blvd deterioration has been exacerbated to the point that we will likely lose the road in the 
next 5years. Leaving us with just one exit. This is not safe for our community‐we need another access road before you 
approve more homes to be built in our neighborhood.  
 
In sum, I am concerned about current park access and the safety of this community. Before any new homes are built can 
the county please dedicate space for park access and check to make sure that we have sufficient exit and our current 
roads are stable?  
 
I plan to be at the meeting Thursday and speak during public comment as well. Thank you for your time.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Kate  
 
 
‐‐  

Kate Broderick, Esq.  
(650) 580-2361 
Preferred Pronouns: She/Her 
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Consider the environment before printing this e-mail 
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Sonal Aggarwal

From: Lynn Cookinham <lynncookinham@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, January 9, 2023 7:58 AM
To: Sonal Aggarwal
Subject: Re: Bernal Ave, Moss Beach, 037-278-040

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and know 
the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply. 

 

Good morning Sonal, 
 
We received the letter stating the next design review committee meeting is this Thursday at 3 and I plan on attending. 
Will the committee address my concerns or will they just approve without addressing them? 
Please, if possible, come see what the weather has done just this past week to the bluff and Ocean Avenue here on the 
coast. 
 
Thank you, 
Lynn 
 
 
On Thu, Oct 27, 2022 at 10:30 AM Sonal Aggarwal <saggarwal@smcgov.org> wrote: 

Hi Lynn,  

  

Thanks for your comments. Your letter was received and will be shared with the CDRC Committee before the next 
meeting. As the following steps, the project will be heard by CDRC at a future date (undecided now) and reviewed by 
Planning Commission. Please note that CDRC is only the recommending body, and the Planning Commission will make 
the final decision.  

  

Thanks! 

  

Regards, 

Sonal Aggarwal 

  

From: Lynn Cookinham <lynncookinham@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 25, 2022 6:08 PM 
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To: Sonal Aggarwal <saggarwal@smcgov.org> 
Subject: Re: Bernal Ave, Moss Beach, 037‐278‐040 

  

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and know 
the content is safe, do not click links, open attachments or reply. 

  

Hi Sonal, 

  

Just wanted to be sure you received my letter? What are the next steps? Thank you for keeping me abreast of the 
developments with this lot. Many concerned residents are in the area and we are looking for additional information. 

  

Thank you, 

Lynn 

  

On Mon, Oct 17, 2022 at 6:05 PM Lynn Cookinham <lynncookinham@gmail.com> wrote: 

Sonal, 

  

This correspondence is in regards to the above mentioned parcel in Moss Beach. I live at 51 Precita Ave, Moss Beach. I 
tried to voice my concerns at the meeting but was having problems with the audio portion of the Zoom application. 

  

I am very concerned about the structure that is being proposed for the following reasons:  

  

1. Erosion: As you may know, Ocean Avenue has been falling into the ocean at a rate of 15' per year. Ocean Avenue is 
1 of 2 ingress/egress ways to reach our Seal Cove neighborhood. With this additional development in the area (to the 
8 new homes in the last 18 months), it will surely increase the vulnerability of the fragile cliff and accelerate the 
erosion patterns, leaving current residents with 2 problems:  

      a) we will soon be living in a "cul‐de‐sac" as Ocean Avenue will not be drivable, with increased traffic through the 
surrounding neighborhood on the narrow streets. I urge you to drive to my home/our neighborhood via San Lucas 
Avenue to Ocean Blvd 

      b) property values will decrease at a faster rate because of this erosion 
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      ** Most importantly, why isn't the county taking proactive measures to solve for the eroding infrastructure 
issue, versus exacerbating the problem with additional housing? 

  

2. Lack of parking/little infrastructure/impediment of service vehicles: As noted by my attached pictures, you will see 
how crowded our area becomes for people who want to recreate on our surrounding bluffs. I just took these pictures 
and it's a Monday afternoon, not even a busy weekend. With the house that is being proposed with only 1 garage, and 
at least a married couple living in it (min of 2 car household), where are all these cars going to park? What about the 
new home adjacent to the west that has 4 bedrooms and only a 1 car garage? Where are all those cars going to park 
or people going to walk? There are no sidewalks. Service vehicles such as fire trucks and police cars will not have 
access through the neighborhood and frankly, it is unsafe for the families with small children that live in the area. We 
need to solve for the infrastructure challenge before adding more housing to that block in particular. 

  

3. In‐fill/Change of neighborhood character: One of the things that attracts many to the coast is the artistic and 
unique character of our neighborhoods. With the in‐fill that is being proposed and is already happening, it changes 
what Moss Beach was intended to be: a small beach community with unique places to live. What is being proposed 
should be a cute beach bungalow, not an in‐fill rectangle with no character. If the community wanted to live with in‐
fill, we would be living in San Francisco. These are long term decisions being made that will impact the feel of our 
small community for a very long time. It should be a red flag that there are 3 significant non‐conformities in order to 
build a home there, with barely enough room for a car in a 1 car garage.  

  

Thank you for hearing these challenges, and being open to considering the erosion & safety implications to our 
neighborhood. Please let me know when the next design review committee meeting will be so I can attend. 

  

Kindest regards, 

  

Lynn Cookinham 

51 Precita Avenue 
Moss Beach, CA 

650‐219‐2534 
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