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garding the Street Improvement Exception

13 at extraordinary hardship or damage would be imposed on the applicants

e strict application of the County road standards were-fo6T1owed.

The modifications proposed in this application are_in~harmony with the
general purpose and objectives of the County street improvement

regulations$~sand the public health, safety; and welfare of the people of
San Mateo County will be protected."

Regarding the Coastal velopment Permit

14. That on the.basis ;?\1 e information contained in the staff report, the
project-conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and standards of
the~San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

" Denavtment of Public Works
“p N SEE Pupuic WorES e AfPTRovere <N THE=€ (iThmg
1. The applicants shall provide appropriate documentation to the Department
——+————— of Public Works and to the Planning Division confirming that portions of
Hermosa Avenue and portions of Alto Avenue have, in fact, been abandoned
and/or vacated as indicated on the Vestino Tentative Map.

2. The applicants shall have designed (by a registered civil engineer) and
the applicants shall construct an on-site private street to serve the
e proposed lots of this subdivision. This street shall be designed and
constructed to no less than the standards for an "Urban Private Street."
The street shall be posted for no parking and it shall terminate in a
turnaround meeting the requirements of the applicable fire jurisdiction
and the San Mateo County Department of Public Works.

3. The applicants shall have prepared, by a registered civil engineer, a

~ drainage analysis of the proposed subdivision and submit it to the
Department of Public Works for review and approval. The drainage
analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of
the storm water onto, over, and off the property being subdivided shall
be detailed on the plan and shall include adjacent lands as appropriate
to clearly depict the pattern of flow.

The analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate
drainage. "Post development flows and velocities shall not exceed those
that existed in the pre-developed state. Recommended measures shall be
designed and included in the street improvement plans (per Condition #2),
and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.
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The applicants shall record documents which address maintenance respon-
sibilities of both the private road and any private drainage facilities
which may be constructed. Prior to recording these documents, they shall
be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review.

The applicants shall prepare a plan indicating the proposed method of
sewering these properties. This plan should be included on the improve-
ment plans (per Condition #2), and submitted to the Department of Public
Works for review. Upon completion of this review, the applicants or

their engineer shall have these approved plans signed by the appropriate
sewer district.

The applicants shall dedicate sanitary sewer easements for any portion
of the sewer main which lies outside of existing public sanitary sewer
easements, if applicable.

The applicants shall submit, to both the Department of Public Works and
the Planning Division, written certification from the appropriate water
district (Redwood City Water) stating that their requirements to provide
water service connections to the proposed parcels of this subdivision
have been met.

Any potable water system work required by the appropriate district within
the County right-of-way shall not be commenced until County requirements
for the issuance of an encroachment permit have been met. Plans for such
work shall be reviewed by the Department of Public Works prior to the
issuance of the permit. -

The applicants shall submit written certification from the appropriate
energy and communication utilities to the Department of Public Works and
the Planning Division stating that they will provide energy and communi-
cation services to the proposed parcels of this subdivision.

Any proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall not
begin until County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment
permit, including review of the plans, have been met.

“As-Built" plans of all construction required by these conditions shall
be prepared and signed by the subdivider’s engineer upon completion of
all work. The "As-Built" plans shall be accompanied by a written cer-
tification from the engineer that all private facilities have been
completed in conformance with the approved plans.

\The applicants sha]] submit a plan to the Department of Public Works
showing driveway access to each of the parcels complying with County
standards for driveway slopes trot—exeeeding-20%)~ This plan and
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driveway slopes shall be prepared from elevations and alignment from the
improvement plans required by Condition #1.

The provisions of the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern all
grading on and adjacent to the site. A "grading permit" would be

required for construction of the private road unless exempted by the
above ordinance.

The applicants shall submit a parcel map to the Department of Public
Works for review and recording.

Planning Division
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3 Approval of these permits is for the project, as described and modified

in this staff report, only. Minor modifications may be made subject to
the review and approval of the Planning Director.

The applicants shall comply with the Significant Tree Ordinance.

ol &4

T 9 &

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall replace each
significant tree approved for removal with up to three seedlings; number,
size, and species to be approved by the Planning Director.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the 'applicants shall pay a surety deposit
to insure the maintenance of all replacement seedlings. The amount and

duration of the surety shall be determined on a case-by-case basis by the
Planning Director. e

The applicants shall design residences for the subject properties which

are in compliance with the Design Review Ordinance and the Local Coastal
Program.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall design residences
which follow the natural topography of the site. The house should follow
the natural slope of the hill and stair-step down the slope if necessary.
Grading on each site shall be limited to that required to construct a
residence which has been designed to follow the topography and to provide
access to that residence. The filling or grading of the hillside to
provide flat yard areas shall not be allowed.

The applicants shall 1imit the height of all proposed structures so that

“ﬂﬁﬂf“”Q’”no portion of the structure extends above the tree canopy on the site.

The applicants shall employ earth-tone colors which blend with the

natural environment on the exterior of all structures on each site, to
the satisfaction of the Planning Director.
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23. Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants sha]1ﬁﬂrea§g_gmdocumentk
v*wﬁ Lo the satisfaction of the Planning Director and County Counsel, which
;U_ = outlines the above three tree protection restrictions and the above four
U&/ development restrictions for the benefit of all future owners of Parcels
\ 1 through 4. This document shall be recorded at the time of recordation

of the final parcel map. Further, the Commission recommends the above
seven development restrictions be included on each parcel’s deed.

.l 24. The applicants shall obtain a grading permit for all proposed roadway
7 improvements prior to regrading or widening Miramar Road.

applicants shall submit engineered plans for access to Lots 1 through 4

{ Pﬂb? 25. As part of the grading permit application for this project, the
;53&3/// consistent with the schematic plans submitted on April 8, 1992. The

access plan will be submitted for approval by the County Fire Marshal,
Director of Public Works and the Planning Division. [
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Building Inspection Section Gle ¥ .
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: f&*ﬁ”gﬂﬁs. The applicants shall provide a drainage analysis and plan which demon- o

7 stnang_LhQL“ﬁEEEJQQ_QDL_Qn"these“parcels. ill not increase runoff : }(

& #ﬂ@f’ ¢¢7 surface water to adjoining parcels. (ThYs requirement appears to be 1FE

U ![Lumouﬁa9 a duplicate of one of the Department of Public Works. However, the vy,

u?” gﬁﬂ*Juﬂ'Building Inspection Section’s concerns are with runoff to other parcels f? ’
f ?ﬁf where the Department of Public Works’ would be runoff to the right-of-

15 b
. ﬁiiﬁoﬂf way.) ‘
¥ Environmental Health Division

; VO i GTIT ; :
ﬁ%,ftiﬁt{gif’/?he applicants shall install or extend a sanitary sewer main to serve
B Lots 1 through 7 to the satisfaction of the Granada Sanitary District and

24 Fﬂwﬂoﬂ& ;
w the Department of Public Works. e Fups et
- The applicants shall install or extend a water main to serve all parcels

T
olae

~ 0 to the satisfaction of the Coastside County Water District and the
;&{'bwﬁﬂ’_ Department of Public Works.

Wor
Lﬁ) €1 Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District

29. The applicants shall meet all requirements of the Half Moon Bay Fire
Marshal.

CalTrans

" 30. The applicants shall obtain an encroachment permit for any work proposed
W oy within the State right-of-way. .
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TITLE: (Subdivision and/or Tract)

\

Parcel Map Being a subdivision of Parcel 4, as described in that certain
Lot Line Adjustment, Planning Division File No. 92-0004 Recorded in
Document Series No.92136616 on August 24,1992 and being all of Block 2,

a portion of Hermosa Avenue, and a portion of Lots 7,8,9, and 10, Block
3 as shown on that map, entitled Map of "Subdivision of Block 10, Miramar
Terrace" and filed for record in Volume 5 of Maps at Page 19, Records of
San Mateo County, San Mateo County California
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driveway slopes shall be prepared from elevations and alignment from the
improvement plans required by Condition #1.

P\ H«b*/{3. The provisions of the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern all
g grading on and adjacent to the site. A “grading permit“ would be ’
required for construction of the private road unless exempted by the
‘AQ5066{> above ordinance. 3 ‘

S 14. The applicants shall submit a parcel map to the Department of Public
Works for review and recording. '

Planning Division Peernlt’ ¥ TEevaq - ooag 'cov\wh’eﬂk\/ -
‘ 0044,

5. Approval of these permits is for the project, as described and modified
in this staff report, only. Minor modifications may be made subject to
the review and approval of the Planning Director.

%55
?ﬁ? v/fg: The applicants shall comply with the Significant Tree Ordinance.

17. Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall replace each
significant tree approved for removal with.up to three seedlings; number,
;///// size, and species to be approved by the Planning Director.
18

: Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall pay a surety deposit

) <q{ to insure the maintenance of all replacement seedlings. The amount and

AT duration of the surety shall be determined on a case-by-case basis by the
Planning Director. I '

SN 19. The applicants shall design residences for the subject properties which
af“«<// are in compliance with the Design Review Ordinance and the Local Coastal
! Program.

////261 Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall design residences
which follow the natural topography of the site. The house should follow
the natural slope of the hill and stair-step down the slope if necessary.
Grading on each site shall be limited to that required to construct a
residence which has been designed to follow the topography and to provide
access to that residence. The filling or grading of the hillside to
provide flat yard areas shall not be allowed.

//;?rf//;;e applicants sﬁal] limit the height of all proposed structures so that
no portion of the structure extends above the tree canopy on the site.

2. The applicants shall employ earth-tone colors which blend with the
natural environment on the exterior of all structures on each site, to
the satisfaction of the Planning Oirector.
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GZ*JQ? 23. Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall create a document,
e to the satisfaction of the Planning Director and County Counsel, which

outlines the above three tree protection restrictions and the above four
development restrictions for the benefit of all future owners of Parcels
1 through 4. This document shall be recorded at the time of recordation
of the final parcel map. Further, the Commission recommends the above~

~ seven development restrictions be included on each parcel’s deed.

The applicants shall obtain a grading permit for all proposed roadway
improvements prior to regrading or widening Miramar Road.

As part of the grading permit application for this project, the
applicants shall submit engineered plans for access to Lots 1 through 4
consistent with the schematic plans submitted on April 8, 1992. The
access plan will be submitted for approval by the County Fire Marshal,
Director of Public Works and the Planning Division.

Building Inspection Section

‘DS“\MZG

x&“‘/

Environmental Health Division

The applicants shall provide a drainage analysis and plan which demon-
strates that development on these parcels will not increase runoff
surface water to adjoining parcels. (This requirement appears to be

a duplicate of one of the Department of Public Works. However, the
Building Inspection Section’s concerns are with runoff to other parcels
where the Department of Public Works’ wou]d be runoff to the right-of-

way-)

. 7. The applicants shall install or extend a sanitary sewer main to serve
@D Lots 1 through 7 to the satisfaction of the Granada Sanitary District and
20 the Department of Public Works.
28. The applicants shall install or extend a water main to serve all parcels
to the satisfaction of the Coastside County Water District and the
Department of Public Works.
Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District
F56&2> 29. The applicants shall meet all requirements of the Half Moon Bay Fire
43;7 Marshal.
CalTrans
A\FY 30. The app]1cants shall obtain an encroachment perm1t for any work proposed
within the State right-of-way.
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TREE PROTECTION AND DEVELOPMENT RESTRICTIONS

(SMN 91-0017 / LLA 92-0001)

The property described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference is the
subject of the approval of a subdivision (SMN 91-0017) and a lot line adjustment (LLA 92-0001)
approved by the County of San Mateo on May 26, 1992. Condition number 23 of the approval
required the applicant to record, concurrently with the recordation of the final parcel map, a
document containing certain restrictions included as conditions of approval of SMN 91-0017 and
LLA 92-0001. This document is intended to implement condition number 23 of conditions of
approval of SMN 91-0017 and LLA 92-0001.

The owners of the property described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference, in consideration of the approval of SMIN 91-0017 and LLA 92-0001 agree as follows:

1). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL COMPLY WITH THE SAN MATEO COUNTY
SIGNIFICANT TREE ORDINANCE. '

2). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL REPLACE EACH SIGNIFICANT TREE
APPROVED FOR REMOVAL WITH UP TO THREE SEEDLINGS; NUMBER, SIZE, AND
SPECIES TO BE APPROVED BY THE SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

J). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL PAY A SURETY DEPOSIT TO INSURE THE,
MAINTENANCE OF ALL REPLACEMENT SEEDLINGS. THE AMOUNT AND DURATION OF
THE SURETY SHALL BE DETERMINED ON A CASE BY CASE BASIS BY THE SAN MATEO
COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

4). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL COMPLY WITH THE DESIGN REVIEW

ORDINANCE AND THE LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM REGARDING ANY EXISTING OR
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ON SAID PROPERTY.

S5). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL DESIGN THE STRUCTURE(S) TO FOLLOW
THE NATURAL TOPOGRAPHY OF THE SITE. THE STRUCTURE(S) SHALL FOLLOW THE
NATURAL SLOPE OF THE HILL AND STAIR-STEP DOWN THE SLOPE AS NECESSARY.
GRADING ON SAID PROPERTY SHALL BE LIMITED TO THAT REQUIRED TO CONSTRUCT
THE STRUCTURE(S) WHICH HAS BEEN DESIGNED TO FOLLOW THE TOPOGRAPHY AND
TO PROVIDE ACCESS TO THAT STRUCTURE. THE FILLING OR GRADING OF THE
HILLSIDE TO PROVIDE FLAT YARD AREAS SHALL NOT BE ALLOWED.

6). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL LIMIT THE HEIGHT OF THE STRUCTURE(S)

SO THAT NO PORTION OF THE STRUCTURE EXTENDS ABOVE THE TREE CANOPY IN THE
AREA.



7). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL EMPLOY EARTH-TONE COLORS WHICH
BLEND WITH THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT ON THE EXT ERIOR OF ALL STRUCTURES
ON SITE, TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

The provisions hereto shall run with the land, and inure to the burden and benefit of the property
described in Exhibit A. The provisions hereto shall be binding on all successors in interest to the
property.




EXHIBIT A

PARCEL 1, AS DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT, PLANNING
DIVISION FILE NO. LLA 92-0001 RECORDED IN THE DOCUMENT SERIES NO. 92136616
ON AUGUST 24, 1992 SAN MATEO COUNTY, AND BEING A PORTION OF LOTS 11, 12,13,
AND 14, BLOCK 3, AND THE NORTHERLY HALF OF ALTO AVENUE LYING ADJACENT TO
SAID LOTS 11 THROUGH 14 AND AS SHOWN ON THAT MAP, ENTILED MAP OF
“SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE” AND FILED FOR RECORD IN
YOLUME 5 OF MAPS AT PAGE 19, RECORDS OF SAN MATEO COUNTY.
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STATE OF CAL%%NIA Iss.
COUNTY OF Al QZ@ o !
N 7
On 14 /7 e

personally appeared >, 7. o s

| » Personally known to me
(or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the Person(s) whose name(s) is/are

subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same
in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the
person(s) or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, €xecuted the instrument.

WITNESS my hang and official seg]. . ressessaaooooy

GENIE HEUMPHREUS b
? A\
5&&4% ,

COMM. #982633 =

o/ NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIA g ,
SAN MATEQ COUNTY

My Comm. Expires Jan, 28, 1997

Signature

(This area for official notaria) seal)

/ Title of Document ' |
Date of Document No. of Pages
e .

Other signatures not acknowledged

3008 (1/94) (General
“irgn T
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TREE PROTECTION AND DEVELOPMENT RESTRICTIONS

(SMN 91-0017 / LLA 92-0001)

The property described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference is the
subject of the approval of a subdivision (SMN 91-0017) and a lot line adjustment (LLA 92-0001)

required the applicant to record, concurrently with the recordation of the final parcel map, a
document containing certain restrictions included as conditions of approval of SMN 91-0017 and
LLA 92-0001. This document is intended to implement condition number 23 of conditions of
approval of SMN 91-0017 and LLA 92-0001.

The owners of the property described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein by
reference, in consideration of the approval of SMN 91-0017 and LLA 92-0001 agree as follows:

1). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL COMPLY WITH THE SAN MATEO COUNTY
SIGNIFICANT TREE ORDINANCE.

2). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL REPLACE EACH SIGNIFICANT TREE
APPROVED FOR REMOVAL WITH UP TO THREE SEEDLINGS; NUMBER, SIZE, AND
SPECIES TO BE APPROVED BY THE SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

3). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL PAY A SURETY DEPOSIT TO INSURE THE

MAINTENANCE OF ALL REPLACEMENT SEEDLINGS. THE AMOUNT AND DURATION OF

4). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL COMPLY WITH THE DESIGN REVIEW

ORDINANCE AND THE LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM REGARDING ANY EXISTING OR
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ON SAID PROPERTY.

6). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL LIMIT THE HEIGHT OF THE STRUCTURE(S)

SO THAT NO PORTION OF THE STRUCTURE EXTENDS ABOVE THE TREE CANOPY IN THE
AREA.



7). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL EMPLOY EARTH-TONE COLORS WHICH
BLEND WIiTH THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT ON THE EXTERIOR OF ALL STRUCTURES
ON SITE, TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

The provisions hereto shall run with the land, and inure to the burden and benefit of the property

described in Exhibit A. The provisions hereto shall be binding on all successors in interest to the
property.

BY 1 m&

JOS T.G REN

DATE_ D - \\ - Q.




EXHIBIT A

PARCEL 2, AS DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT, PLANNING
DIVISION FILE NO. LLA 92-0001 RECORDED IN THE DOCUMENT SERIES NO. 92136616
ON AUGUST 24, 1992 SAN MATEO COUNTY, AND BEING A PORTION OF LOTS 11,12, 13,
AND 14, BLOCK 3, AS SHOWN ON THAT MAP, ENTILED MAP OF “SUBDIVISION OF
BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE” AND FILED FOR RECORD IN VOLUME 5 OF MAPS AT
PAGE 19, RECORDS OF SAN MATEO COUNTY.



y | }
STATE OF CALIFOANIA }ss.
COUNTY OF sy 4 Ma/{ﬂ_o }

Oanu(,/// £ 2P, before me, )&.« oy W)w__f

> . A
personally appeared 99/)2/%4{/ /. %@-«r—-

| , personally known to me
(or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same
in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the

person(s) or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Ry
Signatur ( szﬂ)\ f &

(/ NIRRT

GENIE HEUMPHREUS
COMM. #982633
NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIA &
SAN MATEO COUNTY .
> My Comm. Expires Jan. 28, 1997 D
VVV_VWVWW

(This area for official notarial seal)

_—_— e
Title of Document

Date of Document No. of Pages

Other signatures not acknowledged

_

3008 (1/94) (Generah
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(SMN 91.0017 7 LLA 922-8083)

The property doscribed iw Exhibit A, attichod heveto and incorporaied heroin by this referonce Is tho -
subfect of the approval of 2 subdivision (SMN 93-0617) and a jof iine adjusiment (LLA 92-0001)
approved by the County of San Muteo on May 26, 1992. Condition number 23 of the approval
requived the applicant to record, concurvontly with the revordation of the tnal purcel map, a
document containing certaln restrictions included as conditions of approval of SMN 91-0017 and

LLA 920001, This docusient is inionded o implement condition number 23 of conditions of
approval of SMN 210017 aud LLA 92-6001,

Tho owners of the proporiy described in Exiibit A, atteched horeto and incorporated herein by
veforence, I consideration of the approval of SMN 91-0017 and LLA 92-0001 aproe ax tollows:

1), THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL COMPLY WITH T1HE SAN MATEO COUNTY
SIGNIFICANT TREE ORDINANCE. "

56271096

2). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL REPLACE EACH SIGNIFICANT TREE
AFTROVED FOR REMOVAL WI'TH UP TO THREF. SELDLINGS; NUMBER, SIZE, AND
STECIES TO BE APPROVED BY THFE. SAN MATEQ COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

3). THE OWNERS OF SAID YROPFRTY SHALL PAY A SURETY DEPOSIT TO INSURE THIIE
MAINTFENANCE OF ALL REPLACEMENT SEEDLINGS. THE AMOUNT AND DURATION OF
THE SURETY SHALT, BE DETERMINED ON A CASE BY CASE BASIS BY THE SAN MATEO
COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

4). THY. OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL CCOMPLY WITHI TIIE DESIGN REVIEW
ORDINANCE AND THE LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM REGARDING ANY EXISTING OR
FUFURE DEVELOPMENT ON SAID PROPERTY.

5). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL DESIGN THI STRUCTURE(S) TO FOLLOW
THE NATVRAL TOPOGRAFPIIY OF THF. SITE, THE STRUCTURE(S) SHALL FOLLOW THE
NATURAL SLOPE OF THF, HILL AND STAIR-STEP DOWN THE SILOPE AS NECESSARY.
GRADING ON SAID YROPERTY SHALL BE LIMITED TO THAT REQUIRED TO CONSTRUCY
THE STRUCTURE(S) WHICH IIAS BEEN DESIGNED TO FOLLOW Ti) YOPOGRAPHY AND
TOPROVIDE ACCESS TO TIIAT STRUCTURE. THE FILLING QR GRADING OF THE
HILLSIDE TO PROVIDE FLAT YARD ARFAS SHALL NO't BE ALLOWKD,

6). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALYL LIMIT THE HEIGHT OF THE STRUCTURE(®S)
SO THAT NO PORTION OF THE STRUCTURE EXTENDS ABOVE THE TRER CANOPY IN TRHE
AREA,
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7). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL EMPLOY EARTH-TONL COLORS WHICH
BLEND WITH THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT ON THE EXTERIOR OF ALL STRUCYURES
ON SITE, TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING DIRFCTOR.

The provistons horeto shall run with the Iand, and Inure to the burden and bonofit of the property
doscyibed in Exhibif A, The provisions hereto shail be binding on all succossors in infeyest fo the
property,

1 25PM F3
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PHONE NO. @ 415 728 3127

EXHIBIT A

PARCEL 4, AS DESCRIBED IN THAT CFRTAIN LOT LINE ADQUSTMENT, PLANNING
DIVISION FILE NO. LLA 920001 RECORDED IN THE DOCUMENT SERIES NO. 92136616
ON AUGUST 24, 1992 SAN MATEO COQUNTY AND BEING ALL QF BLOCK 2, A PCRTION OF
HERMOSA AVENUE, AND A PORTION OF L.QTS 7,8, 9, AND 18, BLOCK 3 AS SHOWN ON
THAT MAP, ENTILED MAP OF “SUBBIVISION OF BLOCK 106, MIRAMAR TERRACE”

AND FILED F(

YR RECORD IN VOLUME § OF MAPS AT PAGE 19, RECORDS OF SAN
MATEO COUNTY,

Mar. 81 1996 82:25PM P4
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| }
STATE OF CALIFORNIA lss,
"COUNTY OF San Mateo - - }

on__| /%l /Q(ﬂ before me, Renee Lewls, personally
) L . ~ \

appeared _TJOOEPH 7 G uadT e

personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of safisfaciory evidence) fo be

the person{s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized
capacity(iss), and that by his/herftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s) or

the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

......

RENES 021280 . ¢
a  Comm. ¥ P
SUEITINOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIAS
/Y BANMATEQ COUNTY

b Comm. Bxplron Aptt ¥, 1908

WITNESS my hand and official seal,

Signature %'Q:"}L/“ “‘““*—éqQ 2
| \/

{This eree for officlal noterial eoal)

Title of Document:
Date of Document: No. of Pages:
Other signatures not acknowledged:

3008-8M (1/24){Ceneral
First American Title insurance Company

S6ZH 1096



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

Inter-Departmental Correspondence

bate: . Taey 2, /754

To: PLANNING DEPARTMENT/ f,—7 /£ € G € rae Joi_
From:  DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS/ T2 7e e 7t /

Subject: PARCEL MAP FOR PLANNING DEPARTMENT FILE NO. S~/ 9/— Qo /7

A Parcel Map showing the proposed resubdivisiqn of property covered by your

Planning Department File No. <1 Q\-0oif has been submitted to this

office for review and has been found to be technically correct as to the

information. shown thereon.

Any conditions through the Director of Public Works have been met. If all
other conditions have been completed, p]ea;e indicate your approval to record

this Parcel Map by signing below and returning this letter to the Public Works

Department.

ﬂaﬁ»za C;u‘\kfﬂ (;JJ!,;JJ S :ﬂ# /“ /:% ;EF//Q - ”%J‘QQL
45)24{ 25, 26, 7, s 28 /MJ& ALl Bred /.4;;3*"‘

Final approval of this minor subdivision is hereby granted. No letter will be

sent to the applicant until we get word that the Map has been recorded. Please

send word immediately of this recordin
DATE: \// 7/@// &f& BY: )Wé\k %ﬁﬁm Sl

? s, P iend
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GUNTREN BUILDERS

CA LIC. 424438 P.0.BOX 310389
MONTARA, CALIFORNIA. $4037
(415) 725-5659 FAX (415) 728-3327

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING DIVISION

590 HAMILTON
REDWOOD CITY, CA 94063

~ Atuention: Jim Eggemeyer

Subject: Pavcel Map Conditions

Pear Jim,

1 am enclosing the information you requested to sign off item numbers 27 & 28 of my
conditions of approval. Pavcel 3 (630 Mivamar) und Parcel 4 (640 Mivamar, which will
seon become parcel A once the parcel map Is recorded) are connectod to the new sower &
water mnins I instalted. T can not connect the remaining five parcels until T purchase these
permits, } cannot purchase the sewer and water permits for Parcels B, C, & I untjf the
parcel map is recorded. These pareeis are all priority use and there Is plenty of priority
sewer & water available. Regarding condition number 26, This is 4 ditfo of one from the
Depurtment of Public Works with has i‘inalcd the improvement plans. Pefe Bentley also
hag copies that I am faxing to you.

Sincerely,

Glo )Y, ﬂ\w&:

Josoph T. Guntroen
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November 14, 1995

Mr., Joseph T. Guntren
Guntren Builders

Po Box 370389
Montara, Ca. 94037

Re :'

Miramar Drive Pipeline Extengion Project

..Deaxr Mr. Guntren:

Per

our phone conversation of November 14, 1995, this letter isg

written confirmation that on September 12, 1995, Coastside County
Water District Board of Directors accepted the Miramar Drive
Pipeline Extension Project as complete,

if you'need any further information, please do not hesitate to call
the office.

Yours truly,

rnsin o) \

BR. Tomberlin
Office Manager

AN

760

Crrgy P Rls L . AT A e 4 415.79 -..,r-l
MMN S“‘Yi}.‘u“as. HALY MOON BAY, CALIFORNIA 94019 415 729 1405
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A PUBLIC AGENCY SEWER AUTHOR M & ASTSIDE 1000 N. Cabrillo Highway
SERVING: ~ A}»qm Woﬁ s ;ﬁﬂ !ﬂ;ﬁf ﬁ? P.Q. Box 3100 -

City of Half Moon Bay : e Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 -
Granada Sanitary District A : Phone: (415) 726-0124
Montara Sanitary Districr _ Fax: {413) 726.7833

Mr. Joe Guntren ' November 8, 1995

P. O. Box 370389 .

Montara, CA 94037

SUBJECT: SEWER CONNECTION PERMITS
| (File No. S1951101)

Dear Mr. Guntren:
Enclosed please find your copy of Sewer Connection Permit No. 2555 (630

Miramar) and No. 2556 (640 Miramar), signed-off and completed by the
District Engineers’ office. S

Please contact the District Engineer’s office if you have any questions.

Sincerely, \ |

SEWER AUTHORITY MID-COASTSIDE

o ibrasy

Gina M. Brazil .
Secretary -

/gmb
Enclosures

co: the Lim, CREM Enginoers
Judy McKenzie, Granada Sanitary District
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GRANADA SBANITARY DIBTRICT e
OF BAN MATEO COUNTY
(418) 720.7003

P.0. BOX 238 EL GRANADA, CALIFORNNIA 94018

PRINCEYON EL GRANADA MIBAMAR

I NVODICGCE

OWNER : Jos n

P.0. Box 370389

Montara, CA 84037

ASSESSOR"S PARCEL # _ DAB-074_ggq T e e e b

SEWER SERVICE CHARGE - FIBCAL YEAR -~ 1995/19386 = $ 295.00

Nats of Connesotion Inspection Oetohar S, 19495

Pro-ratad Amount Oue & 221.22

Thie amount covere the perlod Opt, 1995 thru unm 1996 '

\

This invoice i=e dua mnd payable within 30 deys from date.

State )law and the District’s Ordinance Code provide thet 1Ff paymsnt

s not received withinm 30 deys of the invoice date .mbove a 10% penalty
will be imposed for late paymeant end an mdditional 1% % of the pro-
rated amount dus will be added each month until the oharges and
penslties are fully paid,

waOMW
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GRANADA SANITARY DISTRICTY =
OF BAN MATRO COUNYY  ~ T T T g
{418) 728-7093
P.O. BOX 338 KL ORANADA, CALIFORNIA 94098

FRINGUETON §L ORANADA MIRAMAR

INVOICE

INVOIGE DATE: , 2 1oos
OWNER: Iaseph. Guntren

F.0. Box 370389

—Mntare, CA S4032

ABSESSOR"S PARCEL # ___ (1480286080 oo o oo

BEWER BERVICE CHARGE ~ FISCAL. YEAR - 199%/1996 = $ 295.00

Dqte of Connaction Inepeption ODotoben b loRkE

Pro-rated Amount Dus $ o054 5o

This amount covare the periocd ., L9495 thru ; 1856 '

\

Thia inveoloe is dus and payable within 30 daye from date,

State law and the District's Ordinance Code provide that if paymant

le not recejived within 30 deye of the invoice date above a 10% ponalty
- will be imposed for late payment and an additlonal 1% ¥ of the pro-
rated amount dus will be added asch month until the chargas and
-panmlties mre fully paild.

Cange 7 oo P
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- SEWER CONNECTION PERMIT
it GRANADA SANITARY DISTRICT OF SAN MATEO COUNTY
' X P.0. BOX 336
A E{, #BRANADA, CALIFORNIA 94018-0336
L {416) 726-7093
PERMIT NUMBER DATE sgUED_ 06ts 11,1994 enmiryvee. 1A
PERNIT EXPIRATION DATE Qf:c. 11,1990 USE Bingd8 Family REsidence (priority use)
CAPACITY ENTITLEMENT;___ 22} OFD
PERMVIT IBSUED TO: ‘Joaayj\ Guntren

P.0, Box 370389
Montave, CA 94037

[ i S

j‘

IDENTIFICATION OF REAL FROPERTY

Assessor's Parcel No, 0".8"074"'6'00 Lot __,. 3

Block, .
Strest Address_ |- .6304'““‘”’! : Ownor's Nnm.e
" FEE AND COSTS

Application Fes § 100,00

FOR FINAL INSPECTION OF

Connection Chargo ¢_ > 000+ 00, J  SEWER CONNECTION CONTACT: f '
Additional Cost ¢____100.00 (hold harmless) SEWER AUTHORITY MID-COASTSIDE
Amount Pald s___ 300000 ' 728-0124 |

Date PAID 8/8/94 " | REQUEST FOR INSPECTION MUST

RESTRICTIONS AND CONDITIONS

t BE MADE 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE

This parmis is subject to all of the provisions of tho Granada Sanmrv District Ordmance Cods and any spacial conditions and restrictions

required by the District.

This permit will expira 2 yaara from date of issua, In the event the Building Permit has not been obtained by tho oxpiration data, thia
parmit, shait, at that dats bscoms void. Tha District mugt be furnished a copy of the Building Parmit when it is obtalnud

This pormit fa not !runsferahle to another parcel or to bo used for a purpose mher than is dogcriljgd In the application on #Hls with the

District,

The Sewsr Authorty Mid-Constside musat be notified when the bulldlng sewer is ready for inspection and connaction ta the sewer maln,

but before any portion ot the work is covered,

»

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

J;PPROVED BY: C)QM,L\ ‘y\/jjmj,/ A. |

CERTIFICATION
5,75

Data Connootion Made / O - { 2 7 .
Cortification of Work Comploted ay‘ﬁz%
) “»

Date

Notes,

Date

[ " e ?5".
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SEWER CONNECTION PERMIT

47 GRANADA SANITARY DISTRICT OF SAN MATEO COUNTY
K P.0. BOX 336 :
EL GRANADA, CALIFORNIA 94018-0335

_ (418) 726-7003
- !p,_'! . .
2556

- PERMIT NUMBER DATE ISSUED PERMITTYPE 1A
PERMIT EXPIRATION DATE Oct, 11,1996 UBE Single FAmily REstidence (Prtoti;y Use) .

Oct. 11,1994

CAPACITY ENTITLEMENT: #21 Gro

PERMIT ISSUED.TO: __ Joseph Guntren ‘
P.0, Box 370389 Ca

Montara, CA 94037

IDENTIFICATION OF REAL PROPERTY )
0‘8"'07“‘090 ' R tot 10 - Black

=,

Assessor’s Parool No, : ’T__.
o ! o «;
Steot Addrosy: 640 Niramar e utars Nj"—'e ! i —
_ . i A '

FEE AND COSTS 100.00 o d kg e
Application Fao § : Il { . __FOR FINAL INSPECTION OF |
_Connsotion Charge § $400.00 : < ,"SEV’,"E?:CP”N? CTION CONTACT:
: { .

Additional Cost ¢__ 100,00 (hold harmlase)
5600,00
- B/8/94 , .

SEWER AUTHORITY MID-COASTYSIDE
1 726-0124 ‘

Amount Paid §

REQUEST FOR INSPECTION MUST
_ BE MADE 48 HOURS IN ADVANCE

Date PAID

RESTRICTIONS AND CONDITIONS

- . This pormit is subject 1o all of the provislans of the Granada Sanitary District Ordinanas Code and any special conditions and restrictions
“"required by the District.

Thie permit will oxpire 2 years from date of lseus. tn tho avent the Building Permit has not been obtained by the explration date, this
pormit, shell, at that date become void. The District must be furnished a copy of the Building Parmit when it is obtained.

‘This pormit Is not transforable 1o anothor pareal or to be uaed for a purpose othor then s describod in the application on flio with the )
District, : ¥ .

Tho Sower Autharty Mid-Coastside mugt be notifled wHox{"ﬁm building sewer is ready for inspection and connaction to the sower main,
but before any portion of the work is covered. ' ’ :

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:
. ~
T
APPROVED BY: W Dete .
CERTIFICATION )
Date Gonnaction Made /O~ 5 “os.. P’ - Notes

Cortification of Work Completod By

Data : /D“g“;‘?_ﬁ-."
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RECORDED AT REQUEST OF

AND RETURN TO: ﬂ\(ﬂ

JOSLEPI1 1. GUNTREN
P.O, BOX 370389
MONTARA, CA 94137

TREE PROTECTION AND DEVELOPMENT RESTRICTIONS

(SMN 921-0017 / 1.1.A 92-0001)

The property described in Exhibit A, atiached hereto and fncorporatod horein by this reference iy the
subject of the approval of a subdivision (SMN 91-0017) and a lot Uinc adjustment (1.1.A 92-0001)
approved by the County of San Matco on May 26, 1992, Condition number 23 of the approval
required the applicant to rovord, convurrensly with the recordation of the fimal parcel map, »
document containing cerdain restyictions Included as conditions of approval of SMN 91-0017 and
1.1.A 92-0001. This document is intendod to implement condition number 23 of conditions of
approval of SMN 91.0017 and LLA 92.0001.

The owners of the properly described in Exhibit A, attachod horeto and incorporated horotn by
reference, o considoration of the approval of SMIN 91.0017 and LLA 92.0081 agree as follows:

1), TIHE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL COMPLY WLTH THE SAN MATEO COUNTY
SIGNIFICANT TREE ORDINANCE.

2). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL REPLACE EACH SIGNIFICANT TREE
APPROVED FOR REMOVAL WITH UP TO THREEK SEEDLINGS; NUMBER, SIZE, AND
SPROIES TO BE APPROVED BY THE SAN MATEQ COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

3). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY MIALL PAY A SURETY DEPOSIT TO INSURE THE
MAINTENANCE OF ALL REPLACEMENT SEEDLINGS. THE AMOUNT AND DURATION OF
THE SURETY SHALL BE DETERMINED ON ‘A CASE RY CASE BASIS BY THE SAN MATEO
COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

4). THE OWNERS OF SAIN PFROPERTY SHALL COMPLY WITH THE DESIGN REVIEW
ORIMNANCE AND THE LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM REGARDING ANY EXISTING OR
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ON SAID PROPERTY.

5). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL DESIGN THE STRUCTURE(S) TO FOLLOW
THE NATURAL TOPOGRAPHY OF THE SITE. THE STRUCTURE(S) SHALL FOLLOW THE.
NATURAL SLOPE OF THE HILL AND STAIR-STEP DOWN THE SLOPE AS NECESSARY.
GRADING ON SAID PROPERTY SHALL BE LIMITED FO THAT REQUIRED FO CONSTRUCT
THE STRUCTURE(S) WHICH HHAS BEEN DESIGNED TO FOLLOW THE TOPOGRATHY AND
TO PROVIDE. ACCESS TO THAT STRUCTURE. THE FILLING OR GRADING OF THF.
HILLSIDE TO PROVIDE FLAT YARD AREAS SHALL NOT BE ALLOWED.

6). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL LIMIT THE HEIGHT OF THE STRUCTURE(S)
SO TRAT NO PORTION OF THE STRUCTURE EXTENDS ABOVE TIIE TREF. CANOPY IN THE
AREA.
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7) THE OWNERS OT SAID PROPERTY SHALL EMFLOY FARTH.-TONE COLORS WHICH
BLEND WITH THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT ON THE EXTERIOR OF ALL STRUCTURES
ON SITE, TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE SAN MATEQ COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR,

The provistons hereto shall run with the land, and inure fo the burden and bonefit of the proporty
described In Exhibit A, The provisions hereto shall be binding on all succossors in interest 1o the
property.

BY .
JOSEPH T. GUNTREN

DATE
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GUNTREN BUILDERS

CATIC, 42443 . P.0O. ROX 370389
MONTARA, CALYFORNIA 94037
(415) 728-8659 FAX (415) 728-3127

TELECOPIER TRANSMISSION
COVER SHEET

T0: JAMES K. EGGEMEYER

COMPANY: SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING DEPT,

FAX NUMBER: 363-4849

FROM: JOSEPH GUNTREN

FAX NUMBER: 728-3127

COMMENTS: FLEASE REVIFEW, CALL IF YOU HAVE ANY QUENTIONS.

THANKS

SENT BY: JTG

PAGE 1 OF PAGES.



l ‘Environmental Services Age/ 7 (

Planning and Building Division

County of San Mateo

Mail Drop PLN122 - 590 Hamilton Street - 2nd Floor - Redwood City
California 94063 - Telephone 415/363-4161 - Fax 415/363-4849

Board of Supervisors
Ruben Barrales

Mary Griffin

Tom Huening
Ted Lempert
Michael D. Nevin

Director of
Environmental Management
Paul M. Koenig

Planning Administrator
Terry L. Burnes

Facsimile Transmittal Sheet

Date sent: (/ 17 @/ OM/ |
/ Jofz

To be delivered to: ' Cﬂ (

M8 3127

Facsimile number:

Sent by: A’V""“

7

Number of pages to _follow Cover Sheet:

Message or special instructions: HE‘Z"& A THE_ Bao TS
Tor- Sour- DOCUmMeEs T, | NEfto 7o
Sk The. __Revision Besrore Yo
Recorp, F-EvE e ga,  THIS  POCUm AT
MeT Pe R oo~ VST AFTER  THE.
FTrecs A 14 2 % conriors,

/hﬁ&_ﬁ

|

Our facsimile number is (415) 363-4849.

Please call (415) 363-4161 immediately if there is any problem with this transmission.

Thank you.

vpSyniscaxsheet. ms 7/25/95 rev.

—elp_.
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r ‘ Tarcer, 4
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RECORDED AT REQUEST OF
AND RETURN TO:

* JOSEPH T. GUNTREN
P.0. BOX 370389
MONTARA, CA 94037

\wl?@ ﬂ : Sy i al 1) AR A IW: ” L O, -y

R esh " . j o 2 ‘m.nll\‘i 8 OF MARPS A - Pgui I
X Fa43 AL e khivh & '

1). THE. OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL COMPLY WITH THE SAN MATEO COUNYTY
SIGNITICANT TREE ORDINANCE.

2). THE OWNERS OF SATD PROPERTY SHALL REPLACE EACH SIGNIFICANT TREE
APPROVED FOR REMOVAL WITH UP TO 1HREX, SEEDLINGS; NUMBER, SI1ZL, AND
SPECIES TO BE APPROVED BY THE SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

3). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL PAY A SURETY DEPOSIT TO INSURE THLE
MAINTENANCE OF ALL REPLACEMENT SEEDLINGS, THE AMOUNT AND DURATION O)
THE SURETY SHALL BE DETERMINED ON A CASE BY CASE BASIS BY THE SAN MATEO
COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

4). THE OWNIRS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL COMPLY WITH THE DESIGN REVIEW
ORDINANCE AND THE LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM REGARDING ANY EXISTING OR
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ON SAID PROPERTX.

5). THF, OWNFERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL DESIGN THE STRUCTURE(S) 10 FOLLOW
THE NATURAL TOPOGRAPHY OF THE SITE. THE STRUCTURE(S) SHALL FOLLOW THE
NATURAL SLOPE OF THE HILL AND STAIR-STEP DOWN THE SLOPF. AS NECFSSARY.
GRADING ON SAID PROPERTY SHALL RE LIMITED TO THAT REQUIRED TO CONSTRUCT
THF. STRUCTURE(S) WHICH HAS BEEN DESIGNED TO FOLLOW THE TOPOGRAPHY AND
TO PROVIDE ACCESS TO THAT STRUCTURE. THE FILLING OR GRADING OF THE
HILLSIDE TO PROVIDE FLAT YARD AREAS SHALL NOT BE ALLOWED,

'6). THE OWNERS OF SAID PR[)PI"RTY SHALL LIMIT THE HEIGHT OF THE STRUCTURE(S)
NSO THAT NO PORTION Ol" THE STRUCTURE EXTENDS ABOVE THE TREE CANOYY IN THE
AREA.

7). THE OWNERS OY SAID PROPERTY SHALL EMPLOY FARTI-TONE COLORS WHICH

BLEND WITH THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT ON THE EXTERIOR OF ALL STRUCTURES
ON SITE, TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING MIRECTOR.

Wi /f

sﬂg,w’ r{:\m,uw/\/




(Joe - Put property description as Exhibit A for attachment
when recording.)

TREE PROTECTION AND DEVELOPMENT RESTRICTIONS
(SMN 91-0017 / LLA 92-0001)
(Insert A)

The property described in Exhibit A, attached hereto and
incorporated herein by this reference is the subject of the
approval of a subdivision (SMN 91-0017) and a lot line adjustment
(LLA 92-0001) approved by the County of San Mateo on May 26,
1992, Condition number 23 of the approval required the applicant
to record, concurrently with the recordation of the final parcel
map, a document containing certain restrictions included as
conditions of approval of SMN 91-0017 and LLA 92-0001. This
document is intended to implement condition number 23 of
conditions of approval of SMN 91-0017 and LLA 92-0001.

The owners of the property described in Exhibit A, attached
hereto and incorporated herein by reference, in consideration of
the approval of SMN 91-0017 and LLA 92-0001, agree as follows:

(Joe - Insert the conditions you typed up, #’s 1 - 7 here.)

1

(At the end, after #7, Insert B) °

The provisions hereto shall run with the land, and inure to the
burden and benefit of the property described in Exhibit A. The
provisions hereto shall be binding on all successors in interest
to the property.

(document needs to be dated, signed by the owner, and
acknowledged by a notory public for recording purposes.)

(Joe - THIS DOCUMENT MUST BE RECORDED AT THE SAME TIME AS THE
FINAL MAP, SO THE PARCEL MAP GOES FIRST AND THEN THIS DOCUMENT.)
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RECORDED AT REQUEST OF
AND RETURN TO:

 JOSEPH T. GUNTREN
P.0. BOX 370389
MONTARA, CA 94037

(fm ~; G -fﬂﬂ/sl/ L//y‘ 7z Yy
JHF-OWNER-OF- PARCEL 4, ASDESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAINT,OT LINE- AI)JU&TMFNT
-—PLANNING DIVISION FILENO. T.EA 92:0001 RECORDED IN-THE DOCUMENT-SERIES NO.—
J\/( 92136616 ON- AUGUSNT- 24, 1992 SAN MATEO COUNTY AND BEING ALL OF- BLOCK2,A—
JL ~PORTION O} lilf,,RMO‘}A AVENUE, AND A-PORTION OF T.OTS7;-8,-9, AND 10,-BLOCK. 3 As -
MSII()WN ON-THAT MAP, ENTILED MAF OF SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR
{A ~—~TERRACEZAND FILED FOR RECORD IN VOLUML 50K MAVS AT PAGE 19, RECORDS OF
~-SAN-MATEO COUNTY SHALL CONCURTO:-

1). THE. OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALI. COMPLY WITH THE SAN MATEO COUN1Y
SIGNIFICANT TREE ORDINANCE.

2). 'THE OWNERS OF SATD PROPERTY SHALL REPLACE EACH SIGNIFICANT TREE
APPROVED FOR REMOVAL WITH UP TO 1HRE). SEEDLINGS; NUMBER, S1ZE, AND
SPECIES TO BE APPROVED BY THE SAN MATEQ COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR

3). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL PAY A SURETY DEPOSIT TO INSURE THE
MAINTENANCE OF ALL REPLACEMENT SEEDLINGS, THE AMOUNT AND DURATION OF
THE SURETY SHALL BE DETERMINED ON A.CASE BY CASE BASIS BY THE SAN MATEO
COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR. )

4). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL COMPLY WITH THE DESIGN REVIEW
ORDINANCE AND THE LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM REGARDING ANY FXISTING OR
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ON SAID PROPERTY.

§). THF, OWNFRS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL DESIGN TRE STRUCTURE(S) 10O FOLLOW
THE NATURAJ. TOPOGRAPHY OF THE SITE. THE STRUCTURE(S) SHALL FOLLOW THE
NATURAL SLOPE OF THE HILL AND STAIR-STEP DOWN THE SLOPE AS NECFSSARY.
CRADING ON SAID PROPERTY SHALSL RE LIMITED TO THAT REQUIRED TO CONSTRUCT
THE. STRUCTURFE(S) WHICH IHAS BEEN DESIGNED TO FOLLOW TUE TOPOGRAPHY AND
TO PROVIDE ACCESS TO THAT STRUCTURE. THE FILLING OR GRADING OF THE
HLLSIDE TO PROVIDE FLAT YARD AREAS SHALL NOT BE ALLOWED,

'6). THE OWNERS OF SAID PR()PFRTY SHALL LIMIT THE HEIGHT OF TIIE STRUCTURE(S)
SO THAT NO PORTION 01" THE STRUCTURE EXTENDS ABOVE THE TREE CANQPY IN THE
AREA.

7). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SIIALL FMPLOY FARTII-TONE COLORS WHICH

BLEND WI'TH THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT ON THE EXTERIOR OF ALL STRUCTURES
ON SITE, TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

Jear [
.IOS@P(]@(@!NI_BEN"’“\ .
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County Government Center- 590 Hamilton St. = Redwood Clty CA 94063
Mail Drop 55RC1-00 = [415) 363-4161 m FAX [415) 363-4849

Assignment to Guarantee Faithful
Performance of Permit Conditions

o

The undersigned hereby assigns to the County of San Mateo the instrument identified in A, below, as security to guarantee
faithful performance of the permit conditions identif ed in B, below:

PO MVEAMAR. L peoadq - o %z,m{’h
Site Address: Lo 4/) N\))?,pe/\/\/\“, D 2, BLD No.: £y Q¢ J(, =

1. Type of Instrument: - Issuing Institution: A3~ Y FF

I:]/ Certificate of Deposit:
;ZL Other (Describe) _ ottt Bt -
2. Date of Instrument: | | / {5 / e
Fd [4

Instrument Number: <=, ﬁ- { 7
Amount:J L7 Yy | Gk

Planning Case No.: "E‘;;::’MN /{ } s (M,\tw)l g
Date Issued:

Conditions: | _.Ad) Gl 2T AT AR ﬁ?‘.".'.‘,fi\\a*‘-d\‘mfﬂ. -fNT“
Foth 6720 amw «fir»«ft»a:» NP A 1 r*”w, Aty PAECGIA

COMITION O APPeoyse. W8 :’\m e vl 'i'i-‘ “Unik
TOTAA-  AMDU M"" Oteg AT f.., CATICFACTORT ISy
P PLARMNIN G, LoV 2o AT m Two

“Eadon s, P S UAAAE

(1’?3?‘-; }*EV,H_.’ZJ N if.:*‘(

I'understand that this assignment will be released when the Planning Director of the County of San Mateo has determined
that the above conditions have been satisfactorily met.
¥
LA

Release Date: Released to (print):
Released by: ' ) Signature:
~ Distribution:
WHITE: "Bond Book" copy
YELLOW: Building Inspection file
PINK: Planning Division file

GOLDENROD:  Applicant's copy

25064-6 ds 10-18-93
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RECEIPT #: 118262

San MateQ COunty Egr"v'i"cc’er;"}\%rgﬁéy DATE..... : 11/16/95 11:43:29
' - . ' CHK#: 11267 REC'D: JIPE~
Planning and Building Division = 590 Hamilton * Redwood City i KE—
California 94063 = Planning: 415/363-4161 = Building: 415/363-4601 = Fax: 415/363-4849 ‘J
CASE NO.....: BLD94-0568
NAME....i,...: JOSEPH GUNTREN
ADDRESS.....: 630 MIRAMAR DR
APN......... : 048—0747090
Account Description Amount
Number Paid
38100—21i1 LANDSCAPE REVIEW 500.00
TOTAL AMOUNT PAID......: $ 500.00

LAY S cnpe SUZETY o PLANT MAINTENANCE.
AT BOTH 20 Mo 40 MIRAMAR. DR, AS
Riedueep BY CoNoiTpN OF Afprovar i
OMN Al — 6017, REFUND OF TDTAL- AMUNT
ONLY AFTER SATISFACTORY  IWSTECTION BY
PLANNING DiyisioN KT ENb OF TwWo

GROWWG SEASOVS , ENb OF Susmer. 1997 |

S B

TRaiecT PuaNNer—

/
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| ORI(%ENAL DOCUMENT RECORDED

RECORDED AT REQUEST OF W P o, P/22(39
AND RETURN TO: THIS COPY HAS NOT BEEN COMPARED

WITH THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT.
JOSEPHT. GUNTREN San Mateo County Recorder
P.O. BOX 370389
MONTARA, CA 94037

TREE PROTECTION AND DEVELOPMENT RESTRICTIONS

THE OWNERS OF PARCEL THREE APN: 048-074-090 AS DESCRIBED IN THAT CERTAIN
LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT, PLANNING DIVISION FILENO. LLA 92~0.001 RECORDED IN
THE DOCUMENT SERIES NO. 92136616 ON AUGUST 24, 1992 SAN MATEO COUNTY
RECORDS SHALL CONCUR TO:

1). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL COMPLY WITH THE SAN MATEO COUNTY
SIGNIFICANT TREE ORDINANCE.

2). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL REPLACE EACH SIGNIFICANT TREE
APPROVED FOR REMOVAL WITH UP TO THREE SEEDLINGS; NUMBER, SIZE, AND
SPECIES TO BE APPROVED BY THE SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

3). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL PAY A SURETY DEPOSIT TO INSURE THE
MAINTENANCE OF ALL REPLACEMENT SEEDLINGS. THE AMOUNT AND DURATION OF
THE SURETY SHALL BE DETERMINED ON A CASE BY CASE BASIS BY THE SAN MATEO

. COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

4). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL COMPLY WITH THE DESIGN REVIEW
ORDINANCE AND THE LOCAL COASTAL PROGRAM REGARDING ANY EXISTING OR
FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ON SAID PROPERTY. :

5). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL DESIGN THE STRUCTURE(S) TO FOLLOW
THE NATURAL TOPOGRAPHY OF T HE SITE. THE STRUCTURE(S) SHALL FOLLOW THE
NATURAL SLOPE OF THE HILL AND STAIR-STEP DOWN THE SLOPE AS NECESSARY.,
GRADING ON SAID PROPERTY SHALL BE LIMITED TO THAT REQUIRED TO CONSTRUCT

6). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL LIMIT THE HEIGHT OF THE STRUCTURE(S)

SO THAT NO PORTION OF THE STRUCTURE EXTENDS ABOVE THE TREE CANOPY IN THE
AREA.

7). THE OWNERS OF SAID PROPERTY SHALL EMPLOY EARTH-TONE COLORS WHICH
BLEND WITH THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT ON THE EXTERIOR OF ALL STRUCTURES
ON SITE, TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING DIRECTOR.

{ —_
BY A
J({j H T. GUNTREN |



STATE OF CALIFORNIA }ss.
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO }

On November 15, 1995 before me, M. Joseph, personally appeared
Joseph T. Guntren ‘

personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be
the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized
,ca‘pacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s) or

the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

LAES B T
N M. JOSEPH  §
&) COMM. 41019255 =
el NOTARY PUBLIC - CALFORNIA B

R SAN MATEQ COUNTY =
My Commission Expires March 2, 1008

Sign

(This area for official notarial seal)

Title of Document: Restrictions
Date of Document: No. of Pages:
Other signatures not acknowledged:

3008-SM (1/94)(General)
First American Title Insurance Company
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- - 92136616

/ ' | { | RET ] |
Recorded at the Request of, €o FECORDED AT REQUEST OF
and When Recorded Return to: LN |
Valerie Barone, Pony #5500 MF _
Exempt from Fees pursuant to AF ”’%Z HJSG 2‘? P m L* Sl
_(;Qvernment Code Sectlon'27383 County of San Mateo TC :
Environmental Services Agency NQ FEE WARREN SLOC
Planning and Building Division v fﬁ?‘ SAN MATED
' OFFICIAL EE

APPROVAL OF LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT
Pursuantvto Government Code Section 66412(d)

Planning Division File No. LLA 92-0004
The application of Joe Guntren for adjustment of propérty Tines between

parcels owned by him located at Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive,- identified
as Assessor’s Parce] Number 048-074-020, is hereby‘approved as follows:

Description of New Property Confiqurations

Parcel 1

A1l that rea] property situate in the State of California, County of San
Mateo, and being a portion of Lots 11, 12, 13, and 14, Block 3, and the
northerly half of Alto Avenue lying adjacent to said Lots 11 through 14 and as
shown on that map, entitled Map of "Subdivision of Block 10, Miramar Terrace"
and filed for record in Volume 5 of Maps at page 19, Records of San Mateo -
County, and more particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the centerline of said Alto Avenue where the
prolongation of the westerly line of said Lot 14 intersects said centerline;
thence along said prolongation and the westerly Tine of said Lot 14, North
24°30°00" West ga distance 73.00 feet; thence leaving said westerly Tine, North
65°30°00" East across said Lots 14 through 11, a distance of 194.59 feet to a
point on the southwesterly line of Miramar Drive; thence along said south-
westerly line and its prolongation South 58°12°00" East a distance of 87.74
feet to the centeriine of said Alto Avenue; thence along said centerline South
65°30°00" West 243.27 feet more or Tess to the point of beginning for this
description.

3199€126

Contains 15,982 Square feet more or Jess.

Parcel 2

A1l that real Property situate in the State of California, County of San
Mateo, and being a portion of Lots 11, 12, 13, and 14, Block 3, as shown on
that map, entitled Map of “Subdivision of Block 10, Miramar Terrace" and filed
for record in Volume 5 of Maps at page 19, Records of San Mateo County, and
more particularly described as follows: '

BEGINNING at a point on the westerly Tine of said Lot 14, said point bears
North 24°30°00" West 53.00 feet from the southwesterly corner of said Lot 14:
thence continuing North 24°30°00" West 3 distance of 62.00 feet; thence




* Approval of LLA 92-0004
Page 2

leaving said westerly line, North 65°30°00" East, across said Lots 14 through
11, a distance of 160.00 feet to a point on the wester]y line of Miramar
Dr1ve, thence along said 1ine South 24°30°00" East, 10.14 feet and South
58°12°00" East 62.34 feet; thence leaving the southwester]y line of said
Miramar Drive, South 65°30’00" West, across said Lots 11 through 14, a
distance of 194.59 feet to the point of beginning for this description.

Contains 10,816 square feet more or less.
Parcel 3

A11 that real property situate in the State of California, County of San
Mateo, and being a portion of Lots 7 through 14, Block 3, as shown on that
map, entitled Map of "Subdivision of Block 10, Miramar Terrace" and filed for
record in Volume 5 of Maps at page 19, Records of San Mateo County, and more
particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the westerly line of said Lot 14, said point bears
South 24°30°00" East 5.00 feet from the common westerly corner to said Lots 7
and 14; thence North 24°30°00" West along said westerly line a distance of
62.50 feet; thence leaving said westerly Tine North 65°30°00" East across said
Lots 7 through 10, a distance of 160.00 feet to a point on the westerly line
of Miramar Drive; thence along said line, South 24°30°00" East a distance of
62.50 feet; thence leaving said westerly line South 65°30°00" West across said
Lots 11 through 14 a distance of 160.00 feet to the point of beginning for
this description.

Contains 10,000 square feet more or less.
Parce] 4

A11 that real property situate in the State of California, County of San
Mateo, and being all of Block 2, a portion of Hermosa Avenue, and a portion of
Lots 7, 8, 9, and 10, Block 3, as shown on that map, entitled Map of "Subdivi-
sion of Block 10, Miramar Terrace" and filed for record in Volume 5 of Maps at
pa?e 19, Records of San Mateo County, and more particularly described as
follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the westerly line of said Lot 7, in said Block 3, said
point bears North 24°30°00" West 57.50 feet from the southwesterly corner of
said Lot 7; thence North 24°30°00" West continuing along said westerly line
and its prolongation 87.50 feet to the centerline of Hermosa Avenue; thence
South 60°30°00" West along said centerline 115.47 feet to a point where the
southerly prolongation of the easterly line of Terrace Avenue intersects said
centerline; thence North 16°31°00" East along said prolongation 33.13 feet to
the southwester]y corner of said Block 2; thence continuing along the north-
westerly side of Block 2, North 16°31° 00" East 45.78 feet, North 38°00°00"
East 89.45 feet; North 38°39’00" East, 97.76 feet, and North 65°30°00" East
57.12 feet to the northeasterly corner of said Block 2 and the westerly line
of Miramar Drive; thence along said westerly line South 24°30°00" East a

9{99€1¢6
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Approval of LLA 92-0004
Page 3

distance of 232.50 feet; thence Teaving said westerly line South 65°30°00"
West across Lots 10 through 7, in said Block 3, a distance of 160.00 feet to
the point of beginning for this description.

Contains 40,900 square feet more or less.

The property lines described above are now recognized'by this office as the
lines dividing the property in question. '

2% /ﬁ% f//z:%L

Paul M. Koenig J/ Date
Director of Environmental Services

We/I, as owner(s) of record, hereby acknowledge our/my consent to the above
described 1ot line adjustment.

SE, ‘ | S \B-eax 0
JYe Guntren Date —

v w
. . m ‘
PMK:VJIB:dc/fc - VJBC1520.ADN ° . o

m 1
QEESOHa ]_y k
Satisfag fown  to me
subsczzgzgr{ eVldence) to égr Proveq 4 me o}
(Be)she /the, -°_the Within j he person (g, o the pag; N
Capacit (?Y €Xecuteq th;nstrument and ackWhose Name (s) is/agf -
instrumenéeiéé oo that by Efﬁs in <fi2yh2§¥iiiqed to ma thas ;g 1
pel’-se’n(s) acte pee\l}'{segcn(ts or th éhte:ﬁ'{;heir signatége(sa)UthOrized o /l
’ uted the 4 pon b °n  the ~~
WITNESS my hang lnstrument. shalf of Which tpe 2P ] ’
1A e R0y, /
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Recorded at the Request of,

and When Recorded Return to: PVt
Valerie Barone, Pony #5500 umumﬂLugcﬁiigs;Efmmgﬁ
VLG
Exempt from Fees pursuant to 77/75?0«;\\ 7 <4 i9.92
' . . IV Vi AR
Environmental Servic Ag&nm%oc;m%UMmm

Planning and Building Diviston—2t/oooe

APPROVAL OF LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT
Pursuant to Government Code Section 66412(d)

Planning Division File No. LLA 92-0004
The application of Joe Guntren for adjustment of property lines between
parcels owned by him located at Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive,- identified

as Assessor’s Parce] Number 048-074-020, is hereby approved as follows:

Description of New Property Confiqurations

Parcel 1

A11 that real property situate in the State of California, County of San
Mateo, and being a portion of Lots 11, 12, 13, and 14, Block 3, and the
northerly half of Alto Avenue lying adjacent to said Lots 11 through 14 and as
shown on that map, entitled Map of "Subdivision of Block 10, Miramar Terrace"
and filed for record in Volume 5 of Maps at page 19, Records.of San Mateo
County, and more particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the centerline of said Alto Avenue where the
prolongation of the westerly line of said Lot 14 intersects said centerline;
thence along said prolongation and the westerly line of said Lot 14, North
24°30°00" West a distance 73.00 feet; thence leaving said westerly line, North
65°30°00" East across said Lots 14 through 11, a distance of 194.59 feet to a
point on the southwesterly line of Miramar Drive; thence along said south-
westerly line and its prolongation South 58°12°00" East a distance of 87.74
feet to the centerline of said Alto Avenue; thence along said centerline South
65°30°00" West 243.27 feet more or less to the point of beginning for this
description.

Contains 15,982 square feet more or less.
Parcel 2

A1l that real property situate in the State of California, County of San
Mateo, and being a portion of Lots 11, 12, 13, and 14, Block 3, as shown on
that map, entitled Map of "Subdivision of Block 10, Miramar Terrace" and filed
for record in Volume 5 of Maps at page 19, Records of San Mateo County, and
more particularly described as follows: '

BEGINNING at a point on the westerly line of said Lot 14, said point bears
North 24°30°00" West 53.00 feet from the southwesterly corner of said Lot 14;
thence continuing North 24°30°00" West a distance of 62.00 feet; thence
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leaving said westerly line, North 65°30°00" East, across said Lots 14 through
11, a distance of 160.00 feet to a point on the wester]y line of Miramar
Dr1ve thence along said line South 24°30°00" East, 10.14 feet and South
58°12° 00" East 62.34 feet; thence leaving the southwester]y line of said
Miramar Drive, South 65°30’00" West, across said Lots 11 through 14, a
distance of 194.59 feet to the point of beginning for this description.

Contains 10,816 square feet more or less.
Parcel 3

A11 that real property situate in the State of California, County of San
Mateo, and being a portion of Lots 7 through 14, Block 3, as shown on that
map, ent1t1ed Map of "Subdivision of Block 10, M1ramar Terrace" and filed for
record in Volume 5 of Maps at page 19, Records of San Mateo County, and more
particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the westerly line of said Lot 14, said point bears
South 24°30°00" East 5.00 feet from the common westerly corner to said Lots 7
and 14; thence North 24°30°00" West along said westerly line a distance of
62.50 feet; thence leaving said westerly line North 65°30°00" East across said
Lots 7 through 10, a distance of 160.00 feet to a point on the westerly line
of Miramar Drive; thence along said line, South 24°30°00" East a distance of
62.50 feet; thence leaving said westerly line South 65°30°00" West across said
Lots 11 through 14 a distance of 160.00 feet to the point of beginning for
this description.

Contains 10,000 square feet more or less.

Parcel 4

A11 that real property situate in the State of California, County of San -
Mateo, and being all of Block 2, a portion of Hermosa Avenue, and a portion of
Lots 7, 8, 9, and 10, Block 3, as shown on that map, entitled Map of "Subdivi-
. sion of Block 10, Miramar Terrace" and filed for record in Volume 5 of Maps at
ga$$ 19, Records of San Mateo County, and more particularly described as
ollows:

BEGINNING at a point on the westerly line of said Lot 7, in said Block 3, said
point bears North 24°30°00" West 57.50 feet from the southwesterly corner of
said Lot 7; thence North 24°30°00" West continuing along said westerly line
and its prolongation 87.50 feet to the centerline of Hermosa Avenue; thence
South 60°30°00" West along said centerline 115.47 feet to a point where the
southerly prolongation of the easterly line of Terrace Avenue intersects said
centerline; thence North 16°31’00" East along said prolongation 33.13 feet to
the southwesterly corner of said Block 2; thence continuing along the north-
westerly side of Block 2, North 16°31°00" East 45.78 feet, North 38°00°00"
East 89.45 feet; North 38°39°00" East, 97.76 feet, and North 65°30°00" East
57.12 feet to the northeasterly corner of said Block 2 and the westerly line
of Miramar Drive; thence along said westerly line South 24°30°00" East a



’
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distance of 232.50 feet; thence leaving said westerly Tine South 65°30°00"
West across Lots 10 through 7, in said Block 3, a distance of 160.00 feet to
the point of beginning for this description.

Contains 40,900 square feet more or less.

The property lines described above are now recognized by this office as the
lines dividing the property in question.

aut M% ' ‘ y/z%L

Paul M. Koenig Date
Director of Environmental Services

/

We/I, as owner(s) of record, hereby acknowledge our/my consent to the above
described lot line adjustment.

/ jﬁe Guntren

M.Dljll -
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WILLIAMSON/GUNTREN
SMNS1-0017
LLA 92-0001, SIE 91-0002, CDP91-0053

File 1 of 2
Contains the following:

w/in the main body

- applications

- background information

- initial study/negative declaration

- comments and responses to the Initial Study and Negative Declaration
-- Planning Commission Staff Report

- Planning Commission minutes

- Letter of Approval

on facing cover

- maps

-- graphics

- t¥ansparenc1es (including the access schematic submitted on April 8th)
- plans

J File 2 of 2

Contains the following:

appeal letter
-- research on appeal issues

- copy of Board of Supervisors staff report

-- slides

-- mailing list

-- Board letter of approval

-— Documents demonstrating compliance with all conditions of approval
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AND WHEN NEQORD.  4AIL TO r‘—Itiort.h American Title Lampany hereby
"~ -1 certifies that the within ngirument ig a tyyno
and correct copy of the arigiral ingtrament
N IOSERH . GLNIREN _ tecorded in the office sf the Secarder of tha
guwm  F.0. Box 1006 County ot UL AT R0 o6 Duditornia
Adeis  Half Moon Bay, €A 94019 i ’ -
R —— on——-ﬂ'ﬂf&:&é
P -l Recorder's Sarinl No._ PPl J7.5 /1
~ WAL TAX STATAMENTE 70 S NORT ERICAN TITLE CO.
B ’ . :
LI . 1 AS E PR st s i of Y e« o e it v ek i ey iyt Wil .
[
Addien
Chy &
Aaw 4
SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR AGCORDER'S LigK
. Indivi I Grant D ' .
NAT-30 (6-67) hdividual Grant Deed A 048-073-010/050/ 7060 e
The undersigned grantor(s) declare(s): ' Lo
. umentary teansfer tax is § .
211 (X)) eomputed on full value of Properry conveyed, or
) vomputed on full value less value of Tiens and encumbrances remaining at time of asle, . -
g« | ( X ) Unincarporated ere: () City of : y and v
58 | roRA VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, rcceipt of which is hereby acknowledged,
ROHERL WILLIAMSON AMD JONT WILLIAMBON, fHUSBAND AND WIFE
I o ' ‘
oo bereby GRANT(S) to JOSERH Y, QUNIREN, A MARRIED MAN, RS HIS SOLE AND SERARATE
PROFERTY
vt | the following dcscribcd.rnl property in the  UNINCOREORATED AREA P
= CWM‘}' of  uan MAYTO , State of California: . T “'»..'-' L4
LS 1.2,3.4,5,6,, BLOCK 2, LOTS 1,8,9,10,11, 12,13,14, mocK 3, sus o BLOCK 10,
e MIRAMAR TRRRACE, AS SUOW O ‘1% MAP ENTITLED "MAP OF SURDIVISICH OF BIOCR 10,
o < MIRAMAR TERRACT:", WHICH MAP WAS FILED IN 4y opfIcm OF THE CQOUNTY REXYRDER OF BAN

MNTED COUNIY, SUATE OF CALIFORNIA, ON AUGUST 5, 1908, IN BOXK § OF MAPS AT PACE 19,
AB.N. 048-073-0L0 10004 060+070 J BN, 048=007+073~01a
048-007-073-02a

Galed Moy 8, 1092
Stats of Caitfomia

County of SSAL: MATEC

on 91292 batore me, L (ax (Pl UVEL
I E e R
PRSIy RS 157 94 10 ba on tha basia of salisfactory
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Sinause, " (Sl (This area for official notrial send
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LEGAYT, DESCRIPTION

PARCEL 1

All that real property situate in the State of California, County
of San Mateo, and being a portion of Lots 11, 12, 13, and 14,
Block 3, and the Northerly half of Alto Avenue lying adjacent to
salid Lots 11 through 14 and as shown on that map entitled, Map of
"Subdivision of Block 10 Miramar Terracé" and filed for record
in Volume 5 of Maps at page 19, Records of San Mateo County, and

more particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the centerline of said Alto Avenue where
the prolongation of the Westerly line of said Lot, 14 intersects
said centerline; thence along said»prolongation an@ the Westerly
line of said Lot 14, North 24‘30'00t West a distance 73.00 feeit;
thence leaving said Westérly line, North 65°30'00" Bast across
gsald Lots 14 through 11, a distancekof 194.59 feet to a point on
the Southwesterly line of Miramar brive; thence along said
Southwesterly line and it’'s prolongation South 58°12700" East a
distance of 87.74 feet to the centerline of said Alto Avénue;

thence along said centerline South 65°30/00" West, 243.27 feet

more ox less to the point of beginning for this description.

06/09/92 Contains 15,982 square feet
WOo#16-84 more or less.
Gunt.001



STATE OF'CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY ) ) PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE
840 CAPITOLA ROAD

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95042
(408) 479-3511

Date: August 31, 1992
/Commission Appeal # A-3-SMC-92-49

COMMISSION NOTIFICATION OF FINAL APPEAL ACTION

TO: ' Valerie Barone, Project Planner

FROM:bavid Loomis, Assistant Distf?ct-Dire;tOr. California Coastal Commissjon
RE: Appeal of Loca1/Perﬁit #: CDP 91—0055

Name of Applicant: Williamson -

Project Description, Location: Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street

Improvement Exception, and Coastal Development Permit, One-quarter mile
northeast from Highway 1, at Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive, Miramar.

Local Decision: Approval with Conditions

Pursuant to 14 Cal. Admin. Code Séct1on 13120, please be advised that the
California Coastal Commission, on August 13, 1992 and by vote of 9 to 0, took
the following final action.on this appeal: .

\

a. no substantial issue

b. XXX approval

c. approval with conditions

d. ___ denial

Any terms and conditions of the local decision remain unchanged where the
Commission vote is "no substantital issue." Where the Commission vote is for
"approval" or "approval with conditions," the Commission decision replaces the
Tocal coastal permit decision. Approval by the Commission may include -
modified or Commission-imposed conditions; if so, they are attached.

Please contact us if you have any questions. '

H8: 4/88



EXHIBIT-A =~
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RECOMMENDED CCNDITIONS

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgement. The permit is not valid and
development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the
permittee or-authorized agent, acknwledgl.ng receipt of the permit and
acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Ccmmission
office. ;

2. Expiration. If development has not cammenced, the permit will ex-—
pire Two years from the date on which the Camission voted on the applic-
ation. Develcpment shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed
in a reasonable periocd of time. Application for extension of the permit
must be made prior to the expiration date.

3. Comliance. All development must occur in strict campliance with
the proposal as set forth in the application for permit, subject to any -
special conditions set forth below. Any deviation fram the approved plans
mist be rev:.ewed and approved by the staff and may require Camission
approval.

4, Intea;preta’uon. Any questions of intent or mt,rpretatlon of any con-
dition w1ll be resolved by the ExecutJ.ve Director or the Cammission.

o 5. %ctlons The Conmlssmn staff shall be allowed to inspect the
site and the development dur:.ng constructlon, subject to 24-hour advance
not_lce. .

6. Ass:.wt The permlt may be a551gned to any quallfled peraon, Ero-
vided assignee files with the Comnlsswon an affldavn.t acceptlng all ter'r\s
and canditions of the perm:Lt _ _

7. Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions
shall be perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the per—
mittee to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject prop.rt\
to the terms and cond.t’uons : B _ i -

{

: E.XHIBl_TNO. .

APPLICATION NOQ.
A-3-5SMC-92-49

. 8tandard Co'ntlitio’ns

(.
California Coastal Commission




Environmental Services Agency Board of Supervisors
Planning and Building Division ‘ . Anna G. Eshoo
) , Mary Griffin
- Tom Huening
} Planning Division - 415/363-4161 - FAX 363-4849 Tom Nolan

\ L s : —

(_ S ( " N i (//‘ B

William J. Schumacher

[] Building Inspection Section -« 15/363-4601 - FAX 363-4849 Director of :

Environmental Services

County of San Mateo e

Planning Administrator

Mail Drop 5500 - 590 Hamiiton Street, 2nd Floor - Redwood City - California 94063 - Terry L. Burnes

June 4, 1992 U
JUN 24 1992
CALIFORNIA

ey COASTAL COMMISSION

Bob Williamson Joe Guntr

775 Railroad Avenue P.0. Box §$3§§§AL COAST AREA

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 Montara, CA 94037

Dear Mr. Williamson and Mr. Guntren:

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF FINAL LOCAL DECISION
Bob Williamson and Joe Guntren - LLA 92-0001, SMN 91-0017,
SIE 91-0002 and CDP 91-00553(Location: Terrace Avenue and
Miramar Drive, Miramar)

On May 26, 1992, the Board of Supervisors considered an appeal of your
applications for a Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement
Exception and Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to the Regulations of the
County Subdivision Ordinance and the State Subdivision Map Act and Sections
8104 and 6328.4 of the County Ordinance Code, respectively, to allow for the
creation of seven parcels from four existing legal parcels; the installation
of a water service main and a sewer service main; the underground extension of
gas, electrical, cable and phone lines; and the creation of a private road
which would have a maximum slope of 23.5% where 15% slope is the maximum
allowable. A grading permit, which was not part of this application, would be
required prior to roadway construction. The Coastal Development Permit for
the subdivision only is appealable to the California Coastal Commission (APNs
048-073-010 and 048-074-020). o

Based on the information provided by staff and evidence presented at this
hearing, the Board of Supervisors denied the appeal and upheld the Planning
Commission’s approval by making the findings and adopting the recommended
conditions of approval, as follows:

FINDINGS

Regarding the Negative Declaration

1. That the Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of San
. Mateo County. -

N

[EXHIBIT NO. B
IfPLICATION NO.

|A-3-sMc-92-19
COUNTY CoNdDITIONS
« California Coastal Commission )




Bob Williamson
Joe Guntren
June 4, 1992
Page 3

Regarding the Street Imprdvement Exception

13.

That extraordinary hardship or damage would be imposed on the applicants
if the strict application of the County road standards were followed.

The modifications proposed in this application are in harmony with the
general purpose and objectives of the County street improvement
regulations and the public health, safety, and welfare of the people of
San Mateo County will be protected.

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit

14.

That on the basi$ of the information contained in the staff report, the
project conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and standards of
the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Department of Public Works

1.

The applicants shall provide appropriate documentation to the Department
of Public Works and to the Planning Division conf1rm1ng that portions of
Hermosa Avenue and portions of Alto Avenue have, in fact, been abandoned
and/or vacated as indicated on the Vestino Tentat1ve Map.

The applicants shall have designed, (by a registered civil engineer) and
the applicants shall construct an on-site private street to serve the
proposed lots of this subdivision. This street shall be designed and
constructed to no less than the standards for an "Urban Private Street."
The street shall be posted for no parking and it shall terminate in a
turnaround meeting the requirements of the applicable fire Jur1sd1ct1on
and the San Mateo County Department of Public Works.

The applicants shall have prepared, by a registered civil engineer, a
drainage analysis of the proposed subdivision and submit it to the
Department of Public Works for review and approval. The drainage
analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of
the storm water onto, over, and off the property being subdivided shall
be detailed on the p]an and shall include adjacent lands as appropriate
to clearly depict the pattern of flow.

The analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate
drainage. "Post development flows and velocities shall not exceed those -
that existed in the pre-developed state. Recommended measures shall be
designed and included in the street improvement plans (per Condition #2),
and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.

- Ex.8
&



Bob Williamson
Joe Guntren
June 4, 1992
~Page 5

- 13.

14.

driveway slopes shall be prepared from elevations and alignment from the
improvement plans required by Condition #1.

The provisions of the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern all
grading on and adjacent to the site. A "grading permit" would be
required for construction of the private road unless exempted by the
above ordinance. ‘ :

The applicants shall submit a parcel map to the Department of Public
Works for review and recording.

Planning Division

15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

- 20.

21.

22.

Approval of these permits is for the project, as described and modified
in this staff report, only. Minor modifications may be made subject to
the review and approval of the Planning Director.

The applicants shall comply with the Significant Tree Ordinance.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall replace each
significant tree approved for removal with up to three seedlings; number,
size, and species to be approved by the Planning Director.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall pay a surety deposit

- to insure the maintenance of all replacement seedlings. The amount and

duration of the surety shall be determined on a case~by-case basis by the
Planning Director. R ' .
The applicants shall design residences for the subject properties which
are in compliance with the Design Review Ordinance and the Local Coastal
Program.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall design residences
which follow the natural topography of the site. The house should follow
the natural slope of the hill and stair-step down the slope if necessary.
Grading on each site shall be limited to that required to construct a
residence which has been designed to follow the topography and to provide
access to that residence. The filling or grading of the hillside to
provide flat yard areas shall not be allowed.

The applicants shall limit the height of all proposed structures so that
no portion of the structure extends above the tree canopy on the site.

The applicants shall employ earth-tone colors which blend with the
natural environment on the exterior of all structures on each site, to
the satisfaction of the Planning Director.

[k



Bob Williamson
- Joe Guntren

June 4, 1992

Page 7 :

Any interested party may appeal the County’s approval of this subdivision to
the California Coastal Commission Central Coast Division. They can be reached
at 408/479-3511,

If you have any questions on this matter, please contact the Project Planner,

Valerie Barone, at'363-1930. :
Sin}.ﬂ Ys /{
A S

N
Terry Burdes
Planning Administrator

TB:VB:fc - VJBCI377.AFN

cc: Rick Silver, Clerk of the Board
Lennie Roberts, Committee for Green Foothills, Appellant
Greg Hampton, Appe]]ant _
Louie Figone, Appellant S 2

ENNS P i KA SOy N it
Bob Brown, -Comm+%%ee~£9#-@reeanooth1ﬂ13 Mid - dpa gt LB et ey ‘/

Judy Mar1ant California Coastal Commission

{
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION

PARCEL 2

All that real property situate in the State of California, County
of San Mateo, and being a por_tioﬁ of Lots 11, 12, 13, and 14,
Block 3, as shown on that map entitled, Map of "Subdivision of
Block 10 Miramar Terrace" and filed for record in Volume 5 of
Maps at page 19, Records of San Mateo County, and more

particularly described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the Westerly line of said Lot 14, said
point bears North 24°30/00" West, 53.00 feet from the
Southwesterly corner of said Lot 14; thence continuing North
24°30'00" West a distance of 62.00 feet; thence leaving said
Westerly line, North 65°30‘00" East, across said Lots 14 through
11, a distance of 160.00 feet to a poxnt on the Westerly line of
Miramar Drive; thence along said line South 24°3000" East, .
10.14 feet and South 58°12700" East, 62.34 feet; thence leaving
the Southwesterly line of said Miramar Drive, South 65°30'00".
West, across said Lots 11 through 14, a distance of 194.59 feet

to the point of beginning for this description.

06/09/92 Contains 10,816 square feet
WO# 16~-84 more or less.
Gunt.002
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION

PARCEL 3

All that real property situate in the State of California, County
of San Mateo, and being a portion of Lots 7 through 14, Block 3,
as shown on that map entitled Map of "Subdivision of Block 10
Miramar Terrace" and filed for record in Volume 5 of Maps at
page 19, Records of San Mateo County, and more particularly

described as follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the Westerly line of said Tot 14, said
point bears South 24°30’00" East, 5.00 feet from the commen
Westerly corner to said Lots 7 and 14; thence Norxrth 24°30'00"
West along said Westerly line a distance of 62.50 feet; thence
leaving said Westerly line North 65°30‘00" East across said Lots
7 through 10, a distance of 160.00 Qéet to a point on the
Westerly line of Miramar Drive; thence along said line, South
24°30"00’ East a distance of 62.50 feet; thence leaving said
Westerly liﬁe South 65°30"00’ West across said Lots 11 t@rough 14

a distance of 160.00 feet to the point of beginning for this

description.
06/09/9 Contains 10,000 square feet
WO# 16-84 more or less.

Gunt.003
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION

PARCEL 4

ALl that real property situate in the State of California, County
of San Mateo, and being all of Block 2, a portion of Hermosa
Avenue, and a portion of Lots 7, 8, 9, and 10, Block 3, as shown
on that map entitled Map of "Subdivision of Block 10 Miramar

" Terrace" and filed for recard in Volume 5 of Maps at page 19,

Records of San Mateo County, and more particularly described as
follows:

BEGINNING at a point on the Westerly line of said Lot 7, in said
Block 3, said point bears North 24°30'00" West, 57.50 feet from
the Southwesterly corner of said Lot 7; thence North 24°30’00"
West continuing along said Westerly line and it‘s prolongation
87.50 feet to the centerline of Hermosa Avenue; thence South
65°30700" West along said centerline 115.47 feet to a point where
the Southerly prolongation of the Eésterly line of Terrace Avenue
intersects said centerline; thence North 16°31‘00" East along
said prolongation 33.13 feet to the Southwesterly corner of said
Block 2; thence continuing along the Northwesterly side of said
Block 2, North 16°31‘00" East, 45.78 feet, North 38°00/00" East,
89.45 feet; North 38°39'00" East, 97.76 feet, and North
65°30700" East, 57.12 feet to the Northeasterly corner of said
Block 2 and the Westerly line of Miramar Drive; thence along
said Westerly line South 24°30'00" East a distance of 232,50
feet; thence leaving said Westerly line South 65°30700" West
across Lots 10 through 7, in said Block 3, a distance of 160.00
feet to the point of beginning for this description.

06/09/92 ) Contains 40,900 square feet
WO# 16-84 morxe ox less.
Gunt.004
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12. PERMIT EXTENSION. See AGENDA HEADINGS description on page 19.

a. Permit No. A-3-5MC-89-63-E2 (Cascade Ranch, San Mateo Co.) ' Request by paul L.
Gould, Inc., to extend permit for fitness center, campground & related
improvements, at cascade Ranch, wWhitehouse Creek & Highway 1, 20 miles south of

Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County. {SG-SC)

i

13. LOCAL OOASTAL PROGRAMS (LCPs). See AGENDA HEADINGS description ‘on page 19,

a. Skyline (Monterey) Plan Resubmittal. Public hearing and action on the
Tesubmitted Tity of Monterey LCP Skyline segment Land Use Plan. (JC-sc)

b. Harbor (Monterey) Plan Resubmittal. Public heating and action on the
resuEﬁIttEE City of Monterey ICP Harbor segment Land Use Plan. (Jc-sc)

c. Laguna Grande (Monterey) Plan Resubmittal. Public hearing and action on the
Tesubmitted City of Monterey LCP Laguna Grande segment Land Use plan. {JC-5C)

.-

/‘M WEW APPEALS. See AGENDA HEADINGS description on page 19.
{

a. Appeal No, A-3-5MC-92-49 (williamson & Guntren, San Mateo Co.) Appeal of Louie
Fggone, Gary Haupt, and Lennie Roberts ftom decision of County of San Mateo
granting permit with conditions to Bob Williamson and Joe Guntren for minor
subdivision, lot line adjustment, and street improvement exception for seven
lots where four exist, at Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive, Miramar, San Mateo
county. (SG-5C)

Appeal No. A-3-5L0-92-50 (Brown, San Luis Obispo Co.) Appeal of Mr & Mrs
Gilllgan, ¥t & Mrs Wciaughiin, and Mr & Mrs Lindsey £rom decision of County of
San Luis Obispo granting permit for 2-story single-family home, at 5375
Nottingham Drive, Cambria, San Lais Obispo County. (SG-SC)

c. Appeal No. A-3-GRC-92-53 (Maple Lanes, Grover City) Appeal of Mr & Mrs Kenneth
Rassman trom decision O Grover City granting pemmit with conditions and"
variances to 7 Big C's, Inc., Maple Lanes Bowling Center, at 950 El Camino

Real, Grover City, San Luis Obispo County. (DL~SC)

15, OOASTAL PERMIT APPLICATION. See AGENDA HEADINGS description on page 19.

a. 1ication No. 3-92-47 (San Luis Obispo Co.-Pier Ave.) Application of San
L\nis Oblspo County Eng{neerIng Department to widen 950 feet of Pier Avenue from
two to four lanes inciluding parking on south side, bike lanes and sidewalks on

north and south sides, and replace bridge over Oceano Lagoon, between Norswing
prive and Lakeside Avenue, Oceano, San Luis Obispo County. (5G-SC)

16. CONDITION OOMPLIANCE. public hearing and action on material submitted to comply
with conditions of permits. ’

a.. Application No. 3-89-54 (formerly p-1523) {City of Santa Cruz). Commission
review of City of santa Cruz Neary Lagoon Management Plan for compliance with
Condition #5 {(RH-SC). ’

b. Application No. 3-82-199 (formerl p-79~569) (Carmel Area Wastewater District
(EozmerIy Carmel Sanitary D{sEricgi, Cammel and Del vonte Forest area of
Monterey County & Carmel-by-the-Sea) Commission review of final plans required

by Condition #2. {RH-5C)

17. FINDINGS. See AGENDA HEADINGS description on page 19.

a. Half moon Bay Plan Amendment No. 2-91 (Measure A). City of Half Moon Bay
Jdenied request to amend the certified tand Use Plan, to implement part of Half
Moon Bay Residential Growth Initiative (Measure A) by adding Section 9.4 to

limit the number of new dwelling units allowed per year, so that annual
population growth rate would not exceed 3t%. (LO-5C)
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e. ?plication No. 4-29-129 (Smith, Malibu) Application of Joe & Dione Smith to
emolish 2, 59.1t. single-family home, expand septic system & rock blanket,
remodel garage and gquesthouse and construct 5,113 sq.ft. 31-ft~high
single-family home & lap pool with no grading, at 31000 Broad Beach Road,

Malibu, Los Angeles County. (RKR-LB)

8. PERMIT AMENDMENTS. See AGENDA HEADINGS description on page 19,

a. Permit No, 5-86-293-A2 (Rancho Topanga et al,, Malibu) Request by Topanga
Pacific Land Co., Rancho Topanga Development Tand Co., RTMS Land Company &
Rancho Coast Land Co. to restore & replant parts of 18l-acre 4-lot subdivision
with 4 homes & accesso structures, at 3300 Sweetwater Mesa Road, Malibu, Los
Angeles County. (JLA-LB

b. Permit No. 5-89-1013-A (Izzad, Malibu) Request by Hassan Izzad to eliminate
30-foot retaining wall, and add 3,744 cu.yds. of grading for building pad, at
5908 zumirez Drive, Malibu, Los Angeles County. (SPF-LB)

c. Permit No, 5-91-723-A (Shraibati, Malibu) Request by Tarek & Lily Shraibati to
modify open space easement to add water tank, temporary construction trailer,
ard horse corral to permit for single-family home, detached garage & septic
gystem, at 414 South Kanan Dume Road, Malibu, Los Angeles County. (RMR-LB)

9. FINDINGS. See AGENDA HEADINGS description on page 19.

a.  Application No, 5-91-857 (Salvation Army, Los Angeles Co.) Salvation Army
gran permit w Col ons for two multi-use buildings, 10 parking spaces
and removal of oak trees, at 26801 Dorothy Drive, Calabasas, Los Angeles
County. (RMR-LB) :

b.  Application No. 5-91-110 (s rik, Los Angeles Co.) HNeil Sprik granted permit
w%tﬁ conditions For single-%amily home, garage, and septic system on two lots,

at Lots 153 and 154 on Maguire Drive, Malibu, Los Angeles County. (RMR-LB)

c. ggelicatlon No, 5-91-732 (Steel, Malibu) Thomas & tary Steel granted permit
Wwith co ons for single-family home, septic system, water well, storage

tank, and garage, at 24900 Piuma Road, Malibu, Los Angeles County, (RMR-LB)

4. lication No. 5-91-57 (Moore, Malibu) David Moore granted permit with
conditions for single-family home & septic system, at 31834 Sea Level Drive,

Malibu, Los Angeles County. (JLA-LB)

CENTRAL COAST AREA

10. CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT DIRECTOR'S REPORT. Report by District Director on permit
waivers, emergency permits, Immaterial amendments & extensions, LCP matters not
requiring public hearings, ‘and on .comments from the public. Por specific
information contact the Comnission's Area office at (408) 479-3511 (Santa Cruz).

a.  Morro Bay LCP Amendment No, 2-91 (Measure H) Certification Review. Concurrence
with the Executive Director's determinat on that the action of the City of
Morro Bay accepting the Commission's action amending the certified LCP with
modifications to allow commercial and visitor-serving uses in the area adjacent
to and northeast of State Highway One {commonly known as Williams Bros.), 'is
legally adequate. (DL-SC)

11. OONSENT CALENDAR. See AGENDA HEADINGS de;cription on page 19,
a. Application No. 3-92-51 (Junge, Half Moon Bay) Application of James Junge for

single-family home & interim water well, at 11 Ventura Street, Miramar Beach
area, Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County. - (JS-SC) '




California Coastal Commission
a5 Fromont Street,.Suite 2000 San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 — {415) 904-5200

Thomas W. Gwyn, Chairman
(J. Mori, Alternate)

Lily Cervantes, Vice Chairman
(J. Hisserich, Alternate)

Diana Doo ) .

Gary Giacomini E E

(E. Carpenter, Alternate)

Madelyn Glickfeld ;
(J. Diaz, Alternate) E
David Malcolm

(E. Vincent, Alternate)

Linda Moulton-Patterson

(J. Rynerson, Alternate)

Bonnie Neely

William Rick

(L. Edgerton, Alternate)
Dorill Wright

(J. Diefenderfer, Alternate)

J. Hall, Transportation & Housing Agency
D. Sanders, State Lands Commission

Peter M. Douglas, Executive Director

DATE: Tuesday, August 11, 1992
Wednesday, August 12, 1992
Thursday, August 13, 1992
Friday, August 14, 1992

TIME: 9:00 a.m., Tuesday
9:00 a.m., Wednesday
. 9:00 a.m., Thursday
9:00 a.m., Friday

PLACE: City Council Chambers
2000 Main Street
Huntington Beach
(714) 536-3775
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SPEAKER SIGN-UP & TIME LIMITS. If you wish to speak on an item, please fill out a
"Request to Speak” form and give it to a staff person before the public hearing. The
forms aré available at the back of the meeting room. Time limits are indicated on the
speaker sign-up forms, and later in this summary, and in case of questions or disputes,
the Chairman will determine the time limits for each speaker at the beginning of the
public hearing. Speakers on non-permit items may be limited to five minutes or less
depending on the number wishing to be heard. Time limits for permit items are combined
total time for all speakers in favor of or in opposition to the permit application.
Written comments may be of any length; you are encouraged to submit detailed information
in writing to staff for distribution to the Commissioners. Please provide twenty copies
if possible, . ,
NO FAXs will be accepted at the meeting site. You may be able to make prior
arrangements with staff or a Comissioner to send a fax, but you will be responsible for
paying the hotel or meeting site for its receipt. i
CAMPAIGN CONTRIBUTIONS. Govermment Code Section 84308 requires Commissioners to
disqualify themselves from voting on any matter if they have received a campaign
contribution of $250 or more from an inter'ested party. If you intend to speak on any
hearing item, please indicate on your speaker slip and/or in your testimony, if you have
made campaign contributions of $250 or more to any Commissioner within the last year, and
if so, to which Commissioners you contributed.
PUBLIC STATEMENTS ABOUT ITEMS NOT ON THIS AGENDA. Before the lunch recess each day
there will be time for public statements about the work of the Commission. Persons
wishing to speak during this period should be sure to £ill out a sign-up slip, and should
limit the length of the presentation to 5 minutes or less. If this public comment period
is inconvenient, you may submit written comments to the Commission office, and coples will
be distributed to all Commissioners. ’
WHEN WILL MY AGENDA ITEM BE HEARD? Unfortunately, no one can predict how quickly the
Commission will complete agenda items or how many will be postponed to a later date. The
Commission begins each session at the time listed on the Meeting Notice and considers each
item in order, except in extraordinary circumstances. The Commission may consider an item
even though the interested persons are not present, R
STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS. A written staff report & recommendation will be available for
most items on this agenda. At the end of the agenda description the author's initials and
a code indicating his/her headquarters office are identified (E=Eureka SF=San Francisco
SC=Santa Cruz SB=Santa Barbara LB=Long Beach SD=San Diego). To encourage public
participation, staff reports will be distributed 10 days before the meet ing whenever
possible. If you are interested in any item on this Meeting Notice contact the nearest
Commission office to arrange for a copy of the staff teport & recommendation to be made
available to you.
WAIVERS OF PERMIT & EMERGENCY PERMITS. The District Directors of the Commission's
various offices will announce the Executive Director's decisions to waive coastal permit
requirements and issuance of emergency permits during the *District Director's Report”
item at the beginning of each section of the agenda.
VISUAL MATERIALS. You may use slides and other materials at the hearing. A slide
projector & carousel will be available, and Commission staff can assist you in its use.
All materials exhibited to the Commission during the hearing (slides, maps, etc) are part
of the public record and must be kept by the Commission for 60 days after final Commission
action on the matter. Your materials will be returned upon written request.
PUBLIC & ADMINISTRATIVE REQORDS. Many public records on agenda items will be available
for Inspection at the meeting, and are available at all other times in the Commission
office. Please call our office to make an appointment to see any file you are interested
in. If you need a verbatim transcript of these proceedings, there will be a court
reporter present at the hearing. If you decide to challenge a final decision of the
Commission in Court, please request preparation of an administrative record by letter to
the Administrative, Records Section at the Commission office in San Francisco, and indicate
in your letter a description on the agenda item and the date(s) of Commission action.
Such a record will-include a transcript of the proceedings at the hearing.
CLOSED SESSION. At any time during the meeting the Commission may meet to consider
possible and pending litigation in a session closed to the public pursuant to
attorney-client privilege and statutory exemption to the Open Meeting Act (Government Code
Section 11126q).
ACCESS TO HEARINGS. The hearings are accessible to persons with disabilities.
MORE INFORMATION. For more information about this agenda, contact one of the following
staff members:

(Del Norte, Humboldt, Mendocino, Sonoma, Marin & San Francisco Counties)

Steve Scholl (415) 904-5260,
(San Mateo, Santa Cruz, Monterey & San Luis Obispo Counties)
David Loomis (408) 479-3511,

(Santa Barbara & Ventura Counties) James Johnson (805) 963-6871,

(Malibu & santa Monica Mountains) Gary Timm (310) 590-5071,

(Los Angeles & Orange Counties) Teresa Henry (310) 590-5071,

(San Diego County) Deborah N. Lee (619) 521-8036,

(Energy) Susan M. Hansch (415) 904-5240,

(Statewide) Chris Goehler {415) 904-5200.

A Telecommunication Device for the Deaf (TDD) is available at {415) 904-5200,




DATE: June 1, 1992
ORDER NO: 4001272
PROPERTY: 048-073-010, 050 060 070
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Thank you for giving us the opportunity of serving you. 6“\» m. t oLyt F
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North American Titte Company, Inc. 46 North Cabrillo Highway, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 (415) 726-0495
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46 NORTH CABRILLO HIGHWAY
HALF MOON BAY, CALIFORNIA 94019
(415) 726-0495

DPT 052292 ORDER NO. 401272A
JOE GUNTREN ESCROW NO. 401272A
C/O NORTH AMERICAN COMPANY BUYER/BWR: WILLIAMSON
02 COPIES C/O NA 559-10 PROPERTY ADDRESS
———————— -PRELIMINARY REPORT~====—=—==--

IN RESPONSE TO THE ABOVE REFERENCED APPLICATION FOR A POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE, NORTH AMERICAN TITLE
COMPANY, INC. HEREBY REPORTS THAT IT IS PREPARED TO ISSUE, OR CAUSE TO BE ISSUED, AS OF THE DATE HEREOF,
A POLICY OR POLICIES OF TITLE INSURANCE DESCRIBING THE LAND AND THE ESTATE OR INTEREST THEREIN HEREINAFTER
SET FORTH, INSURING AGAINST LOSS WHICH MAY BE SUSTAINED BY REASON OF ANY DEFECT, LIEN OR ENCUMBRANCE NOT
SHOWN OR REFERRED TO AS AN EXCEPTION BELOW OR NOT EXCLUDED FROM COVERAGE PURSUANT TO THE PRINTED SCHEDULES
CONDITIONS AND STIPULATIONS OF SAID POLICY FORM.
v

THE PRINTED EXCEPTIONS AND EXCLUSIONS FROM THE COVERAGE OF SAID POLICY OR POLICIES ARE SET FORTH IN EXHIBIT
WAMW ATTACHED. COPIES OF THE POLICY FORMS SHOULD BE READ. THEY ARE AVAILABLE FROM THE OFFICE WHICH ISSUED
THIS REPORT.

THIS REPORT (AND ANY SUPPLEMENTS OR AMENDMENTS THERETO) IS ISSUED SOLELY FOR THE PURPOSE OF FACILITATING
THE ISSUANCE OF A POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE AND NO LIABILITY IS ASSUMED HEREBY. 1IF IT 1S DESIRED THAT
LIABILITY BE ASSUMED PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A POLICY OF TITLE INSURANCE, A BINDER OR COMMITMENT SHOULD
BE REQUESTED. : o

DATED AS OF 7:30 A.M. MAY 12, 1992

CAROL OLIVER
(ESCROW OFFICER)
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THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN IS SITUATED IN THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, UNINCORPORATED AREA, AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

PARCEL 1:

Lors 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, BLOCK 2, LOTS 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, BLOCK
3, SUB OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, AS SHOWN ON THE MAP ENTITLED "“MAP
OF SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE", WHICH MAP WAS FILED IN THE
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAN MATEO COUNTY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
ON AUGUST 5, 1908, IN BOOK 5 OF MAPS AT PAGE 19.

PARCEL 2:

ALL THAT PORTION OF HERMOSA AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAP OF SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK
10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5, 1907, BOOK 5 OF MAPS, PAGE 19, SAN
MATEO COUNTY RECORDS, THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION
OF THE NORTHEASTERLY LINE OF LOT 6, BLOCK 2, AS SAID LOT AND BLOCK ARE
SHOWN ON SAID MAP, AND NORTHEASTERLY OF A STRAIGHT LINE DRAWN FROM THE
SOUTH CORNER OF LOT 1, BLOCK 2 TO THE WEST CORNER OF LOT 6, BLOCK 3, AS
SAID LOTS AND BLOCKS ARE SHOWN ON SAID MAP.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST HALF OF SAID HERMOSA
AVENUE THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE NORTHWESTERLY EXTENSION OF THE
SOUTHWESTERN LINE OF LOT 7, BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOT AND BLOCK ARE SHOWN ON
THE AFORESAID MAP.

PARCEL 3:

ALL THAT PORTION OF THE NORTHWEST 1/2 OF ALTO AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAP OF
SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5, 1907, BOOK 5
OF MAPS, PAGE 19, SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDS, THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF
THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE NORTHEAST LINE OF LOT 11, BLOCK 3, AND
NORTHEASTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE SOUTHWEST LINE OF LOT
14, BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOTS AND BLOCKS ARE SHOWN ON SAID MAP.

APN: 048-073-010 JPN: 048-007-073-01 A .
048-074-050 048-007-074-02 A
048-074-060 048-007-074-07
048-074-070 048-007~-074-08

PAGE 3 - 401272A
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TOSPECIAL PROJECTS (PLANNING)

:
0C1 4 195

DATE

rrom SPECIAL PROJ. (MAPS)  supsect Condition Check

The attached Parcel Map (P.M. C?i7¢@- ) is

complete.

Please notify me when all of the conditions have

been met. for resub. SW\N c:”.._ OO0 '7

N

SIGNED Do BY

PLEASE REPLY HERE

+o SPECIAL PROJECTS (MAPS) OATE

All of the conditional approval conditions have

been satisfied and the above described parcel

map may be recorded on or after

1

SIGNED




MICHAEL P. MURPHY
Deputy County Counsel

Date:

\

To: I SeYmeees

Necessary action

Per your request

For your information

Please give me a call at Ext. 4762
to discuss the attached.
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Environmental Services Agency Board of Supervisors
" Planning and Building Division , Anna G. Eshoo
Mary Griffin
. Tom Huenin
B’Planning Division - 415/363-4161 - FAX 363-4849 Tom Nolan ’

Wiiliam J. Schumacher

(] Building Inspection Section - 415/363-4601 - FAX 363-4849 Director of

Environmental Services

County of San Mateo e

' Planning Administrator
Mail Drop 5500 - 590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor - Redwood City « California 94063 Terry L. Burnes

August 11, 1992

FAXED - Moiledf OA:W N Ot c‘LC"‘-)/

California Coastal Commission
Central Coast Area Office

640 Capitola Road

Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Honorable Commissioners:

SUBJECT: A-3-SMC-92-39; Appeal of San Mateo County’s Board of Supervisors’
Approval of LLA 92-0001, SMN 91-0017, CDP 91-0055 and SIE 91-0002

The County of San Mateo respectfully requests that your Commission find no
substantial issue and decline to hear this appeal. The County previously
submitted a letter setting forth its position that the lot line adjustment is
not within the appeal jurisdiction of the Commission; this letter is attached
as Exhibit 4 to the Commission Staff Report. County Planning staff has
reviewed the report prepared by Coastal Commission staff regarding the above~ _
referenced project and disagrees with both your staff’s recommendation and
with two points of analysis: (1) that the lot line adjustment results in an
increase in the number of lots and is, therefore, subject to the requirement
for a Coastal Development Permit, and (2) that currently only one building
site exists with slopes greater than 30 percent.

Impacts of the Lot Line Adjustment

The first point on which the County and Commission staff disagree is on the
impacts of the lot line adjustment. It is the County’s position that the
CCC’s staff report errs when it states that because the minor subdivision is
dependent upon the lot Tine adjustment "[t]he lot line adjustment does result
in an increase in the number of lots." This error forms the basis of your
staff’s recommendation to find substantial issue and deny this Coastal Devel-
opment Permit. '

The County originally approved this project and is currently recommending that
your Commission find no substantial issue because this lot line adjustment
does not constitute an increase in the number of parcels and is, therefore,
exempt from the requirement to obtain a Coastal Development Permit as stated
in Section 6328.5(i) of San Mateo County’s Zoning Ordinance. Commission Staff
Report Exhibit 7 shows the existing site as consisting of four separate legal
lots. Exhibit 8 of the Commission Staff Report demonstrates that there
remains only four lots after the Tot line adjustment; therefore, this lot

line adjustment does not result in an increase in the number of lots on-site.




California Coastal Commission
August 11, 1992
Page 2

Section 66412(d) of the State Subdivision Map Act 1imits the County’s review
process for Tot line adjustments to a determination of whether or not the
reconfiguration of the parcels conforms to local zoning -and building ‘ordi-
nances. This limitation was recently affirmed in San Diequito Partnership v.
City of San Diego (1992) 9 Cal. Rptr. 2d. 440. The four newly configured
parcels created by this proposed lot line adjustment meet these criteria;
therefore, the County approved the lot line adjustment application and
recommends that your Commission uphold the County’s approval.

Number of Parcels on Greater than 30 Percent Slopes

The second point on which the County and Commission staff disagree is the
determination of the number of parcels consisting of slopes greater than 30
percent. This point is relevant only should your Commission determine that a
substantial issue exists and that this lot 1ine adjustment does increase the
number of lots, in which case your Commission would have to make a decision
as to the number of existing lots which consist of slopes greater than 30
percent.

Commission staff acknowledge the existence of one lot which consists entirely
of slopes 30 percent or greater, but ignores the adjacent lot to the west (see
Commission Staff Report exhibit 7). Although the lot to the west does have a
limited area of less than 30 percent slope, the existing parcel configuration
combined with the restricted access 1imits the buildable areas for this lot to
that portion of the parcel with slopes 30 percent or greater. Therefore, the
County considers the existing configuration to be made up of two lots with
‘building sites on greater than 30 percent slopes rather than the one lot as
acknowledged by Commission staff.

Should you desire to review in more detail the County’s position on this
project, please read the attached excerpt from the Planning Commission’s Staff
Report to the Board of Supervisors.

Thank you for your time in reviewing the Couhty’s position.

Sincerely,

Paul M. E)em'g
Director, Environmental Services Agency

PMK/VJB:cdn - VJBC1948.ACN

‘Attachment ' ' Vﬂw;)
cc: Joe Guntren, Applicant - 6”"‘1‘&? ' v X

Mike McCracken, Esq. - AM}”de apﬂpJ

Lennie Roberts - Committee for q5een Foothills, Appe]lant-byﬂu)'%o

Louie Figone, Appellant - 4L¢ €
Greg Hampton, Appellant - +&ed& to Calle Wo Al pordae u,yw4~ﬁxiy
Mike Murphy, County Counsel ~ POSIED



W

SAN MATEO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISOR™"s
STAFF REPORT FOR ITEM #6, May 26, 1992

Project Numbers: LLA92-0001, SMN91-0017
CbP91--0055, SIE91-0002

KEY ISSUES

Basis for Appeal

The appellantslist three reasons as their basis for appeal. The appellants
reasons are listed in bold type and are followed by staff's response.

-
-

1. The appllcants proposal to create three lots with building site
slopes in excess of 30%, where currently only two building sites
exist, is inconsistent with Local Coastal Program Hazards Policy
9.18.a which states

\

"Prohibit, unless no alternatlves exist, development (including
land divisions which would create *parcels exclusively) on slopes
of 30% or greater. If no alternatives exist, require engineering
geologic reports to enable minimizing of hazards."

Response

The parcel in question is not a newly created parcel (subdivision) but

rather a re-configuration of an existing parcel (lot line adjustment). Sec- |

tion 6328.5(i) of the Zoning Regulations exempts lot line adjustments
from the requirement to obtain a Coastal Development Permit; therefore,
lot line adjustments are not subject to LCP Policy 9.18.a.

To further clarify this point, below is the historical sequence of the sub-
ject property's lot line configurations as well as a description of how the
property lines have been affected by County Ordinance.

a. In_1907 the Miramar Terrace Subdivision was recorded dividing the
subject property into 14 lots (see Figure A). All but one of these

-o.




California Coastal Commission
August 11, 1992
Page 2

Section 66412(d) of the State Subdivision Map Act limits the County’s review
process for lot line adjustments to a determination of whether or not the
reconfiguration of the parcels conforms to local zoning and building ordi-
nances. This limitation was recently affirmed in San Diequito Partnership v.
City of San Dieqo (1992) 9 Cal. Rptr. 2d. 440. The four newly configured
parcels created by this proposed lTot line adjustment meet these criteria;
therefore, the County approved the 1ot line adjustment application and
recommends that your Commission uphold the County’s approval.

Number of Parcels on Greater than 30 Percent Slopes

The second point on which the County and Commission staff disagree is the
determination of the number of parcels consisting of slopes greater than 30
percent. This point is relevant only should your Commission determine that a
substantial issue exists and that this lot line adjustment does increase the
number of lots, in which case your Commission would have to make a decision
as to the number of existing lots which consist of slopes greater than 30
percent. ' ' :

Commission staff acknowledge the existence of one lot which consists entirely
of slopes 30 percent or greater, but ignores the adjacent lot to the west (see
Commission Staff Report exhibit 7). Although the Tot to the west does have a
limited area of less than 30 percent slope, the existing parcel configuration
combined with the restricted access 1limits the buildable areas for this Tot to
that portion of the parcel with slopes 30 percent or greater. Therefore, the
County considers the existing configuration to be made up of two Tots with
building sites on greater than 30 percent slopes rather than the one lot as
acknowledged by Commission staff.

Should you desire tovreview in more detail the County’s position on this
project, please read the attached excerpt from the Planning Commission’s Staff
Report to the Board of Supervisors.

Thank you for your time in reviewing the County’s position.

Sincerely,

Paul M. &em‘g
Director, Environmental Services Agency

PMK/VJB:cdn - VJBC1948.ACN
\

Attachment : ‘ o
cc: Joe Guntren, Applicant - 6""&? | - X

Mike McCracken, Esq. -~ AM;WQ&A cpﬂpJ

Lennie Roberts - Committee for Qseen Foothills, Appe]lant-bkhaj‘%O

Louie Figone, Appellant - 40t € )
Greg Hampton, Appellant = ééhciL to Call- wo A*ﬁp@x4uu.,¢ywaﬁﬁgu#
Mike Murphy, County Counsel ~ POBLED
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remained the K - o
same. . o .
In 1980, the

Local Coastal Program was adopted and the property was rezoned to
R-1/5-9.(10,000 sq. ft. minimum parcel size). Existing lot configura-
“tions remained the same, but the Board of Supervisors passed Ordi-
nances #02619 and #02655 which required_the merger of contiguous,
substandard lots which were under one ownership.’

In_1983, the subject property was merged into four parcels (see Fig-
ure B). The resulting parcels ranged in size from approximately

13,000 sq. ft. to approximately = | ’
19,000 sq. ft. e Figure B

2

In processing mergers, the
“County was limited to merging
along existing property lines.
Prior to County mergers being
recorded, landowners were
given notice of the County’s in-
tent to merge and were given
the opportunity to apply for a lot | N ]
line adjustment. This allowed - . . . .
owners 'to reconfigure lot lines
in accordance with the new zon-
ing requirements. Had the own- . 1
ers of the subject property ; T
taken advantage of this offer at
the time, they could have re-
tained five or six lots following
the merger rather than the four _
shown in Figure B. - ——
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in 11991, the applicants obtained

quitclaims for both Hermosa Ave-
‘nue and Alto Avenue. This
added 12,720 sq. ft. to their
property and created the configu-
ration which currently exists (Fig-
ure C).

In 1991, the applicants inquired |

about the process for obtaining
a lot line adjustment and a
minor subdivision of the subject
property. Staff informed the ap-
plicants that they could either
process, the lot line adjustment
first, at staff level, and then
apply for a minor subdivision;
or, they could apply for and pro-
cess the lot line adjustment and
minor subdivision concurrently.
The applicants choose to pro-

AVE

TERRACE

AN

/ 2 30% SLOPE ~
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1
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cess the applications together.

(1) Lot Line Adjustment

Figure D is a map of the lot line adjustment proposed by the ap-

plicants and approved by

the Planning Commission..
The hatched area repre;
sents that portion of the
property which has slopes
greater than 30%.

Section 66412(d) of the
State Subdivision Map Act
limits the County's review
and approval of lot line ad-
justments to a determination
of whether or not the par-
cels resulting from the lot
line adjustment conform to
local zoning and building or- |
dinances. All of the parcels
proposed under this lot line
adjustment meet these cri-
teria.

TERRACE

DRIVE

—E N

12 30% SLOPE \ ﬁ

b}
X

B 917-4

MIRAMAR
ape

|




Section 6328.5(i) of the Zoning Ordinance exempts lot line adjust- .
ments from the requirements for a Coastal Development Permit.
Therefore, the lot line adjustment proposed in this application is

~ not reviewed against the Local Coastal Program.

(2)

(3)

The California Environmental Quality Act requires that lot line ad-
justments occurring on slopes greater than 20% be subject to an
Initial Study. An Initial Study was completed for this project and
a Negative Declaration published. The only comment received
was from CalTrans asking for more information on the Route

“{/Mirada Road intersection. The Planning Commission certified

the Negative Declaration as being complete and accurate on
April 8, 1992.

Subdivision

The subdivision proposed _ o ‘Fiaure E.
by the applicants and ap- '//1 T . \ Figure E
proved by the Planning Com- 72 30% SL
mission divides the large lot //% 30% SLOPE
(40,000 sq. ft.) as approved
in the lot line adjustment
into four parcels, as shown
in Figure E.

The County reviews subdivi-
sions for conformance with-
the General Plan, Local
Coastal Program, Subdivi-
sion Regulations, Zoning
Regulations and CEQA.
This subdivision was found
by the Planning Commission
to be in conformance with
all requirements, except for
road grade, for which an ex-
ception was approved (dis-
cussed below).

TERRNCE

Entire Project

Taken together, the lot line adjustment and subdivision result in
the property configuration shown in Figure F, below, which was
approved by the Planning Commission.



Figure. F diagrams the. lot
configuration resulting from
the Planning Commission’s
approval of LLA 92-0001
and SMN 91-0017.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-—~THE RESOURCES AGENCY . - ) PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE Filed: 06/16/92
640 CAPITOLA ROAD o 49th Day: 08/04/92
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062 180th Day: 12713792
(408) 479:3501 Staff: se/cm

. Staff Report: 07/22/92 1392P
: Hearing Date: 08/13/92
Commission Action:

STAFF REPORT:  APPEAL

SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

LOCAL GOVERNMENT: County of San .Mateo-

DECISION: - Approval with Conditions

APPEAL NO.: A-3-SMC-92-49 | -

APPLICANT: ’ BOB WILLIAMSON and JOE GUNTREN

PROJECT LOCATION: About one-quarter mile northeast fro; Highway 1, at

Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive, Miramar, adjacent to
northerly edge of Half Moon Bay city 1imit.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street

- Improvement Exception, and Coastal Development Permit

to allow the creation of seven: parcels from four
existing legal parcels, the installation of utilities,
and the creation of a private road with maximum slope

v of 23.5% where 15% slope is the maximum allowed.
Size: . 1.78 acres : '
Zoning: R-1/5-9/DR (Single-Family Residential/10,000 sg. ft.

Minimum Parcel Size/Design Review)

LUP Designation: Medium Low Density Residential, 2.4-6 units/acre
Proposed Density: 3.9 units/acre
APPELLANTS: Louije Figone, Greg Hampton, and Lennie Roberts

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS: San Mateo County Certified Lo§a1 Coastal Program,
San Mateo County permit file numbers CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017, LLA 92-0007,
and SIE 91-0002. : : :

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDAinN:

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that
a substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the' appeal has
been filed for the following reasons: The proposed subdivision relies
directly on a lot line adjustment which results in three parcels on greater
than 30% slopes where one exists, and the lot‘line adjustment results in an |
increase in the total number of lots; both actions are inconsistent with the
certified LCP. Furthermore, for these same reasons, staff recommends that the
permit be denied. 4
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EXHIBITS

1. Appeal.

2. Final Local Action Notice

3. Letter from Midcoast Community Council dated May 12, 1992

4. Letter from County of San Mateo dated July 10, 1992

5. Letter to County of San Mateo dated July 20, 1992

6. Location Map 1 _

7. Site Plan .

8. Lot Line Adjustment Map

9. Final Lot/Subdivision Configuration

SUMMARY OF APPELLANT'S CONTENTIONS.

—
.

1. The lot line adJustment is subject to a Coastal Development Permit. The
proposed project is a reconfiguration and resubdivision of: four existing
parcels into seven. A lot line adjustment is used to create three parcels on
slopes greater than 30% "where two lots previously existed." This results in
a large parcel that is then subdivided. Section 6328.5(i) of the County
Zoning Ordinance exempts Jot line adjustments only when they do not result "in
an increase in the number of lots", from the requirement for a Coastal
Development Permit. Furthermore, LCP PoTicy 9.18 states, "Prohibit, unless no
alternatives exist, development :(including land divisions which would create
parce]s exc]usive]y) on slopes of 30% or greater. If no alternatives exist,
require engineering geologic reports to enable minimizing of hazards." The
resubdivision should be reconfigured to eliminate new parce]s whose only
building site is on slopes of 30% or greater .

2. The road proposed to serve this proposa] would drastica]]y exceed the
County's interim access roadway standards, negatively impact Purisima Way,
encourage development of other parcels in the area, and increase traffic on
existing narrow roads, when there is feasible alternate access.

. 3. The project is within the Cabrillo Highway Scenic Corridor on a highly
visible'ridge. There has not been adequate ana]ys1s of the cumulative impact
of development of houses on the site and there is no requirement for
replacement trees to screen the view of houses from Highway 1.

II. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION.

On Apri] 8, 1992 the San Mateo County Planning Comm1ss1on found the proposa]
to be in comp11ance with the LCP and certified the Negative Declaration and
approved the Coastal Development Permit, Minor Subdivision, Lot Line
Adjustment, and Street Improvement Exception. At that meeting, the appellants
expressed their opposition to the project. The proposal-was appealed to the
Board of Supervisors, which heard the appeal on May 26, 1992. The Board of
Supervisors denied the appeal and upheld the Planning Comm1ss1on s approval of
the proposal. )
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III. APPEAL PROCEDURES.

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides
for 1imited appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government
actions on coastal development permits. Developments approved by cities or
counties may be appealed if they are located within the mapped appealable
areas, such as those located between the sea and the first public road
paralleling the sea. Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be -
~ appealed if they are not the designated "principal permitted use" under the
- certified LCP. Finally, developments which constitute major public works or
major energy facilities may be approved, whether approved or denied by a city
or county. (Coastal Act Sec. 30603(a)) .
For projects not located between the sea and the first public road paralleling
the sea, the grounds for an appeal shall be limited to an allegation that the
deve]opment does not conform to the certified LCP. Since this project does
~not lie between the sea and the first pub]1c road paralleling the sea, those
are the appropriate grounds for an appea] in th1s instance.

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal
unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the
appeal. If the staff recommends “substantial issue," and’ 'no Commissioner
objects, the substantial issue‘question-will be cons1dered moot, and the
Commission will proceed directly to a de novo public hearing on the merits of
the prOJect :

If the staff recommends "no substantial issue" or the Commission decides to
hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and
opponents will have 3 minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a
substantial issue. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that
no substantial issue is raised. If substantial issue is found, the Commission
will proceed to a full public hearing on the merits of the project. If the
Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the permit application, the
applicable test for the Commission to consider is whether the proposed
development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal Program

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at any stage of
. the appeal process are the applicant, -persons who opposed the application
before the local government (or their representatives), and the local
government. Testimony from other persons must be submitted in writing.

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE.

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that-substantial issue
exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed,
pursuant to PRC Section 30603.

1
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MOTION. Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion:
I move that- the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-3-SMC-92-49 raijses
NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has
been filed.

A majority of the Commissioners present is required to pass the motion.

V. Staff Recommendation on Coastal Permit
Denial
The Commission hereby denies a permit for the proposed development on the

grounds that it would not be in conformity with the provisions of the
certified Local Coastal Program of the County of San Moteo. '

VI. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS.

1. SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The project site includes four parcels totalling 1.78 acres located along
Miramar Drive, an improved road, and Terrace Avenue, an unimproved road, about
one~quarter mile northeast of Highway One in the unincorporated San Mateo
County community of Miramar, adjacent to the northeriy extent of the City of
Half Moon Bay (Exhibits 6 & 7). The property is on a southwest facing slope
stradd1ing a minor ridge covered with eucalyptus and pine. It lies downhill
from Miramar Drive on slopes ranging from 25 percent to 52 percent, with the
steepest portions on the southerly part of the property. Highway One is
visible from the southerly part of the site through the trees. The view of
the site from Highway One is limited to northbound traffic and is of a tree -
covered hillside. Land use in the vicinity includes greenhouses to the south,
vacant land and residential use to the west, and grazing lands to the north.

2. PROJECT BACKGROUND AND DESCRIPTION

The property was first subdivided in 1907 into 14 lots. 1In 1983, after
rezoning to R-1/5-9 (10,000 square feet minimum size) and adoption of a merger
ordinance, the 14 lots were merged along existing property lines into four
lots. 1In 1991 the owners obtained quitclaims to portions of Hermosa Avenue
and Alto Avenue adjacent to the four lots, which gave them their current
configuration (Exhibit 7).

The app]icant‘s'prdpo$a1 is to reconfigure the four existing lots as shown by
Exhibit 8, with all lots fronting on Miramar Drive. Three lots at least
10,000 square feet each would occupy the southerly half of the property with
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one large lot (approximately 40,000 square feet) onvfhe northerly half. Then
. the large lot would be subdivided into four lots of at least 10,000 square
feet each (Exhibit 9). The existing improved road, Miramar Drive, would be
widened and its grade reduced; a sewer line would be extended about
one-quarter mile to the site. A water service main would be extended about
one-tenth of 'a mile to serve the parcels. S

3. LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT ISSUES

Appellant's Contentions (paraphrased)

The proposed lot Tine adjustment allows for the creation of an additional _
parcel on slopes in excess of 30% and results in a large parcel that is then
further subdivided. '

Local Coastal Program Provisions

&

" Development as defined in the San Mafeo County certified Local Coastal Program
includes, "change in the density or intensity of use of land, including, but
not limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision_Map Act."

LCP Hazards Policy 9.18(a) states that the County will:

Prohibit, unless no alternatives exist, development (including land
divisions which would create parcels exclusively) on slopes of 30% or
greater. If no alternatives exist, require engineering geologic reports
to enable minimizing of hazards. ' o :

Section 6328.5(1) of the Zohing Ordinance, states, "Lot line adjustments not
resulting in an increase in the number of lots" are exempt from the
requirement for a Coastal Development Permit.

County Action

The Board of Supervisors made the following finding regarding the lot line
adjustment: - o ’

The number of lots following the adjustment does not exceed the number of
lots which existed prior to the adjustment.

Regarding the subdivision,.the following finding was made:

That this project was processed in accordance with the County's'lot line
adjustment procedures.
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-
Regarding the Coastal Development Permit the_fo]]owihg finding was made:

That on the basis of the ihformation contained in the staff report, the
project conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and standards of
the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program. _ : :

The County maintains that the lot line-adjustment does not constitute
development because Section 6328.5(i) exempts lot line adjustments from
Coastal Development Permit requirements, and because the lot line adjustment
would not increase the density or the intensity of the use of the land (see
.Exhibit 4). _ :

4.

Substahtia]’Issue Analysis and Determination

At issue is whether or not a) the lot line adjustment resulted in an increase
in the number of lots, b) the lot line adjustment allowed development of a lot
on 30 percent or greater slopes when alternatives existed, and c) the lot line
~adjustment is subject to-a Coastal Development permit.

Exhibit 7 shows the current configuration of the four lots and the area of
slopes greater than 30 percent. These aFée preexisting legal lots. Only the
most southeasterly lot is entirely on slopes exceeding 30 percent. The other
two lots contiguous to that lot have significant areas under 30 percent

slope. It appears that building sites could be located on the portions with
less than 30 percent slope. Exhibit 8 shows the immediate results of the lot
line adjustment. There would still be four lots, but there would be two lots
entirely on slopes exceeding 30 percent and a third lot almost entirely on
slopes exceeding 30 percent.” There would also be one large lot of 40,000
square feet. Exhibit 9 shows the proposed result. The 40,000 square foot lot
would be subdivided into four additional new lots giving a total of seven lots
where four exist. . : T

Although the lot 1ine adjustment in and of itself would not create any

additional lots, it is a necessary prerequisite to the proposed subdivision.

Absent the lot 1ine adjustment, there would not be enough land area with

. slopes less than 30 percent to allow for the creation of four new lots meeting
the minimum parcel size to result in seven lots total. The lot line

~adjustment does result in an increase in the number of lots.

Currently, there is one Jot consisting entirely of slopes greater than 30
percent. The proposed lot line adjustment would result in two lots consisting
entirely of slopes greater than 30 percent and a third lot consisting almost
entirely of slopes greater than 30 percent. The lot line adjustment would
allow development of an additional lot on 30 percent or greater slopes.
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Since the lot line adjustment would ultimately result h an increase in the
number of lots and since the :Jot 1ine adjustment would allow development of a
lot on 30 percent or greater slopes, the lot line adjustment is development
and is subject to a Coastal Development Permit. Lots 6 and 7 apparently could
be created independently of the lot line adjustment. Lots 1,2,3,4, and 5 all
depend'on the lot 1ine adjustment. There is a direct and inseparable linkage
between the lot line adjustment and the subdivision.

The County has applied the provisions of the LCP jn a. very narrow manner and :
has sidestepped the intent of the LCP and the result of the proposed
subdivision. When viewed separately, the County's actions might not be
considered substantial, but when viewed as a whole, the interpretations which
were made clearly give rise to a substantial issue.

Coastal Permit Denial

The proposal attempts to take advantage of the fact that slope standards
relative to lot 1ine adjustments do not exist in the Zoning Ordinance, thus
precluding any review of a lot 1ine adjustment based on slopes since
Government Code Section 66412(d) 1imits local government review.-of lot line
adjustments to a determination of whether or not the resulting parcel

configuration conforms to the local zoning and building ordinance. Still, the-

proposed lot Tine adjustment clearly is necessary to the subdivision. Without

it, the subdivision as proposed could not proceed. The County cannot sidestep
the obvious intent of the LCP or the obvious result of the lot 1ine
adjustment. For these reasons, the project is denied as being inconsistent
with the LCP provisions cited above.

4. ROAD STANDARD ISSUES = R

Appellant's Contentions (paraphrased)

The road improvements proposed would exceed the County's access roadway
standards, would negatively impact the existing narrow road, and would
encourage development of other parcels in the area. :

Local Coastal Program Provision’

The Planning Commission has the authority, under Section 8104 of the County
Ordinance, to modify minimum road access requirements when there are
extraordinary conditions affecting the property, and the Planning Commission
finds that the strict application of the minimum access requirements would
impose unreasonable restrictions, or unnecessary and extraordinary hardship or
damage upon the applicants. '

County Action

The Planning Commission exercised its authority under Section 8104 by finding
that extraordinary hardship would be visited upon the applicants if the
minimum access requirements were adhered to. Additionally the Public Works
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Department was directed to study the possibility of w1dening the County
streets or adding regulatory:signs at the intersection of Purisima Way and
Miramar Drive. :

Substantial Issue Analysis and Determination

San Mateo County Planning Commission has acted within its authority in
approving the street improvement exception. The existing street has a maximum
slope of 27 percent. The street as proposed would have a maximum slope of
23.5 percent; the standard maximum is 15 percent. According to the County
staff report and Negative Declaration, to meet the standard of 15 percent
slope would require cuts up to 56 feet deep and up to one-hundred feet wide.
Even to reduce the slope to 20 percent would result in cuts of up to 21 feet
deep and up to 40 feet wide. The proposed 23.5 percent s]ope would require
2,025 cubic yards of cut and 300 cubic yards of fill.

As County staff has noted, even the construction of one: single family dwelling
on an existing lot in the area would require the street improvements which
could encourage development of other existing parcels in the area.  The
Negative Declaration for this project indicated there were 11 existing legal
lots, in addition to the seven lots proposed, that wou]d benefit from the
proposed street improvements.

The Planning Commission direction to the Public Works Department to study the
appropriateness of increasing the width of or adding regulatory signs to the
Purisima Way and Miramar Drive 1ntersection was open-ended. Given the
narrowness of the roads there and surrounding structures, the former may not
be feasible. Rather than an open- —ended directive to study the issue, a
directive that included requiring the developer to fund any such improvements
as a condition of aproval would have been more appropriate and would insure
that mitigation of offsite traffic impacts would become part of the proposed
development.

The Negative Declaration states that, "Surface water runoff from the subject
property would not be increased by either the project proposed in this
application or by future construction of seven residences on the subject
property." A grading permit would be required for the road work and potential
runoff from that activity would be addressed then. The applicant is required
to submit a drainage analysis to the County demonstrating that development
would not ‘increase surface water runoff onto adjoining parcels or any road
rights-of-way. _

A1l in all the approval of the street improvement exception raises no
substantial issue.

5. CABRILLO HIGHWAY SCENIC CORRIDOR ISSUES

Appellant's Contentions (paraphrased)
The County has not analysed the effect of constructing seven houses on this t
forested site and has not required replacement trees to screen houses from
Highway One (Cabrillo Highway). v

.
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Local Coastal Program Provisions -

. The Visual Resources Component contains several relevant po11c1es Po11cy
8.7b. states, "Prohibit the removal of tree masses which would destroy the
silhouette of the ridgeline or hilltop forms." Policy 8.7c. states, "Restrict
the height of structures to prevent their projection above ridgeline or
hi]]top silhouettes." Policy 8.9 regulates the removal of trees generally and
requ1res the app11cat1on of the S1gn1f1cant Tree Ordinance to protect trees 38
inches or more in circumference (6 inches in diameter) on parcels which have
the zoning the subject property does. Policies 8.12 and 8.13 regulate
structural design and include requirements for structures to fit the
topography of the site and for the use of materials and co]ors which blend
with the site. '

County Action

In the staff report to the Planning Commission, County staff analysed the
proposal for conformity with the Visual Resources Component of the LCP.and
proposed several conditions to insure that any house construction would not be
visible from Highway One. The conditions adopted by the Planning Commission
‘and the Board of Supervisors would require compliance with the Significant
Tree Ordinance, all other relevant Visual Resources Component policies and
require rep]acement of removed trees and maintenance of seedlings, -including a
‘tree protection restriction document. The document would be created to the
satisfaction of the Planning Director and County Counsel and would be "for the
benefit of all future owners of Parcels 1 through 4. This document shall be
recorded at the time of recordation of the final parcel map."

Substantial IsSue Analysis and Determination

No substantial jssue is raised by the Coﬂnty's analysis of visual and scenic
corridor policies or by the County's conditions relative to visual and scenic
corridor concerns. A1l relevant concerns were adequately addressed by the
County.

1392P
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT . * = .~
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Please Review Appeal Information Sheet Prior Toz'Complet'ing This Form.

2]

SECTION I. Appellant | EXHIBT NG, 1]
Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant: = JAPPLICATION NO.

Sec ,A'-H'O\.UL\Q.J A‘g‘SNC" qi_qq
' ’ I PPEE
- @ Cﬁ’fornla ;Z:;t:.Commisslon
- (3 R |
Zip Area Code Phone No.

SECTION II. Decision Being Appea]ed- , _
1. Name of local/port government 'S.CLV\ Ho.-l-to ‘ CQUV!L&.\_
2. Brief description of development being appealed: CaM‘-o-l Dmgppw\v«i-
PW,;L,- Minev Subdv f;t&w‘ Lot (_,.,u A-ol_/u.sl«w:wl.
amd SFV:@L fyv\}av-o ve el S x cﬂ-‘m(’-\o‘:\-\

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross
p : .

~ street, etc.): —l_;ngcc_ Avonve, oand Miramoar Drive in

Hl:w’kvv\r.uv' A'!o}\.)s Q4§ - C)'lS-C)lbﬁ 'C??-Q1f’.QLO

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

- b.  Approval with special conditions: X

c. Denia]

- Note: For Jur1sd1ct1ons with a tota] LCP, denial dec1s1ons by a
local government cannot be appealed un]ess the development is a
major energy or public works project. Denial decisions by port
governments are not appealable.

~ TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: . .
APPEAL NO: A -3-SMC-92-uq  DATE FILED: Q/\(, /qo_ DISTRICT: SMI« @%@B
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¢

5. Decision being appealed was macie by (check 'one):
a. __Planning Direc':to»r/Zoning Administrator ¢. __Planning Commission

b. X City Council/Board of Supervisors ~d. __Other

6. Date of local government's decision: HM,'ZG‘ t992 -

7. Local government's file number (if any): ¢cppP QI ~-0O0XS, sSHN ‘ll-del'h
LA 97 -oon|, SIE q|-o0c02

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons :

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional
- paper as necessary. ) B ‘ .

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Reb Willicwgonm Son Joe Cuniren
‘1‘1'5’ i2atlvreed Ave, P-o. Box 237039
Aol Muown '3»«3 q4019 "7 ¢ Mowv fava, cA Ggezq

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either
verbablly or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). Include
other parties which you know to be interested and should receive notice
of this appeal. - . :

(1) Hrd -Coust Trmum . Gonedd (2) Bob Birvumm
¢fo Kil Dove, Chroiivimoan |

; < 0L Gaibab
Q. Box 29¥ ° ,
El Growmoda, CA - el Grmm, S e 21 2

L (3) _ Olhun i fawen bk WMLW (4)
‘ N oavon ON-N.L;.L(.A [*'é-\n—‘

Sow Mato Sunly ﬁlow\mvv\‘ Dc.;w:n;\,\

. SECTION 1V. Reasons Supporting This Aﬁpea]

!

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
Timited by a variety of factors and requirements of “the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
in completing this section.

1. State br.*i’efiy your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary descrip- 1
tion of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan poli-
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cies and requirements in which you believe the project i§ inconsistent
and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.

p(.».wwoadw

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of
your reasons of appeal; however, theére must be sufficient discussion,
for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appel-
lant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit additional informa-
tion to the staff and/or Commissjon to support the dppeal request.

SECTIONV. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my
knowiedge.

hq@t&ﬁé%ﬁ Siqe ' ) ,e’d G L'RA(“J;

e it Pgend/

B ey : ‘- Appellant or Agent c :
. ) ' ) L~ Crvammilon e
- one 1,14 q Do M“G‘i Date Juma ¢, 1932

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act as my
agent in all matters pertaining to this appeal.

Signed -

AppeTTant
Date
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002 AND LLA 92-0001 (Williamson and
Guntren, Applicants) ' K

SECTION I: Appellants:

Committee for Green Foothills

¢/o Lennie Roberts

339 La Cuesta .

Portola Valley, CA 94028 (415) 854-0449
Greg Hampton .

Route 1, Box 42B ' .-
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 (415) 726-0477

Louie Figoné v
Route 1, Box 42T “
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 . (415) 726-2421

SECTION IV: REASONS SUPPORTING APPEAL:

The project is a reconfiguration and resubdivision of four existing parcels into
seven. By using the device of a Lot Line Adjustment, three parcels are created on
- slopes in excess of 30% slope, where two lots previously existed. A Lot Line
Adjustment does not apply in this case, because the Adjustment results in a large
parcel that is then further subdivided. Only "Lot Line Adjustments not resulting
in an increase in the number of lots" are exempt from the requirement for a _
Coastal Development Permit (Section 6328.5 (h) of County Zoning Ordinance).
LCP Hazards Policy 9.18 states: "Prohibit, unless no alternatives exist, '
development (including land divisions which would create parcels
exclusively) on slopes of 30% or greater. If no alternatives exist, require
engineering geologic reports to enable minimizing of hazards." '

In this case, proposed new Parcel 1 has a slope of 43%-52%, Parcel 2 has a slope
of 43%-50%, and Parcel 3 has a slope of 33%, according to testimony of Neil
Cullen of the County Public Works Department at the Board of Supervisors
hearing. The resubdivision should be reconfigured to eliminate new parcels
whose only buildable site is on slopes of 30% or greater. '

The road proposed to serve this development would drastically exceed the
County's interim access roadway standard of 15% maximum slope. As analyzed
by staff, for 723 feet, the slope of the roadway would exceed 20%, and parts of the
roadway would have a slope of 23.5%. The grading of this roadway and off-site
required road improvements will create unacceptable impacts. In particular, any
"improvements” to the intersection of Miramar Drive and Purisima Way, as
recommended by the Planning Commission, will adversely affect neighbors who }

Ex 1
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- reside in this area. Building the road to serve these seven parcels will encourage
development of other parcels in the area, and will increase the level of traffic on
Miramar and Purissima, which are one lane wide in places. There are feasible
alternatives for access (off Alto Avenue) which would have less impacts on this
neighborhood. The County Staff Report fails to mention that the "problem” cited
by the Half Moon Bay Fire Marshall with this access can be corrected by '
"rounding” the curve at the intersection of Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive.

The project site is within the Cabrillo Highway Scenic Corridor on a highly
visible forested ridge. The Negative Declaration and Staff Report only analyze
the removal of eleven significant trees within Miramar Drive's right of way.
Although the County has placed several conditions of approval upon future
homes siting and design, there is inadequate analysis of the cumulative impact of
locating seven homes on a steep and prominent hillside which is currently
heavily forested, and the associated impacts of cutting of trees, "vista pruning”,
etc. There is no requirement that replacement trees be planted in areas to
effectively screen the view of large houses on this hillside.

NOTE: We request that the hearing on this appeal be scheduled when the
-Commission will be meeting in Northern California. It would be a hardship for
appellants and other interested parties to travel out of this area for the hearing.

Thank you for considering this request.
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Tom Huening
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‘ Planning Administrator
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June 4, 1992 ' oo

Bob Williamson _ Joe Guntren
775 Railroad Avenue ‘ _ P.0. Box 370389 .
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 Montara, CA 94037

Dear Mr. Williamson and Mr. Guntren: | N

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF FINAL LOCAL DECISION
Bob Williamson and Joe Guntren-- LLA 92-0001, SMN 91-0017,
SIE 91-0002 and CDP 91—00553(Location: Terrace Avenue and
Miramar Drive, Miramar) -

On May 26, 1992, the Board of Supervisors considered an appeal of your
applications for a Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement
Exception and Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to the Regulations of the
County Subdivision Ordinance and the State Subdivision Map Act and Sections
8104 and 6328.4 of the County Ordinance Code, respectively, to allow for the
creation of seven parce]s from four ex1st1ng ]ega] parcels; the installation
of a water service main and a sewer service main; the underground extension of
gas,, electrical, cable and phone lines; and the creation of a pr1vate road
which would have a maximum slope of 23. 5% where 15% slope is the maximum
allowable. A grading permit, which was not part.of this application, would be
required prior to roadway construction. The Coastal Development Permit for
the subdivision only is appealable to the California Coasta] Comm1ss1on (APNs
048-073-010 and 048-074-020).

Based on the information provided by staff and evidence presented at this
hearing, the Board of Supervisors denied the appeal and upheld the Planning
Commission’s approval by making the findings and adopting the recommended
conditions of approval, as follows: ,

FINDINGS

| Regarding _the Negative Declaration

1. That the Negative Declaration reflects the independent Judgment of San
Mateo County.

Ex 2
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2. That the Negative Declaration is complete, correct and adequate and
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and
applicable State and County guidelines.

3. That, on the basis of the Initial Study, comments received thereto, and
testimony presented and considered at the public hearing, there is no
substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect on
the environment.

-

Regarding the Lot Line Adjustment

4. The number of Tots following the adjustment does not exceed the number of
Tots which existed prior to the adjustment. '

5. The proposed configuration of the lots following the adjustment conforms
with County zoning and building requirements. ,

Regarding the Subdivision

6. That, in accordance with Section 66473,% of the Subdivision Map Act, this
- map as shown in Attachment C, together with the provisions for its design
and improvement is consistent with the San Mateo County General Plan.

7. That the site is phySica]]y suitable for the type of development and for
- the proposed density of development.

8. That the design of the subdivision -and proposed improvements are not
likely to cause serious public hedlth problems, to cause substantial
environmental damage, or substantially and avoidably injure fish and
wildlife or their habitat.- o

9. That the design of the subdivision or the type of the improvements would
not conflict with easements, acquired by the public-at-large, for access
through or use of property within the proposed subdivision.

10. That the design of the subdivision provideé, to the extent feasib]e, for
future passive natural heating or cooling opportunities.

11. That the benefits of additional housing are greater than any negative
effects the subdivision would have_on fiscal and environmental resources.

12. That this project was processed in accordance with .the County’s'Tot line
adjustment procedures. :

Ex2
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Page 3

Regarding the Street Imgrovement Excegt1o

13.

That extraordinary hardship or damage would be 1mposed on the applicants
if the strict application of the County road standards were followed.

The modifications proposed in this application are in harmony with the
general purpose and objectives of the County street improvement
regulations and the public health, safety, and welfare of the people of
San Mateo County will be protected

LS

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit

' 14.

That on the basis of the information contained in the staff report, the
project conforms with the plans, policies, requ1rements and standards of
the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Department of Public Works o

1.

The applicants shall provide appropriate documentation to the Department
of Public Works and to the Planning Division confirming that portions of
Hermosa Avenue and portions of Alto Avenue have, in fact, been abandoned
and/or vacated as indicated on the Vestino Tentative Map.

The applicants shall have designed :(by a registered civil engineer) and
the applicants shall construct an on-site private street to serve the
proposed lots of this subdivision.. This street shall be designed and
constructed to no less than the standards for an "Urban Private Street."

- The street shall be posted for no parking and it shall terminate in a

turnaround meeting the reguirements of the applicable fire jurisdiction
and the San Mateo County Department of Public Works.

The applicants shall have prepared, by a registered civil engineer, a
drainage analysis of the proposed subdivision and submit it to the -
Department of Public Works for review and approval. The.drainage
analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of
the storm water onto, over, and off the property being subdivided shall
be detailed on the plan and shall include adjacent lands as appropriate
to clearly depict the pattern of flow. .
The ana]ys1s shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate
drainage. "Post development flows and velocities shall not excéed those
that existed in the pre- developed state. Recommended measures shall be
designed and included in the street improvement plans (per Condition #2),
and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.

Ex2
M'
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Joe Guntren
June 4, 1992 '
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10.

11.

12.

PN .

The applicants shall record documents which address maintenance respon-
sibilities of both the private road and any private drainage facilities
which may be constructed. Prior to recording these documents, they shall
be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review.

The applicants shall prepare a plan indicating the proposed method of
sewering these properties. This plan should be included on the improve-
ment plans (per Condition #2), and submitted to the Department of Public
Works for review. Upon completion of this review, the applicants or * -
their engineer shall have these approved plans signed by the appropriate
sewer district. :

&

The applicants shall dedicate sénitary sewer easements for any portioh
of the sewer main which Ties outside of existing public sanitary sewer
easements, if applicable. o

The applicants shall submit, to both the Department of Public Works and

the Planning Division, written certification from the appropriate water

district (Redwood City Water) stating that,their requirements to provide
water service connections to the proposed parcels of this subdivision

‘have been met.

Any potable water system work required by the appropriate district within
the County right-of-way shall not be commenced until. County requirements
for the issuance of an encroachment permit have been met. Plans for such
work shall be reviewed by the Department of Public Works prior to the
issuance of the permit. . . : : '

The applicants shall submit written certification from the appropriate
energy and communication utilities to the Department of Public Works .and
the Planning Division stating that they will provide energy and communi-
cation services to the proposed parcels of this subdivision. :

Any proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall not
begin until County requirements for the issuance of an encroachmen

permit, including review of the plans, have been met.

"As-Built" plans of all construction required by these conditions shall
be prepared and signed by the subdivider’s engineer upon completion of
all work. The "As-Built" plans shall be accompanied by a written cer-
tification from the engineer that all private facilities have been .
completed in conformance with the approved plans.

The applicants shall submit a plan to'the Department of Public Works
showing driveway access to each of the parcels complying with County
standards for driveway slopes (not exceeding 20%). This plan and

- Ex2
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13.

14.

driveway /slopes shall be prepared from elevations and alignment from the
improvement plans required by Condition #1.

The provisions of the San Mateo County Gradlng 0rd1nance shall govern all
grading on and adjacent to the site. A "grading permit" would be
required for construct1on of the private road unless exempted by the
above ord1nance

The app11cants shall submit a parcel map to the Department of Publit
Works for review and record1ng

Planning Division

15.

16.
17.

18.

19,

20.

21.

22.

&

Approva] of these permits is for the project, as described and modified
in this staff report, only. Minor modifications may be made subject to
the review and approval of the Planning D1rector

The applicants shall comply with the. S1gn1f1cant Tree Ordinance.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the app11cants shall replace each
significant tree approved for removal with up to three seedlings; number
size, and species to be approved by the Planning Director.

Regard1ng Parcels 1 through 4: the app11cants shall pay a surety deposit
to insure the maintenance of all replacement seedlings. The amount and
duration of the surety shall be determ1ned on a case-by-case basis by the
Planning Director. S :

The app11cants shall design residences for the subject properties which
are in compliance w1th the Design Review Ordinance and the Local Coastal
Program.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall design residences
which follow the natural-topography of the site. The house should follow
the natural slope of the hill and stair-step down the slope if necessary.
Grading on each site shall be limited to that required to construct a
residence which has been designed to follow the topography and to provide
access to that residence. The filling or grading of the h111$1de to
provide flat yard areas shall not be allowed. i
The applicants shall 11m1t the height of all proposed structures so that
no port1on of the structure extends above the tree canopy on the site.

The applicants shall employ earth-tone tolors which blend with the

natural environment on the exterior of all structures on each site, to .
the satisfaction of the Planning Director. i

Ex?
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23. Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall create a document,
to the satisfaction of the Planning Director and County Counsel, which
outlines the above three tree protection restrictions and the above four.
development restrictions for the benefit of all future owners.of Parcels
1 through 4. This document shall be recorded at the time of recordation
of the final parcel map. Further, the Commission recommends the above
seven development restrictions be included on each parcel’s deed.

24. The applicants shall obtain a grading permit for all proposed roadway "
improvements prior to regrading or widening Miramar Road. :

25. As part of the grading permit application for this project, the .
applicants shall submit engineered plans for access to Lots 1 through 4
consistent with the schematic plans submitted on April 8, 1992. The
access plan will be submitted for approval by the County Fire Marshal,
Director of Public Works and the Planning Division.

Building Inspection Section e

26. The applicants shall provide a drainage analysis and plan which demon-
strates that development on these parcels will not increase runoff
- surface water to adjoining parcels. (This requirement appears to be
a duplicate of one of the Department of Public Works. However, the
Building Inspection Section’s concerns are with runoff to other parcels
where the Department of Public Works’ would be runoff to the right-of-
way.) :

Environmental Health Division

27.. The applicants shall install or extend a sanitary sewer main to serve
Lots 1 through 7 to the satisfaction of the Granada Sanitary District and
the Department of Public Works. _ ‘

28. The applicants shall install or extend a water main to serve all parcels
to the satisfaction of the Coastside County Water District and the
Department of Public Works. ' ' '

Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District

29. The applicants shall meet all requirements of the Half Moon Bay Fire
. - Marshal. :

CalTrans

30. The applicants shall obtain an encroachment permit for any work proposed y
within the State right-of-way. i

- Ex2
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Any interested party may appeal the County’s approval of this subdivision to
the California Coastal Comm1ss1on Central Coast Division. They can be reached
at 408/479-3511.

If you have any questions on this matter, please contact the PrOJect P]anner
Valerie Barone, at 363-1930.

Sincerely, ya | | : .

Terry/;;;gng ‘ ‘ “

Planning Administrator
TB:VB:fc ~ VJBC1377 AFN

cc: Rick Silver, C]erk of the Board .
Lennie Roberts, Committee for Green- Footh111s Appellant
Greg Hampton, Appellant ; :
Louie Figone, Appellant
Bob Brown, Committee for Green Foothills
Judy Mariant, California Coastal Commission
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MIDCOAST COMMUNITY COUNCIL

Serving the Communities of
Princeton, El Granada, Moss Beach, Montara and Miramar

$

May 12, 1992

E@EWE

Honorable Board of Supervisors

County Government Center - JUN 24 1992
401 Marshall Street CALIFORNIA
Redwood City, CA 94063 | COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST AREA
Re: Williamson and Guntren subdivision
Dear Members of the Board:

The Land Use Subcommittee of the MidCoast Community Council has reviewed the proposed
subdivision of four lots into seven and have visited the property. We recommend that the Board
overturn the Planning Commission decision and deny the subdivision.

We could support a land division which does not create additional lots with their buildable areas
entirely on slopes over 30 percent. However, we find the proposed lot line adjustment then
subdivision a means of avoiding the L.CP policy which prohibits creation of new lots on slopes
in .excess of 30 percent. If the lot line adjustment must be allowed since findings of LCP
conformance are not required for such approvals, thcn the further, discretionary subdivision action
. should not be pcrmltted

Whether thc Board approves or denies this application, we believe that the Board should act to
close the loophole being used by the applicants. Once again we find that a good LCP policy is
_circumvented by developers. The Board should direct staff to modify the Zoning Ordinance to
include the slope standards so that lot line adjustments will be subject to the same basic policy
as subdivisions. '

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

obert M."Brown

P T

Council Member

IAPPLICATION NO.

IEXHIB]T NO. 3 ]

cc: MidCoast Community Council

Half Moon Bay Review

I € calitornla Coastal Commission

|
T —snc- *m-tﬂ i
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Environmental Services Agency Board of Supervisors.

Planning and Building Division ) Anna G. Eshoo
Mary Griffin
: ) Tom Huening
Eﬂ’lanning Division - 415/363-4161 - FAX 363-4849 Tom Nolan
. ) William J. Schumacher y
[ Building Inspection Section - 415/363-4601 - FAX 363-4849 Director of .

Environmental Services

County of San Mateo *i«»

Planning Administrator
Mail Drop 5500 - 590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor - Redwood City - California 94063 Terry L. Burnes

sy 10, 1992 | [extiBrNO. Y |
\ _ IAPPLlCATlON NO.

| Ty | |
Mr. Steve Guiney I /:, G E’ﬂ H/”E/ﬁ IA’3-SMC"‘79."'|‘I ]

Coastal Program Analyst Lo JUL 1a 1y
California Coastal Commission ~ ng]992 s
Central Coast Area Office AL
640 Capitola Road Cus w0
Santa Cruz, CA 95062 - Coiiinnn

((‘(‘: Californla Coastal Commission

Dear Mr. Guiney:

SUBJECT: The Appeal of CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017, LLA 92-0001,
and SIE 91-0002 (Williamson/Guntren)
Coastal Commission File Number: A-3-SMC-92-49

The County of San Mateo respectfully requests that the California Coastal
Commission find no substantial issue and decline to hear this appeal. It is
clear from the Tetter of appeal that the appellants’ primary objections to
this project result from the County’s approval of LLA 92-0001 and SIE.91-0002.
The County maintains that neither of these permits is appealable to the
Coastal Commission under the California Coastal Act. '

The Coastal Act states in Section 30625(b.2) that the Coastal Commission will
not hear an appeal if it determines that "no substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section
30603." Section 30603.a of the Act Tists the types of "developments" which
may be appealed to the Coastal Commission; in all cases projects which are
appealable must constitute development. Section 30106 of the Coastal Act
defines "development" with a list of specific activities including changes

". . . in the density or intensity of use of land. e

Neither the County’s approval of the lot Tine adjustment nor its approval of
the street improvement exception would increase the density or intensity of
the use of the land; therefore, neither permit constitutes a "development," as
defined in the Coastal Act. . :

Further, the fact that lot line adjustments do not constitute development for
purposes of the Coastal Act is confirmed in Section 6328.5(i) of the County’s
Zoning Regulations. This section, which was certified as a component of the
County’s Local Coastal Program, specifically exempts lot line adjustments from r
]
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA~—THE RESOURCES AGENCL, - PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE
640 CAPITOLA ROAD

LSANTA CRUZ, CA 95062
(408) 479-3511

July 20, 1992

Valerie J. Barone, Project Planner
San Mateo County Planning Division
Mail Drop 5500

590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

SUBJECT: Appeal of CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017, ’

LLA 92-001, and SIE 91-0002 (Williamson/Guntren) -
Coastal Commission File Number: A-3-SMC-92-49

Dear Ms. Barone:

Thank you for your letter of July 10, 1992, setting forth the County's interpretation of
the various Coastal Act and Zoning Regulation sections that bear on this appeal.

Coastal Commission staff believes that a substantial issue may exist with respect to the
grounds on which this appeal has been fijled. : : : '

Section 6328.5(7) of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations states that, "Lot line
adjustments not resulting in an increase in the number of lots" are exempt from a
Coastal Development Permit. Lots 6 and 7, as shown on the Proposed Site Plan
(Attachment C to the Planning Commission staff report), apparently could be created
independently of the lot line adjustment. Lots 1,2,3,4, and 5, as shown on that site’
plan, all depend on the Tot line adjustment. Although the lot line adjustment in and of
itself does not create any additional lots, it does facilitate the subdivision. Without
the lot 1ine adjustment, there would not be enough land area to allow for the creation
of three new lots in conformity with the LCP. The lot 1ine adjustment does result in an
increase in the number of lots, it is development, it is subject to a Coastal
Development Permit, and is therefore appealable to the Coastal Commission.

Where there is now one parcel with its building site on slopes greater than 30%, there
would be three parcels with their building sites on slopes greater than 30%. We believe
that there is an intimate and inseparable linkage between the lot line adjustment and
the subdivision. We urge the County to not record the lot line adjustment approval form.

You“wi]I be receiving a copy of the staff report for this'appea].'vA substantial issue
hearing ,before the Commission is tentatively scheduled for August 13, 1992. If you have
any questions, please call. : '

Thank you.
Sincere]y,'

David Loomis :
Assistant District Director

e wa} EXHIBIT NO. §
APPLICATION NO. ;
Steve Guiney ,

Coastal Planner : Py g - .
DL/SG/cm 'A S'\C 1 qq

0015s ) . . €& caiifornia Coastal Commission !




Mr. Steve Guiney
July 10, 1992
Page 2

Coastal Development Permit requirements. Thus, even if the Commission
disagrees with our conclusion that lot line adjustments are not development,
no appeal would be possible because lot line adjustments are not subject to
the requirement to obtain a Coastal Development Perm1t ‘

As noted above, the County requests that no substantial issue be found as to
. all of the approvals with respect to this project. In the event that

. Commission staff believes that there may be a substantial issue with respect
to the subdivision approval (SMN 91-0017), we request confirmation of our
conclusion that neither LLA 92-0001 nor SIE 91-0002 are appealable and, thus,
that they present no substantial issue.

The applicants have requested that the County record a lot line adjustment

approval form describing the lots as they were approved by the Board under

LLA 92-0001. Because we believe the lot line adjustment is not appealable,

our intention is to honor their request. If Commission staff disagrees with

* our position, please have your legal counsel contact me within two weeks of.

this letter’s date stating your position. We will not record the lot line

- adjustment approval form during this 10-day period; however, if no comment is’
received from your legal counsel, we will-proceed with the recording of the

lot line adjustment approval form. ‘ :

. Should you have any questions regarding this letter or need further
clarification of the County’s position, please call me at 363-1930. If a
staff report is prepared for this appea] please furnish me with a copy as
soon as possible so that I may review it and provide further comment. I Took
forward to hearing from you.

1ncere1y

Valerie J.\Barone
Project Planner

VJB:fc - VJBC1680.AFN

e sﬂv

cc: Joe Guntren, Applicant
Mike McCracken, Esq.
Paul M. Koenig, Director Environmental Services
Terry Burnes, Planning Administrator
Bill Rozar, Development Review Officer
Mike Murphy, County Counsel’s Office
File

ZB; ii‘f gh |
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Environmental Services Agency Board of Supervisors
Planning and Building Division Anna G. Eshoo
Mary Griffin
Tom Huening
B/Blam_&Mg Division - 415/363-4161 - FAX 363-4849 Tom Nolan
William J. Schumacher
(] Building Inspection Section - 415/363-4601 - FAX 363-4849 Director of

Environmental Services

County of San Mateo ™"

Planning Administrator
Mail Drop 5500 - 590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor - Redwood City - California 94063 Terry L. Burnes

July 10, 1992

Mr. Steve Guiney

Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
Central Coast Area Office

640 Capitola Road

Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Dear Mr. Guiney:

SUBJECT: The Appeal of CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017, LLA 92-0001,
and SIE 91-0002 (Williamson/Guntren)
Coastal Commission File Number: A-3-SMC-92-49

The County of San Mateo respectfully requests that the California Coastal
Commission find no substantial issue and decline to hear this appeal. It is
clear from the letter of appeal that the appellants’ primary objections to
this project result from the County’s approval of LLA 92-0001 and SIE 91-0002.
The County maintains that neither of these permits is appealable to the
Coastal Commission under the California Coastal Act.

The Coastal Act states in Section 30625(b.2) that the Coastal Commission will
not hear an appeal if it determines that "no substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section
30603." Section 30603.a of the Act lists the types of "developments" which
may be appealed to the Coastal Commission; in all cases projects which are
appealable must constitute development. Section 30106 of the Coastal Act
defines "development" with a list of specific activities including changes

". . . in the density or intensity of use of land. . . ."

Neither the County’s approval of the lot line adjustment nor its approval of
the street improvement exception would increase the density or intensity of
the use of the land; therefore, neither permit constitutes a "development," as
defined in the Coastal Act.

Further, the fact that lot Tine adjustments do not constitute development for
purposes of the Coastal Act is confirmed in Section 6328.5(i) of the County’s
Zoning Regulations. This section, which was certified as a component of the
County’s Local Coastal Program, specifically exempts lot line adjustments from




Mr. Steve Guiney
July 10, 1992
Page 2

Coastal Development Permit requirements. Thus, even if the Commission
disagrees with our conclusion that lot line adjustments are not development,
no appeal would be possible because Tot 1ine adjustments are not subject to
the requirement to obtain a Coastal Development Permit.

As noted above, the County requests that no substantial issue be found as to
all of the approvals with respect to this project. In the event that

_ Commission staff believes that there may be a substantial issue with respect
to the subdivision approval (SMN 91-0017), we request confirmation of our
conclusion that neither LLA 92-0001 nor SIE 91-0002 are appealable and, thus,
that they present no substantial issue.

The applicants have requested that the County record a lot line adjustment
approval form describing the lots as they were approved by the Board under
LLA 92-0001. Because we believe the lot line adjustment is not appealable,
our intention is to honor their request. If Commission staff disagrees with
our position, please have your legal counsel contact me within two weeks of
this letter’s date stating your position. We will not record the lot line
adjustment approval form during this 10-day period; however, if no comment is
received from your legal counsel, we will proceed with the recording of the
lot line adjustment approval form.

. Should you have any questions regarding this letter or need further
clarification of the County’s position, please call me at 363-1930. If a
staff report is prepared for this appeal, please furnish me with a copy as
soon as possible so that I may review it and provide further comment. I Took
forward to hearing from you. - ' :

Sincerely
\l@§k4f1 §§g O
.\Barone

Valerie J
Project Planner

VJB:fc - VJBC1680.AFN

cc: Joe Guntren, Applicant
Mike McCracken, Esq.
Paul M. Koenig, Director Environmental Services
Terry Burnes, Planning Administrator
Bi1l Rozar, Development Review Officer
Mike Murphy, County Counsel’s Office
File
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENLY T PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE
640 CAPITOLA ROAD

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062
(408) 479-3511

July 20, 1992

Valerie J. Barone, Project Planner
San Mateo County Planning Division
Mail Drop 5500

590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

SUBJECT: Appeal of CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017,
LLA 92-001, and SIE 91-0002 (Williamson/Guntren)
Coastal Commission File Number: A-3-SMC-92-49

Dear Ms. Barone:

Thank you for your letter of July 10, 1992, setting forth the County's interpretation of
the various Coastal Act and Zoning Regqulation sections that bear on this appeal.

Coastal Commission staff believes that a substantial issue may exist with respect to the
grounds on which this appeal has been filed.

Section 6328.5(1) of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations states that, "Lot line
adjustments not resulting in an increase in the number of lots" are exempt from a
Coastal Development Permit. Lots 6 and 7, as shown on the Proposed Site Plan
(Attachment C to the Planning Commission staff report), apparently could be created
independently of the lot line adjustment. Lots 1,2,3,4, and 5, as shown on that site
plan, all depend on the lot line adjustment. Although the lot line adjustment in and of
itself does not create any additional lots, it does facilitate the subdivision. Without
the lot line adjustment, there would not be enough land area to allow for the creation
of three new lots in conformity with the LCP. The lot line adjustment does result in an
increase in the number of lots, it is development, it is subject to a Coastal
Development Permit, and is therefore appealable to the Coastal Commission.

Where there is now one parcel with its bui]ﬁing site on slopes greater than 30%, there
would be three parcels with their building sites on slopes greater than 30%. We believe
that there is an intimate and inseparable linkage between the lot line adjustment and
the subdivision. We urge the County to not record the lot line adjustment approval form.

You will be receiving a copy of the staff report for this appeal. A substantial issue
hearing before the Commission is tentatively scheduled for August 13, 1992. If you have
any questions, please call. :

Thank you.
Sincerely,

David Loomis
Assistant District Director

Sl (i

Steve Guiney
Coastal Planner

DL/SG/cm
0015s



CALIFORNIA COASTAL CO(/‘“V\ISSIO\N

CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE
640 CAPITOLA ROAD

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062
(408) 479-3511

July 20, 1992

valerie J. Barone, Project Planner
San Mateo County Planning Division
Mail Drop 5500

590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

SUBJECT: Appeal of COP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017,
' LLA 92-001, and SIE 91-0002 (Williamson/Guntren)
Coastal Commission File Number: A-3-SMC-92-49

Dear Ms. Barone:

Thank you for your letter of July 10, 1992, setting forth the County's interpretation of
the various Coastal Act and Zoning Requlation sections that bear on this appeal.

Coastal Commission staff believes that a substantial issue may exist with respect to the
grounds on which this appeal has been filed.

Section 6328.5(1) of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations states that, "Lot Tline
adjustments not resulting in an increase in the number of lots" are exempt from a
Coastal Development Permit. Lots 6 and 7, as shown on the Proposed Site Plan
(Attachment C to the Planning Commission staff report), apparently could be created
independently of the lot line adjustment. Lots 1,2,3,4, and 5, as shown on that site
plan, all depend on the lot 1ine adjustment. Although the lot line adjustment in and of
jtself does not create any additional lots, it does facilitate the subdivision. Without
the lot line adjustment, there would not be enough land area to allow for the creation
of three new lots in conformity with the LCP. The lot line adjustment does result in an
increase in the number of lots, it is development, it is subject to a Coastal
Development Permit, and is therefore appealable to the Coastal Commission.

Where there is now one parcel with its building site on slopes greater than 30%, there
would be three parcels with their building sites on slopes greater than 30%. We believe
that there is an intimate and inseparable linkage between the lot line adjustment and
the subdivision. We urge the County to not record the lot line adjustment approval form.

You will be receiving a copy of the staff report for this appeal. A substantial issue
hearing before the Commission is tentatively scheduled for August 13, 1992. If you have
any questions, please call.

Thank you.
Vol | M ke ( TW’}(J’E)"Q/( | K o~ Sincerely,
FYT David Loomis
Tw skoet CcC stk believes Assistant District Director
i i
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENC. ’ PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE
640 CAPITOLA ROAD

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062
(408) 4793511

July 20, 1992

Valerie J. Barone, Project Planner
San Mateo County Planning Division
Mail Drop 5500

590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

SUBJECT: Appeal of CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017,
LLA 92-001, and SIE 91-0002 (Williamson/Guntren)
Coastal Commission Fijle Number: A-3-SMC-92-49

Jear Ms. Barone:

Thank you for your letter of July 10, 1992, setting forth the County's interpretation of
the various Coastal Act and Zoning Regulation sections that bear on this appeal.

Coastal Commission staff believes that a substantial issue may exist with respect to the
grounds on which this appeal has been filed.

Section 6328.5(7) of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations states that, "Lot line
adjustments not resulting in an increase in the number of lots" are exempt from a
Coastal Development Permit. Lots 6 and 7, as shown on the Proposed Site Plan
(Attachment C to the Planning Commission staff report), apparently could be created
independently of the lot line adjustment. Lots 1,2,3,4, and 5, as shown on that site
plan, all depend on the lot line adjustment. Although the lot line adjustment in and of
itself does not create any additional lots, it does facilitate the subdivision. Without
the lot line adjustment, there would not be -enough land area to allow for the creation
of three new lots in conformity with the LCP. The lot line adjustment does result in an
increase in the number of lots, it is development, it is subject to a Coastal
Development Permit, and is therefore appealable to the Coastal Commission.

Where there is now one parcel with its building site on slopes greater than 30%, there
would be three parcels with their building sites on slopes greater than 30%. We believe
that there is an intimate and inseparable linkage between the lot line adjustment and -
the subdivision. We urge the County to not record the lot line adjustment approval form.

You will be receiVing a copy of the staff report for this appeal. A substantial issue
hearing before the Commission is tentatively scheduled for August 13, 1992. If you have
any questions, please call.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

David Loomis
Assistant District Director

Sl G,

Steve Guiney
Coastal Planner
DL/SG/cm
0015s
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Environmental Services Agency Board of Supervisors
Planning and Building Division Anna G. Eshoo

oF ‘s' o~ | B [E[é’.-lanning.Division - 415/363-4161 - FAX 363-4849 Tom Nolan
2 A\E
. y = 4 p

il

Mary Griffin
Tom Huening

William J. Schumacher

(] Building Inspection Section - 415/363-4601 - FAX 363-4849 Director of

Environmental Services

County of San Mateo ™"«

Planning Administrator

Mail Drop 5500 - 590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor - Redwood City - California 94063 Terry L. Burnes

July 10, 1992

Mr. Steve Guiney

Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
Central Coast Area Office

640 Capitola Road

Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Dear Mr. Guiney: |

SUBJECT: The Appeal of CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017, LLA 92-0001,
and SIE 91-0002 (Williamson/Guntren)
Coastal Commission File Number: A-3-SMC-92-49

The County of San Mateo respectfully requests that the California Coastal
Commission find no substantial issue and decline to hear this appeal. It is
clear from the letter of appeal that the appellants’ primary objections to
this project result from the County’s approval of LLA 92-0001 and SIE 91-0002.
The County maintains that neither of these permits is appealable to the
Coastal Commission under the California Coastal Act.

The Coastal Act states in Section 30625(b.2) that the Coastal Commission will
not hear an appeal if it determines that "no substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section
30603." Section 30603.a of the Act lists the types of "developments" which
may be appealed to the Coastal Commission; in all cases projects which are
appealable must constitute development. Section 30106 of the Coastal Act
defines "development" with a list of specific activities including changes

", . . in the density or intensity of use of land. . . ."

Neither the County’s approval of the lot line adjustment nor its approval of
the street improvement exception would increase the density or intensity of
the use of the land; therefore, neither permit constitutes a "development," as
defined in the Coastal Act.

Further, the fact that lot line adjustments do not constitute development for
purposes of the Coastal Act is confirmed in Section 6328.5(i) of the County’s
Zoning Regulations. This section, which was certified as a component of the
County’s Local Coastal Program, specifically exempts lot line adjustments from




Mr. Steve Guiney
July 10, 1992
Page 2

Coastal Development Permit requirements. Thus, even if the Commission
disagrees with our conclusion that lot line adjustments are not development,
no appeal would be possible because lot line adjustments are not subject to
the requirement to obtain a Coastal Development Permit.

As noted above, the County requests that no substantial issue be found as to
all of the approvals with respect to this project. In the event that
 Commission staff believes that there may be a substantial issue with respect
to the subdivision approval (SMN 91-0017), we request confirmation of our
conclusion that neither LLA 92-0001 nor SIE 91-0002 are appealable and, thus,
that they present no substantial issue.

The applicants have requested that the County record a lot line adjustment
approval form describing the lots as they were approved by the Board under
LLA 92-0001. Because we believe the lot line adjustment is' not appealable,
our intention is to honor their request. If Commission staff disagrees with
our position, please have your legal counsel contact me within two weeks of
this letter’s date stating your position. We will not record the lot 1ine
adjustment approval form during this 10-day period; however, if no comment is
received from your legal counsel, we will proceed with the recording of the
lot line adjustment approval form.

_Should you have any questions regarding this letter or need further
clarification of the County’s position, please call me at 363-1930. If a
staff report is prepared for this appeal, please furnish me with a copy as
soon as possible so that I may review it and provide further comment. I Took
forward to hearing from you.

Sincerely
\DQQ&;;l §SB OV
.\Barone :

Valerie J
Project Planner

VJB:fc - VJBC1680.AFN

cc: Joe Guntren, Applicant
Mike McCracken, Esq.
Paul M. Koenig, Director Environmental Services
Terry Burnes, Planning Administrator
Bi11 Rozar, Development Review Officer
~ Mike Murphy, County Counsel’s Office
CFiler s
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July 8, 1992 L \j&) §L> .

Mr. Steve Guiney —7,416‘2//
Coastal Program Analyst

California Coastal Commission

Central Coast Area Office

640 Capitola Road

Santa Cruz, CA 95062

Dear Mr. Guiney:

Subject: The appeal of CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017, LLA 92-0001, and
SIE 91-0002 (Williamson/Guntren)
Coastal Commission File Number: A-3-SMC-92-49

The County of San Mateo respectfully requests that the California Coastal
Commission find no substantial issue and decline to hear this appeal. It is
clear from the letter of appeal that the appellants’ primary objections to
this project result from the County’s approval of LLA 92-0001 and SIE 91-0002.
The County maintains that neither of these permits is appealable to the
Coastal Commission under the California Coastal Act.

The Coastal Act states in Section 30625(b.2) that the Coastal Commission will
not hear an appeal if it determines that "no substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section
30603." Section 30603.a of the Act lists the types of "developments" which
may be appealed to the Coastal Commission; in all cases projects which are
appealable must constitute development. Section 30106 of the Coastal Act
defines "development" with a Tlist of specific act1v1t1es including changes
", . in the density or intensity of usé of land.

Neither the County’s approval of the Lot- Line Adjustment nor its approval of
the Street Improvement Exception would increase the density or intensity of
the use of the Tand; therefore neither permit constitutes a "development," as
defined in the Coastal Act.

IAN T 4

The applicants have requested that the County record a Lot Line Adjustment
Approval Form describing the lots as they were approved by the Board under LLA
92-0001. Because we believe the Lot Line Adjustment is not appealable, our
intention is to honor their request. If Commission Staff disagree with our
position, please have your legal counsel contact me within two weeks of this
letter’s date stating your position. We will not record the Lot Line
Adjustment Approval form during this 10 day period; however, if no comment is
received from your Tegal counsel we will proceed with the recording of the Lot
Line Adjustment Approval Form.

o S

Should you have any questions regarding this letter or need further
clarification of the County’s position, please call me at 363-1930. I look
forward to receiving your Staff Report for this appeal; at which time, I may
have further comments.

Sincerely,



Valerie J. Barone
Project Planner

cc: Joe Guntren, applicant
Mike McCracken, Esq.
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Mr. Steve Guiney )\ ql@’qv

Coastal Program Analyst
California Coastal Commission
Central Coast Area Office

640 Capitola Road

Santa Cruz, CA 95062
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jta ]

Copofat (Quuveloper=T
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July 8, 1992

G
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Dear Mr. Guiney:

Subject: The appeal of CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017, LLA 92-0001, and
SIE 91-0002 (Williamson/Guntren)
Coastal Commission File Number: A-3-SMC-92-49

e~

The County of San Mateo respectfully requests that the California Coastal
Commission find no substantial issue and decline to hear this appeal. It is
clear from the letter of appeal that the appellants’ primary objections to
this project result from the County’s approval of LLA 92-0001 and SIE 91-0002.
The County maintains that neither of these permits is appealable to the
Coastal Commission under the California Coastal Act.

.

Qb s

The Coastal Act states in Section 30625(b.2) that the Coastal Commission will
not hear an appeal if it determines that "no substantial issue exists with
respect to the grounds on which an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section
30603." Section 30603.a of the Act lists the types of "developments" which
may be appealed. to the Coastal Commission; in all cases projects which are
appealable must constitute development. Section 30106 of the Coastal Act
defines "development" with a Tist of specific activities including changes
". . . in the density or intensity of use of land. . . ."

LS KT e

Neither the County’s approval of the Lox Line Adjustment nor its approval of
the Street Improvement Exception would increase the density or intensity of
the use of the land; therefore neither permit constitutes a "development," as

Lt i

defined in the Coastal Act

ihé applicants have requested that the County record a Lot Line Adjustment
Approval Form describing the lots as they were approved by the Board under LLA
92-0001. Because we believe the Lot Line Adjustment is not appealable, our
intention is to honor their request. If Commission Staff disagree with our
position, please have your legal counsel contact me within two weeks of this
letter’s date stating your position. We will not record the Lot Line
Adjustment Approval form during this 10 day period; however, if no comment is
received from your legal counsel we will proceed with the recording of the Lot
Line Adjustment Approval Form.

At

Should you have any questions regarding this letter or need further§£§
clarification of the County’s position, please call me at 363-1930.%’1
forward to receiving your Staff Report fer—this—appeats at which time,

/antijﬁﬁf* further comments.

Sincerely,

:>/U\- Z>vf£2-z ko oo~ y Jo ek CE{QL~'ft:5' ‘



Valerie J. Barone
Project Planner

cc:

Joe Guntren, applicant
Mike McCracken, Esq.
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 3@"’

CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002 AND LLA 92-0001 (Williamson and \\
Guntren, Applicants) .\Pﬂ/

, o
SECTION I: Appellants: Gf/ %

Committee for Green Foothills
c¢/o Lennie Roberts

339 La Cuesta

Portola Valley, CA 94028 (415) 854-0449
Greg Halﬁpton

Route 1, Box 42B . )
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 (415) 726-0477

Louie Figone
Route 1, Box 42T
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 ' (415) 726-2421

SECTION IV: REASONS SUPPORTING APPEAL:

The project is a reconfiguration and resubdivision of four existing parcels into
‘seven. By using the device of a Lot Line Adjustment, three parcels are created on
slopes in excess of 30% slope, where two lots previously existed. A Lot Line _
Adjustment does not apply in this case, because the Adjustment results in a large

parcel that is then further subdivided.; ,Only "Lot Line Adjustments not resulting

in an increase in the number of lots" are exempt from the requirement for a

Coastal Development Permit (Section 6328.5 (h) of County Zoning Ordinance).
- LCP Hazards Policy 9.18 states: "Prohibit, unless no alternatives exist,

development (including land divisions which would create parcels

excluswely) onslopes of 30% or greater. If no alternatives exist, require
- engineering geologic reports to enable minimizing of hazards."

- In this case, proposed new Parcel 1 has a slope of 43%-52%, Parcel 2 has a slope

of 43%-50%, and Parcel 3 has a slope of 33%, according to testimony of Neil

-Cullen of the County Public Works Department at the Board of Supervisors

hearing. The resubdivision should be reconfigured to eliminate new parcels

. whose only buildable site is on slopes of 30% or greater.

The road proposed to serve this development would drastically exceed the
County's interim access roadway standard of 15% maximum slope. As analyzed
by staff, for 723 feet, the slope of the roadway would exceed 20%, and parts of the
roadway would have a slope of 23.5%. The grading of this roadway and off-site
requn'ed road 1mprovements will create unacceptable impacts. ,In particulat, any -

improvements" to the intersection of Miramar Drive and Purisima ‘Way, as

recommended by the Planmng Comm1ssxon, w111 adversely affect nelghbors who.,



reside in this area. Building the road to serve these seven parcels will encourage
‘development of other parcels in the area, and will increase the level of trafficon -
Miramar and Purissima, which are one lane wide in places. There are feasible
alternatives for access (off Alto Avenue) which would have less impacts on this
neighborhood. The County Staff Report fails to mention that the "problem" cited
by the Half Moon Bay Fire Marshall with this access can be corrected by
"rounding" the curve at the intersection of Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive.

The project site is within the Cabrillo Highway Scenic Corridor on a highly
visible forested ridge. The Negative Declaration and Staff Report only analyze
the removal of eleven significant trees within Miramar Drive's right of way.
Although the County has placed several conditions of approval upon future
homes siting and design, there is inadequate analysis of the cumulative impact of
locating seven homes on a steep and prominent hillside which is currently -
heavily forested, and the associated impacts of cutting of trees, "vista pruning”,.

- etc.. There is no requirement that replacement trees be planted in areas to.
effectively screen the view of large houses on this hillside:

NOTE: We request that the hearing on this appeal be scheduled when the
Commission will be meeting in Northern California. It would be a hardship for
appellants and other interested parties to travel out of this area for the hearing.
Thank you for considering this request.
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

631 Howard Street, San Francisco 94105 — (415) 543-"2?5552j Q o
i/ = w7 2 FORM D
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT L
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT SO

Please Review Appeal Information Sheet Prior To'°'Comp]et1'ng This Form.

SECTION I. Appellant

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant:

SCL /X‘A'H‘O\UL\:,'J

Zip' Aﬁea Co&e Phone No.
SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed ,
1. Name of local/port government: Scx.m Mq-l—to CQUVNT&L
2. Brief description of development being appealed: Ca sl De,\,qg}a!omvw‘-
‘PW:L,' Minev Sobdw “3\:\\4, et CLLLL M!bsbme,
ook S“"P‘t;'e.f- fw'.mv'omm;m(- G.'Xt-ti_n{-'v:'\'-\
3. Deve]dpment's Tocation (street add;ess;‘aSQegsor's.barce] no., cross *

street, etc.): {ewvace A—vm\}g oundh Mivaumon D\’;vc {n

Hi\/kv\nwé A-P)\)S » Oq4g - O13 - OID .0??‘°7T,‘OLO
4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions: Pal

C. Denial:

- Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a
local government cannot be appealed unless the development is a
major energy or public works project. Denial decisions by port
governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: .
APPEAL NO: A -3-SMC-92-uq  DATE FILED: G fan DISTRICT: Sesta 6%(33




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

(&2

Decision being appealed was made by (check one):
a. __Planning Director/Zoning Administrator c. _ Planning Commission

b. X City Council/Board of Supervisors d. _ Other

6. Date of local government's decision: Mow 24, (992

7. Local government's file number (if any): CpP q1-00sS, sSHMN G -oei7,
qu_QZ—oom“ SIE 9| -0oc02. ’

SECTION III. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional
paper as necessary.) : :

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Rsb Wilhigmsganm - o Joe Gunbrenm
—‘—ls" qulrood A\‘V‘tv p-Q' 65)‘ 31°3?‘ﬂ
{oll Musw '3*'1 944019 : HMowvfava, ci AN

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either
: verbablly or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). Include

other parties which you know to be interested and should receive notice
of this appeal. . :

(1) Hid -Coast Crmm. Gond) (2) Beb Rroum
B Dur G e atis
El G rowods . CA , : €l Gromoda, b T40l¥

L (3) _OlhesbnburirkA gorlia (4)

N oavun OV¢WKKL;~L(A vaﬂn—

Sou  ™Mado CR“"""‘“\ hlo«nvf‘-&\‘ Devts ey

. SECTION 1V. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit:decisions are
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal

Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
in completing this.section.

1. State b%fef]y your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary descrip-
tion of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan poli-



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL. GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

cies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent
and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.

Plonn Sen oA owcdud

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of
your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion
for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by Taw. The appel-
lant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit additional informa-
tion to the staff and/or Commissjon_to Support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my

: knoyledge. _ , , .
it s (e B Siqe Shgred_ v &1 GGR
) Goore P end/ - I ey " PppeTTant or Agent

. XN LExv Crhuvmanmalian Cream Fos Fada
Sobe Qg,wi IL/’ 14 ‘IZ Db M Date -

Jdoma ¢, 982

Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act as my
agent in all matters pertaining to this appeal.

.

Signed - .
+ AppelTlant

Date
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. AE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN IS SITUATED IN THE STATE OF CALIPORNIA, =
_ COUNTY OF AN MATEO, UNINCORPORATED AREA, AND ‘IS- DESCRIBED A8 FOLLOWS:

PARCEL 1:

IOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, BLOCK 2, LOTS 7, 8, 9, 10, 11. 12 5
3, SUB OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, AS SHOWN ou'wnz'uip'nééiwiéﬁ s

| OF SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE", WHICH MAP WAS FILED IN THE
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAN MATEO COUNTY, STATE OF CALTFORNIA,
ON AUGUST 5, 1908, IN BOOK 5 OF MAPS AT PAGE 19.

PARCEL 2:
L= ——— 4

ALL THAT PORTION OF HERMOSA AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAP OF SUBDIVISION OF ‘Bro¢
10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5, 1907, BOOK 5 OF MAPS, PAGE 19, SAN
MATEO COUNTY RECORDS, THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSTON
OF THE NORTHEASTERLY LINE OF LOT 6, BLOCK 2, AS SAID LOT AND BLOCK ARE
SHOWN ON SAID MAP, AND NORTHEASTERLY OF A STRAIGHT LINE DRAWN FROM THE
SOUTH CORNER OF IOT 1, BLOCK 2 TQ THE WEST CORNER OF LOT 6, BLOCK 3, AS
SAID IOTS AND BLOCKS ARE SHOWN ON SAID MAP. S

e

EXCEPTING THEREFROM THAT PORTION OF THE SQUTHEAST HALF OF SAID HERMOSA
AVENUE THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE NORTHWESTERLY EXTENSION OF THE _
SOUTHWESTERN LINE OF LOT 7, BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOT AND BLOCK ARE SHOWN ON

THE AFORESAID MAP.

PARCEL 3: .
ALL THAT PORTION OF THE NORTHWEST 1/2 OF TO AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAPI QRS
SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5, 1207, BDQK‘SH )
OF MAPS, PAGE 19, SAN MATEQ COUNTY RECORDS, THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY‘Q?QQT'
THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE NORTHEAST LINE OF LOT 11, BLOCK 3,"ARD ’
NORTHEASTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE SOUTHWEST LINE OF LOT
14, BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOTS AND BLOCKS ARE SHOWN ON SAID MAP. '

APN: 048-073~010 JPN: 048-007-073-01 A
048-074-050 048~007-074~02 A
048-074-060 048-007=-074~07
048-074~070 048-007~074-08

PAGE 3
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. (
Environmental Services A ency ( i:arcé °é iUPervlsors
Planning and Building Division na G. Eshoo

Mary Griffin
Tom Huening
Zéanning Division - 415/363-4161 - FAX 363-4849 Tom Nolan
William J. Schumacher
[] Building Inspection Section - 415/363-4601 - FAX 363-4849 Director of
) Environmental Management

Paul M. Koenig

County of San Mateo ....umwuwe

Mail Drop 5500 - 590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Fioor - Redwood City - California 94063 Terry L: Burnes

Facsimile Transmittal Sheet

Date sent: é// 19 / 72
To be delivered to: \ ol 6. bw\J" Aep~—o
Facsimile number: _, v 7 Zq - 021 7

Sent by: (M M

Number of pages to follow Cover Sheet: /

Message or Special Instructions:

1

fo He (L Se oachad
)38

Our facsimile number is (415) 363-4849.
Please call (415) 363-4161 immediately if there is any problem with this transmission.
Thank you. _ -

L' 4
misc\faxshet. dks 3/3/92 rev.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY . PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE

640 CAPITOLA ROAD

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062

(408) 479-3511
Date: June 17, 1992
Commission Appeal # A-3-SMC-92-49
COMMISSION NOTIFICATION OF APPEAL
TO: Valerie Barone
San Mateo County Planning Division
FROM: David Loomis, Assistant District Director

California Coastal Commission

Please be advised that the local coastal development permit decision described
below has been appealed to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to
PubTic Resources Code Section 30602 or 30625. Therefore, the decision has
been stayed pending Commission action on the appeal. P.R.C. Section 30623.

Local Permit #: CDP 91-0053
Name of Applicant: Bob Williamson and Joe Guntren

Project Description, Location: Coastal Development Permit, Minor Subdivision,
Terrace Ave. and Miramar Dr., Miramar.

Local Decision: Approval with conditians
Name of Appellant: Mid-Coast Council, et al.
Date Appeal Filed : June 16, 1992

The Commission Appeal # assigned to this appeal is A-3-SMC-92-49. The
Commission hearing date--substantial issue determination and possible
vote--for this appealed item is tentatively set for August 11-14, 1992.

Within 5 working days of receipt of this Commission Notification of Appeal,
copies of all relevant documents and materials used in the local jurisdiction
consideration of this coastal development permit must be delivered to the
Central Coast Area Office of the Commission at 640 Capitola Road, Santa Cruz,
CA 95062 (California Administrative Code Section 13112). Please include
copies of the following: plans; relevant photographs; staff reports and
related documents; findings, if not already forwarded; all correspondence; and
a list, with addresses, of all who provided verbal testimony.

A Commission staff report and notice of the hearing will be forwarded to you
prior to the hearing. If you have any questions, please contact the Area
0ffice noted above.

H7: 4/88
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STICK POSTAGE STAMPS TO ARTICLE TO COVER FIRST CLASS POSTAGE,
CERTIFIED MAIL FEE, AND CHARGES FOR ANY SELECTED OPTIONAL SERVICES. (see front)

If you want this receipt postmarked, stick the gummed stub to the right of the return address leaving
the receipt attached and present the article at a post office service window or hand it to your rural carrier.
{no exira charge)

2. If you do not want this receipt postmarked, stick the gummed stub to the right of the return address of
the article, date, detach and retain the receipt, and mait the article.

3. If you want a return receipt, write the certified mail number and your name and address on a return
receipt card, Form 3811, and attach it to the front of the article by means of the gummed ends if space per-
mits. Otherwise, affix to back of article. Endorse front of article RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
adjacent to the number.

4. 1f you want delivery restricted to the addressee, or to an authorized agent of the addressee, erf f/se
RESTRICTED DELIVERY on the front of the article.

5. Enter fees for the services requested in the appropnate spaces on the front of this receipt. If return
receipt is requested, check the applicable blocks in item 1 of Form 3811. W

6. Save this receipt and present it if you make inguiry.
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002 AND LLA 92-0001 (Williamson and
Guntren, Applicants)

SECTION I: Appellants:

Committee for Green Foothills
c¢/o Lennie Roberts

339 La Cuesta :

Portola Valley, CA 94028 (415) 854-0449
Greg Hampton

Route 1, Box 42B )
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 (415) 726-0477

Louie Figone
Route 1, Box 42T
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 (415) 726-2421

SECTION IV: REASONS SUPPORTING APPEAL:

The project is a reconfiguration and resubdivision of four existing parcels into
seven. By using the device of a Lot Line Adjustment, three parcels are created on
slopes in excess of 30% slope, where two lots previously existed. A Lot Line
Adjustment does not apply in this case, because the Adjustment results in a large
parcel that is then further subdivided. Only "Lot Line Adjustments not resulting
in an increase in the number of lots" are exempt from the requirement for a
Coastal Development Permit (Section 6328.5 (h) of County Zoning Ordinance).

. LCP Hazards Policy 9.18 states: "Prohibit, unless no alternatives exist,
development (including land divisions which would create parcels
excluswely) onslopes of 30% or greater. If no alternatives exist, require

. engineering geologic reports to enable minimizing of hazards."

. In this case, proposed new Parcel 1 has a slope of 43%-52%, Parcel 2 has a slope
of 43%-50%, and Parcel 3 has a slope of 33%, according to testimony of Neil

-Cullen of the County Public Works Department at the Board of Supervisors
hearing. The resubdivision should be reconfigured to eliminate new parcels
whose only buildable site is on slopes of 30% or greater.

The road proposed to serve this development would drastically exceed the
County's interim access roadway standard of 15% maximum slope. As analyzed
by staff, for 723 feet, the slope of the roadway would exceed 20%, and parts of the
roadway would have a slope of 23.5%. The grading of this roadway and off-site
requ1red road 1mprovements will create unacceptable impacts. In particulat, any
"improvements" to the intersection of Miramar Drive and Purisima Way, as
recommended by the Planning Commission, will adversely affect neighbors who



reside in this area. Building the road to serve these seven parcels will encourage
development of other parcels in the area, and will increase the level of traffic on
Miramar and Purissima, which are one lane wide in places. There are feasible
alternatives for access (off Alto Avenue) which would have less impacts on this
neighborhood. The County Staff Report fails to mention that the "problem"” cited
by the Half Moon Bay Fire Marshall with this access can be corrected by
"rounding" the curve at the intersection of Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive.

The project site is within the Cabrillo Highway Scenic Corridor on a highly
visible forested ridge. The Negative Declaration and Staff Report only analyze
the removal of eleven significant trees within Miramar Drive's right of way.
Although the County has placed several conditions of approval upon future
homes siting ard design, there is inadequate analysis of the cumulative impact of
locating seven homes on a steep and prominent hillside which is currently
heavily forested, and the associated impacts of cutting of trees, "vista pruning",
etc. There is no requirement that replacement trees be planted in areas to
effectively screen the view of large houses on this hillside.

NOTE: We request that the hearmg on this appeal be scheduled when the
Commission will be meetmg in Northern California. It would be a hardship for
appellants and other interested parties to travel out of this area for the  hearing.
Thank you for considering this request.
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Appeal Information Sheet Prior To.‘\Comp1et1'ng This Form.

A

SECTION I.  Appellant

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant:

S(':_g [sf"L‘(‘QUL\C.OJ

( .

Lip Area Code Phone No.

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed £
1. Name of local/port govérnment:' SC&V\ Hq-f-c_o CQUqu_
Q

2. Brief description of development being appealed: G snled wapmw«‘—
pwcbl‘ Minev Subdwv lk&.;v\ _ .LgL Livne Ad jusbuemls 3
ot Shcel qugwo\m.w\w(- GXprl-M:\q

3. Development's location (street address, assessor's. parcel no., cross *

L}

street, etc.): lewvace A—ve»"am aundh Mivawon Dvive (n

tivamor, AP o4e- 013-010  04¥%-01¢,020

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

- b. Approval with special conditions: Pt

c. Den1:a1:

- Note: For jurisdictions with a total LCP, 'denial decisions by a
Tocal government cannot be appealed unless the development is a
major energy or public works project. Denial decisions by port
governments are not appealable.

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: : :
APPEAL NO: A -3-SMc- 42 -uq  DATE FiLED: G fan DISTRICT: Sk, &u;,_(i%\




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):
a. __ Planning Director/Zoning Administrator c. __Planning Commission

b. X CCity Cbunci1/Board of Supervisors d. __pthef

6. Date of local government's decision: Ho.;v\ '26‘ 99z -

7. Local government's file number (if any):‘CDP qI~-0osSS, sHN FH-oei],
- LA 97 - ooy, SIE€ 9| -o0c02

SECTION I11. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the fo11ow1ng parties. (Use additional
paper as necessary.) :

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Rob Wilhicwmsgonm - oun o Joe Guniven
s i2atlvreod Ave, P-o. Box 37S3§9g :
(Loll Masun @ew} 94019 . _MHowlava, cA G937

b. Names and mai1ing addresses as available of those who testified (either
verbablly or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s). Include

other parties which you know to be interested and should receive notice
of this appeal.

(1) Hrd ~Coast Crmumm . Cauuu'ul (2) Bab Rirvym
D S e e
Gl Growmada, A _El Gromoda, A T4alp
(3) _Obhanbn bl parlie (4)

N oavun CNNr°U~L;~‘(A l;«>~»q

Som Mlabe Gunby Plovion Divisng

. SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit:decisions are
Timited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal

Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
in completing this.section.

1. State b%fefiy your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary descrip-
tion of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan poli-



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL. GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

cies and requirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent
and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.

YPlbowmr San oA occhud

Note: The above description need not be afcomp]ete or exhaustive statement of

your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion
for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appel-
lant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may submit additional informa-
tion to the staff and/or Commissjon. to support the appeal request.

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my
knoyledge.

;‘q@mﬂﬁc}é« Elgome o md G, O TG
Lovit Fgend/ _ ~F ey "~ AppelTant or Agent < =
2 | IAI@’ Dol A’ )NQ !,>F!§ "‘/va Ch vavna oo, " CRAN | S
>QJ,¢_;‘ W Date .JJM < N tY9 vz

- Agent Authorization: I designate the above identified person(s) to act ‘as my
agent in all matters pertaining to this appeal.

L.

Signed - :
< AppelTant

Date
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY: ( PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE

640 CAPITOLA ROAD e u k Mo
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062 \ )
(408) 4793511 )
FN T
-

Date: June 17, 1992
Commission Appeal # A-3-SMC-92-49

COMMISSION NOTIFICATION OF APPEAL

TO: Valerie Barone
San Mateo County Planning Division

FROM: David Loomis, Assistant District Director
California Coastal Commission

Please be advised that the local coastal development permit decision described
below has been appealed to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to
Public Resources Code Section 30602 or 30625. Therefore, the decision has
been stayed pending Commission action on the appeal. P.R.C. Section 30623.

Local Permit #: CDP 91-0053

Name of Applicant,~Bob Williamson and Joe G;;EEEE:::::::>

Project Description, Location: Coastal Development Permit, Minor Subdivision,
Terrace Ave. and Miramar Dr., Miramar.

Local Decision: Approval with conditions

Name of Appellant: M —60a-5b—CouREitymabat= CM

Date Appeal Filed : June 16, 1992

‘6“ » Drostiells

The Commission Appeal # assigned to this appeal is A-3-SMC-92-49. The
Commission hearing date--substantial issue determination and possible
vote--for this appealed item is tentatively set for August 11-14, 1992.

Within 5 working days of receipt of this Commission Notification of Appeal,
copies of all relevant documents and materials used in the local jurisdiction
consideration of this coastal development permit must be delivered to the
Central Coast Area Office of the Commission at 640 Capitola Road, Santa Cruz,
CA 95062 (California Administrative Code Section 13112). Please include
copies of the following: plans; relevant photographs; staff reports and
related documents; findings, if not already forwarded; all correspondence; and
a list, with addresses, of all who provided verbal testimony.

A Commission staff report and notice of the hearing will be forwarded to you
prior to the hearing. If you have any questions, please contact the Area
Office noted above.

x .
H7: 4/88
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Environmental Services Agency Board of Supervisors
Planning and Building Division Anna G. Eshoo
Mary Griffin
Tom Huening
Planning Division - 415/363-4161 - FAX 363-4849 Tom Nolan

William J. Schumacher

[] Building Inspection Section - 415/363-4601 - FAX 363-4849 Director of

Environmental Services

‘(::(]fl][]ﬂ[‘::gf {[)jf' ei;iiul]l :[\d[:a[i:‘auc, Paul M. Koenig

.' Planning Administrator
NEEAEE]  Mail Drop 5500 - 590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor - Redwood City - California 94063 Terry L. Burnes

June 4, 1992

Bob Williamson Joe Guntren
775 Railroad Avenue P.0. Box 370389
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 Montara, CA 94037

Dear Mr. Williamson and Mr. Guntren:

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF FINAL LOCAL DECISION
Bob Williamson and Joe Guntren - LLA 92-0001, SMN 91-0017,
SIE 91-0002 and CDP 91-005%3(Location: Terrace Avenue and
Miramar Drive, Miramar)

On May 26, 1992, the Board of Supervisors considered an appeal of your
applications for a Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement
Exception and Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to the Regulations of the
County Subdivision Ordinance and the State Subdivision Map Act and Sections
8104 and 6328.4 of the County Ordinance Code, respectively, to allow for the
creation of seven parcels from four existing legal parcels; the installation
of a water service main and a sewer service main; the underground extension of
gas, electrical, cable and phone lines; and the creation of a private road
which would have a maximum slope of 23.5% where 15% slope is the maximum
allowable. A grading permit, which was not part of this application, would be
required prior to roadway construction. The Coastal Development Permit for
the subdivision only is appealable to the California Coastal Commission (APNs
048-073-010 and 048-074-020).

Based on the information provided by staff and evidence presented at this
hearing, the Board of Supervisors denied the appeal and upheld the Planning
Commission’s approval by making the findings and adopting the recommended
conditions of approval, as follows:

FINDINGS

Regarding the Negative Declaration

1. That the Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of San
Mateo County.
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SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING NO. 1192

Date: April 8, 1992

In the Chambers of the Board of Supervisors, Hall of Justice and Records, Redwood

City.

Chairperson Lehman called the meeting to order at 9:12 AM.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Chairperson Lehman.

ROLL CALL:
Commissioners Present: Lehman, Bergeron, Damonte, McCarthy, Muzzi
Commissioners Excused: A1l present
Advisory Members Present: Cullen, Murphy
Staff Members Present: Koenig, Burnes, Jagelski, Barone, Regonini
Legal notice published in the San Mateo Times on April 11, 1992.
1. ORAL_COMMUNICATIONS
Vince Muzzi, speaking as a member of the public, addressed the Commission
regarding the flooding of the creek on Pescadero Creek Road at the bridge. A
report is to be given to the Planning Commission by County Counsel as soon as
possible.
2. CONSIDERATION OF THE MINUTES of the meéting of March 25, 1992.

In the matter of the Minutes, Commissioner Muzzi moved, and Commissioner
Damonte seconded, that the Minutes of March 25, 1992, be approved as

submitted. Motion carried 4-0. Commissioner Bergeron abstained as he was not -. -

present at that meeting.

CONSENT AGENDA

Consent items are considered and voted on by the Planning Commission at the
beginning of the regular session. If a member of the Commission-wishes
specifically to hear an item, or a member of the public wishes to speak on an
item, the Commission will remove the item to the Regular Agenda for hearing.
Otherwise, the action of the Commission will be to approve Consent items as a
group in accordance with the staff recommendation on each item.

Item #3 was removed from the consent agenda and the hearing opened for discussion.

3.

BEN KU, TERRY & SONIA GALLAGHER, WAYNE & ELLEN RIVAS (Robert Chisholm) - SIE
92-0001; GRD 92-0001; ARC 92-0001 .
Location: 16379 Skyline Boulevard, Woodside

Consideration of a request for a Grading Permit pursuant to the County Grading
Regulations and a Street Improvement Exception pursuant to Section 8104 of the



County Ordinance Code to exempt the proposed project from Section 8602.1 of



PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES -3 - April 8, 1992

the Grading Regulations. The applicants propose to upgrade an existing 900
ft. long private dirt road to Minimum Access Standards which include pavement
widths of 16 ft. with 2 ft. shoulders, improved drainage culverts and grades
under 20% to serve two existing residences and one residence under
construction located at 16501, 16411 and 16379 Skyline Boulevard, Woodside.
The proposed project is exempt from Architectural Review as none of the work
would be visible from Skyline Boulevard. APN 072-332-040. Application filed
March 12, 1992. 5 property owners were notified. PROJECT PLANNER: JANICE
JAGELSKI, 363-1841.

Speakers: Merrill G. Emerick, Attorney for Anthony Maran, adjacent homeowner
Terry Gallagher, applicant

COMMISSION ACTION:

It was moved by Commissioner Bergeron, and seconded by Commissioner Damonte,
that the hearing be closed. Motion carried 5-0.

Commissioner Bergeron then moved, and Commissioner Muzzi seconded, that the
Commission accept the staff recommendations, make the findings, and adopt the
recommended conditions of approval as follows:

FINDINGS:

Regarding the Street Improvement Exception

1. Found that extraordinary hardship or damage would be imposed on the
applicants in the form of an additional cost of $272,000. for recon-
struction work within a steep, wooded area if the strict application of
the County Road Standards are maintained. The modifications proposed in
this application are in harmony with the general purpose and objectives
of the County Street Improvement Regulations and the public health,
safety, and welfare of the people of San Mateo County will be protected.

Reqarding the Grading Permit., Found:

2. That the granting of the permit will not have a significant adverse
affect on the environment.

3. That the project conforms to the criteria of the Grading Permit
Ordinance and all standards referenced in Section 8605, with exception
to the requirement of the geotechnical report, which would constitute a
financial hardship to the applicants.

4. That the project is consistent with the General Plan.

5. That because the work entailed to upgrade the road involves a maximum of
450 cubic yards of grading to be conducted along the existing roadway,
within level areas already cleared of debris, and the improvement of
the road is necessary to provide safe and adequate access to existing
residences, that the applicants may commence with the grading and road
improvements upon completion of the appeal period for this permit.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:




PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES -4 - April 8, 1992

Planning Division

1. The applicants shall adhere to the scope of work detailed in the plans
submitted to the Planning Division and dated March 12, 1992. Any
increase in road width, grade, or removal of significant trees not
designated for removal shall first be reviewed and approved by the
Planning Director prior to execution in the field.

2. The applicants shall submit approved road plans to the Building
Inspection Section for inclusion with the conditions of their Building
Permit.

3. The applicants shall submit an erosion and sedimentation control plan

to the Planning Director for approval, if road improvement work is to
commence prior to April 30, 1992.

Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Planning Commission
has the right of appeal to the Board of Supervisors within ten (10) days from
such date of determination. The appeal period for this matter will end at
5:00 PM on April 22, 1992.

4, THOMAS CALLAN, JR.:; JOSHUA HUTCHINS - MNA 92-0056
Location: Harvard Avenue, Princeton; Francisco Street, E1 Granada
APNs 047-033-100; 047-241-130 -

Consideration of a request to reallocate sewage treatment capacity within the
Granada Sanitary District from a priority parcel in the Princeton Industrial
Area to a nonpriority residential parcel in E1 Granada pursuant to Policy 2.8
of the Local Coastal Program. 67 property owners were notified. PROJECT
PLANNER: KIM POWLESON, 363-1849. )

COMMISSION ACTION:

The Planning Commission:

1. Found that the remaining reserved capacity will be adequate to serve
remaining priority land uses in the Princeton area, and
2. Approved the proposed reallocation.
9:00 AM

REGULAR AGENDA

5. DIRECTOR OF GENERAL SERVICES (John Till) - GPC 92-0001
Location: Extension of Montara Boulevard East, between Harte Street and
Portola Avenue, Montara

Consideration of a request to determine if vacation of a 14,840 sq. ft.
portion of the Montara Boulevard right-of-way conforms with the San Mateo
County General Plan, pursuant to Government Code Section 65402. APNs adjacent



PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES -5 - April 8, 1992

to 036-111-020, 090, 210, 110. Application filed January 23, 1992. . PROJECT
PLANNER: LISA AOZASA, 363-4852. '

COMMISSION ACTION:

Motion carried 5-0.

6. KEVIN OLDEN & SYLVIA HOM - DSR 91-0048
Location: 110 Duggan Road, Redwood City

Consideration of appeal of the decision of the County Design Review Committee
to deny a request to change the exterior siding of an addition to a single
family residence from wood to stucco. APN 051-016-100. Application filed
February 11, 1992. 24 property owners were notified. (THIS ITEM WAS
CONTINUED FROM THE MARCH 25, 1992, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING.) PROJECT
PLANNER: GEORGE MILLER, 363-1831.

Speakers: Sylvia Hom, applicant
Leon C. Glahn, Palomar Property Owners Association
Mary Dunlap, designer for applicants
William N. Hurja, resident
Gay Hansten, resident
Joanne Landi, Design Review Committee
G. Sinclair, Design Review Committee

COMMISSION ACTION:

Motion carried 5-0.

10:00 AM

7. BOB WIILLTAMSON & JOE GUNTREN - LLA 92-0001; SMN 91-0017; SIE 91—0002§ cbP 91- __
0055
Location: Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive, Miramar

Consideration of a Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement
Exception, and a Coastal Development Permit pursuant to the Regulations of the
County Subdivision Ordinance and the State Subdivision Map Act and Sections
8104 and 6328.4 of the County Ordinance Code, respectively, to allow the
creation of seven lots from four existing legal lots; the installation of a
sewer service main and water service main; the underground extension of gas,
electrical, cable and phone lines; and the creation of a private road which
would have a maximum slope of 23.5% where 15% slope is the maximum allowable.
A grading permit, which is not part of this current application, would be
required prior to roadway construction. This project is appealable to the
California Coastal Commission. APNs 048-073-010; 048-074-020. Application
filed September 12, 1991. Approximately 58 property owners were notified.

(THIS ITEM WAS CONTINUED FROM THE MARCH 25, 1992, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING.
PROJECT PLANNER: VALERIE BARONE, 363-1930.
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PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES -6 - April 8, 1992

Speakers: LesTie A. Williams, Attorney
Bob Brown, Mid-Coast Community Council
Bob Williamson, applicant
Joe Guntren, applicant

COMMISSION ACTION:

It was moved by Commissioner Bergeron, and seconded by Commissioner Muzzi,
that the hearing be closed. Motion carried 5-0.

Commissioner Bergeron then moved, and Commissioner Muzzi seconded, that the
Commission:

2. Accept the staff recommendations, make the findings, and adopt the
recommended conditions of approval as follows:

FINDINGS:

Regarding the Negative Declaration

1. The Planning Commission does hereby find that this Negative Declaration
reflects the independent judgment of San Mateo County.

2. That the Negative Declaration is complete, correct and adequate and
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and
applicable State and County guidelines.

3. That on the basis of the Initial Study, comments received thereto, and
testimony presented and considered at the public hearing, that there is
no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect
on the environment.

Reqarding the Lot Line Adjustment

Regarding the Subdivision

6. That, in accordance with Section 66473.5 of the Subdivision Map Act,
this map as shown in Attachment C, together with the provisions for its
design and improvement is consistent with the San Mateo County General
Plan.

7. That the site is physically suitable for the type of development and for
the proposed density of development. _

8. That the design of the subdivision and proposed improvements are not
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10.

11.

12.

likely to cause serious public health problemss.-£0 cause substantial
environmental damage, or substantially and avoidable injure fish and
wildlife or their habitat.

That the design of the subdivision or the type of the improvements would
not conflict with easements, acquired by the public-at-large, for access
through or use of, property within the proposed subdivision.

That the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for
future passive natural heating or cooling opportunities.

That the benefits of additional housing are greater than any negative
effects the subdivision would have on fiscal and environmental
resources.

That this project was processed in accordance with the County’s Lot Line
Adjustment procedures.

Regarding the Street Improvement Exception

13.

That extraordinary hardship or damage would be imposed on the applicants
if the strict application of the County Road Standards were followed.
Jhe modifications proposed in this application are in harmony with the
general purpose and objectives of the County Street Improvement
Regulations and the public health, safety, and welfare of the people of
San Mateo County will be protected.

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit

14.

That on the basis of the information contained in the staff report, the
project conforms with the plans, .policies, requirements and standards of
the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

Department of Public Works

1.

The applicants shall provide appropriate documentation to the Department
of Public Works and to the Planning Division confirming that portions of
Hermosa Avenue and portions of Alto Avenue have, in fact, been abandoned
and/or vacated as indicated on the Vestino Tentative Map.

The applicants shall have designed (by a registered civil engineer) and
the applicants shall construct an on-site private street to serve the
proposed lots of this subdivision. This street shall be designed and
constructed to no less than the standards for an "Urban Private Street."
The street shall be posted for no parking and it shall terminate in a
turn-around meeting the requirements of the applicable fire jurisdiction
and the San Mateo County Department of Public Works.

The applicants shall have prepared by a registered civil engineer, a
drainage analysis of the proposed subdivision and submit it to the
Department of Public Works for review and approval. The drainage
analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of
the storm water onto, over, and off of the property being subdivided
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10.

11.

12.

shall be detailed on the plan and shall include adjacent—anrds as
appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow.

The analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate
drainage. Post development flows and velocities 'shall not exceed those
that existed in the predeveloped state. Recommended measures shall be
designed and included in the street improvement plans (per Condition
#2), and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and
approval. =

The applicants shall record documents which address maintenance respon-
sibilities of both the private road and any private drainage facilities
which may be constructed. Prior to recording these documents, they
shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review.

The applicants shall prepare a plan indicating the proposed method of
sewering these properties. This plan should be included on the improve-
ment plans (per Condition #2), and submitted to the Department of Public

Works for review. Upon completion of this review, the applicants or

their engineer shall have these approve plans signed by the appropriate
sewer district.

The applicants shall dedicate Sanitary Sewer Easements for any portion
of the sewer main which lies outside of existing public sanitary sewer
easements, if applicable.

the applicants shall submit to both the Department of Public Works and
the Planning Division, written certification from the appropriate water
district (Redwood City Water) stating that their requirements to provide
water service connections to the proposed parcels of this subdivision
have been met. ) \

Any potable water system work required by the appropriate district
within the County right-of-way shall not be commenced until County
requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit have been met.
Plans for such work shall be reviewed by the Department of Public Works
prior to the issuance of the permit.

The applicants shall submit written certification from the appropriate
energy and communication utilities to the Department of Public Works and
the Planning Division stating that they will provide energy and communi-
cation services to the proposed parcels of this subdivision.

ﬂ Any proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall not

begin until County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment
permit, including review of the plans, have been met.

“As-Built" plans of all construction required by these conditions shall
be prepared and signed by the subdivider’s engineer upon completion of
all work. The "As-Built" plans shall be accompanied by a written cer-
tification from the engineer that all private facilities have been
completed in conformance with the approved plans.

The applicants shall submit a plan to the Department of Public Works
showing driveway access to each of the parcels complying with County
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13.

14.

standards for driveway slopes (not exceeding—20%). This plan and
driveway slopes shall be prepared from elevations and alignment from the
improvement plans required by Condition #1.

The provisions of the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern
all grading on and adjacent to the site. A "Grading Permit" would be
required for construction of the private road unless exempted by the
above ordinance.

The applicants shall submit a parcel map to the Department of Public
Works for review and recording.

Planning Division

15.

16.
17.

18.

19

20.

21.

22.

23.

Approval of these permits is for the project as described and modified
in this staff report, only. Minor modifications may be made subject to
the review and approval of the Planning Director.

The applicants shall comply with the significant tree ordinance.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall replace each sig-
nificant tree approved for removal with up to three seedlings; number,
size, and species to be approved by the Planning Director.

Regarding parcels 1 through-4: the applicants shall pay a surety
deposit to insure the maintenance of all replacement seedlings. The
amount and duration of the surety shall be determined on a case-by-case
basis by the Planning Director.

The applicants shall design residences for the subject properties which
are in compliance with the Desigp Review Ordinance and the Local Coastal
Program. '

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: ‘the applicants shall design residences
which follow the natural topography of the site. The house should
follow the natural slope of the hill and stair-step down the slope if
necessary. Grading on each site shall be limited to that required to
construct a residence which has been designed to follow the topography
and to provide access to that residence. The filling or grading of the
hillside to provide flat yard areas shall not be allowed.

The applicants shall 1imit the height of all proposed structures so that
no portion of the structure extends above the tree canopy on the site.

The applicants shall employ earth tone colors which blend with the
natural environment on the exterior of all structures on each site, to
the satisfaction of the Planning Director.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall create a document,
to the satisfaction of the Planning Director and County Counsel, which
outlines the above three tree protection restrictions and the above four
development restrictions for the benefit of all future owners of parcels
1 through 4. This document shall be recorded at the time of recordation
of the final parcel map. Further, the Commission recommends the above
seven development restrictions be included on each parcel’s deed.



(c) The applicants shall Tlimit the height of all proposed
structures so that no portion of the structure extends-:
above the tree canopy on the site.

(d) The applicants shall employ earth tone colors which
blend with the natural environment on the exterior of
all structures on each site, to the satisfaction of the
Planning Director.

(e) The applicants shall create a document, to the satis-
faction of the Planning Director and County Counsel,
which outlines the above four development restrictions.
This document shall be recorded at the time of recorda-
tion of the final parcel map as specifically applying ‘to
lots 1 through 4.

The subject property is within a Design Review overlay zone
which means that prior to obtaining a building permit,
Planning staff must review the building plans for compliance
with the Design Review Guidelines. At that time, compliance
with the above recommended conditions of approval would also
be reviewed by Planning staff.

b. Hazards

Policy 9.18.a states: "Prohibit, unless no alternatives exist,
development (including land divisions which would create parcels
exclusively) on slopes of 30% or greater. If no alternatives
exist, require engineering geologic reports to enable minimizing
of hazards."

Of the four existing parcels.on the property, two consist entirely
of building site slopes in excess of 30%. Of the seven proposed
parcels, three would consist _entirely of building site slopes in
excess of 30%. ‘

Parcels 1, 2 and 3 proposed for the area of the property with
greater than 30% slopes are reconfigurations of the existing legal
parcels. Parcels 4, 5, 6 and 7 are parcels proposed for creation
through a subdivision; these four parcels are all on slopes of
less than 30%.

Zoning Ordinance Conformance

~ As shown on the table below this project complies with the development
standards for creating new parcels in the Single-Family Residential/
S-9 Combining Zoning District:
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Lot

1 15,982 73
Lot 2 10,816 62
Lot 3 10,000 62.50
Lot 4 10,000 62.50
Lot 5 10,000 75
Lot 6 10,399 63
Lot 7 10,509 80

The applicants have demonstrated that it is possible to design a house
for each of the proposed parcels which would meet all of the develop-

ment standards for the R-1/S-9 zone, including setbacks, lot coverage,
floor area ratio, and parking.

. Compliance with Subdivision Requlations

In order to approve this application for a subdivision the Planning
Commission must make the following six findings:

a.

In accordance with Section 66473.5 of the Subdivision Map Act,
this map, together with the provisions for its design and improve-
ment, is consistent with the San Mateo County General Plan.

This finding can be made. The project proposal is in compliance
with both the County’s General Plan and the Local Coastal Program.

The site is physically suitable for the type of development and
for the proposed density of development.

This finding can be made. With careful house design, and subject
to the recommended conditions of approval, this site is physically
suitable for single-family residential development for the
following reasons: (1) the proposed parcels conform to the
minimum parcel size requirements of the R-1/S-9 Zone (see Section
A.3); (2) as indicated by the submitted geotechnical report, each
of the proposed parcels include within their building envelopes
locations where a residence could be safely constructed; (3) the
applicants must document that all proposed parcels will be served
by water and sewer facilities prior to having the tentative map
finalized; and (4) residences could be constructed on each of the
seven parcels which maintains the building envelope required for
the R-1/S-9 Zoning District and which has a minimal impact on the



environment either individually or cumulatively (for more details
please see the attached Initial Study).

The design of the subdivision and proposed improvements are not
Tikely to cause serious public health problems, to cause sub-
stantial environmental damage, or substantially and avoidable
injure fish and wildlife or their habitat.

This finding can be made. An Initial Study and Negative Declara-
tion finding no significant impacts and recommending no mitigation
measures was published for this project and sent to the State
Clearinghouse. Review of this project by concerned agencies,
including Environmental Health, yielded no objections. This _
project, as conditioned, is not expected to damage the environment
or injure fish, wildlife, or their habitat.

Currently 10 trees are proposed for removal to allow the instal-
Tation of the roadway. Planning is recommending, in Attachment A
of this staff report, conditions which would require all future
tree removals to be in compliance with the regulations of the
Significant Tree Ordinance and up to triple replacement of any
tree approved for removal.

The design of the subdivision or the type of the improvements
would not conflict with easements, acquired by the public-at-
large, for access through or use of, property within the proposed
subdivision.

This finding can be met. There are no conflicts with identified
easements for this property.

The design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible,
for future passive natural heating or cooling opportunities.

This finding can be met. The proposed subdivision, as designed,
can make use of passive heating and cooling; a residence could
be Tocated on each of the parcels to actively or passively take
advantage of the natural rotation of the earth and provide for
solar heating and cooling opportunities.

The benefits of additional housing are greater than any negative
effects the subdivision would have on fiscal and environmental
resources.

The proposal would contribute to additional housing in the County.
No significant negative effects on fiscal or environmental
resources have been identified.

Compliance with the Lot Line Adjustment Procedure

The subdivision findings outlined above are adequate to insure compli-
ance with the County’s Lot Line Adjustment procedures. The applicants
propose to reconfigure the existing property lines to create proposed



parcels 1, 2 and 3. Parcels 4, 5, 6 and 7 are proposed to be newly
created through a minor subdivision. o

Street Improvement Exception

a.

Basis for Exceptions to Minimum Access Requirements

Section 8104 of the County Ordinance grants the Planning
Commission authority to modify minimum access requirements when
there are extraordinary conditions affecting the property, and

the Commission finds that the strict application of this section
would impose unreasonable restrictions, or unnecessary and extra-
ordinary hardship or damage upon the applicants. The modification
of the access requirements must be in accordance with the general
purpose and objectives of the requirements and in a manner that
will protect the public health, safety and welfare of the people
of San Mateo County.

Reasons Applicants are Requesting this Street Improvement
Exception

Currently, Miramar Road exists as a dirt access road with slopes
up to 27%. The maximum grade allowed under the interim access
roadway standards is 15%. The applicants are proposing to lessen
the maximum slope of the roadway to 23.5% and provide a turn-
around, turnout and fire hydrants as required by the Half Moon
Bay Fire Marshal. Below is a table describing the grades of the
proposed roadway.

Length of Portion of Roadway
with slopes:

Less than 15% 205 15%
Between 15% & 20% 62 6%
Greater than 20% 723 73%

The applicants have reviewed their proposed roadway design with
the Half Moon Bay Fire Marshal and the County’s Department of
Public Works, neither of which oppose the project design.

The applicants determined that the 23.5% slope was the best
roadway design for the site through an analysis of alternatives.
The applicants attempted to create a roadway which would allow



for emergency vehicular access but have a minimal impact on the

environment and on adjacent .landowners. Below is the analysis of — -

the two alternatives examined by the applicants and staff:

(1) 15% Slope Alternative

A 15% maximum slope for Miramar Road, as required by County
Ordinance, would require cuts for 661 feet (65% of the length
of the roadway) of up to 56 feet in depth. Creating road
banks that on a two to one slope would in places exceed one
hundred feet on either side of the road.

Creating this road would have significant negative impacts on
adjacent landowners. Approximately 10 neighboring parcels
which front Miramar Road would be impacted: In places the
bank cuts would encroach onto individual parcels up to 80 -
feet; also, the 50% slope created by the 2:1 road banks
exceeds the 20% maximum driveway slope allowable making
construction on the neighboring parcels, as well as portions
of the subject property, difficult without the construction
of retaining walls and more cutting.

Creating this road would also have significant negative
environmental impacts: Several thousand yards of dirt would
have to be excavated and hauled off-site; over 10,000 square
feet of area would be denuded of all vegetation during the
construction of the 2:1 road banks; and the natural topog-
raphy of the site would be severely altered.

(2) 20% Slope Alternative

A 20% maximum slope would require cuts in 544 feet of the
roadway (54% of the length of the roadway) of up to 21 feet
in depth. It would alse create road banks that on a two to
one slope would in places exceed 40 feet on either side of
the road.

Both the environmental impacts and the development impacts on
the subject site would be the same as the 15% alternative but
not to near the same degree.

Planning staff supports the requested street improvement exception
to allow a 23.5% maximum grade because it is the least impactful
on the environment and on the adjacent landowners.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

An Initial Study was completed and a Negative Declaration issued in
conformance with CEQA guidelines. The public review period began on
February 4, 1992, and expired on March 5, 1992. One comment was received
from CalTrans requesting more information on the intersection of Highway 1
and Miramar Road (attached). Staff is currently working on answering the



questions asked by CalTrans and will present the County’s response at the
public hearing on this item. o

REVIEWING AGENCIES

1.

Public Morks Division - Roads

Staff from the Public Works Roads Division have reviewed this project
and have applied their standard subdivision conditions of approval
and have made no comment on the applicants’ request for a street
improvement exception.

Public Works Division - Geotechnical

The County Geologist has reviewed this project and determined that it
would be possible to design a safe residence on each of the proposed
parcels. He notes that the applicants must receive a grading permit
prior to any roadway construction and that he will review the geotech-
nical stability of each proposed residence at the time of application
for a building permit.

Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District

The Half Moon Bay Fire Marshal has reviewed the plans and has no
objections to the proposed 23.5% maximum road grade so long as
fire hydrants, turn-outs and a turn-around are provided to his

.. satisfaction.

Environmental Health Division

Staff from the Environmental Health Division have reviewed the project
and are recommending that approval of this project be conditioned to
require the applicants to demonstrate they have provided sewer and
water to all proposed parcels.

Mid-Coast Community Council

The applicants have presented their project to the Mid-Coast Community
Council. Planning staff has received no official comment from the
Council. However, the applicants have indicated that no objections to
the project were raised during the Council’s meeting.

California Archaeoloqy Referral

Staff from the California Archaeology Referral Service have indicated
that there is a Tow probability of archaeological remains being
discovered on the site and have not recommended any further study.

Building Inspection Section

Staff from the Building Inspection Section have reviewed the project
and are recommending that approval be conditioned to require the
applicants to provide a drainage analysis that demonstrates there will

32



not be an increase in surface water run off to adjoining parcels as a
result of this project.

ATTACHMENTS

A. Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval
B. Location Map

C. Tentative Map

D. Existing Parcel Configuration

E. Roadway Profile

F. Utility Installation Plan

G. Initial Study and Negative Declaration

H. Letter of Response from CalTrans

VJB:cdn - VJBCO641.ACU
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Attachment A

County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Division

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit or Project File Numbers: Hearing Date: March 25, 1992
SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002,
CDP 91-0055, and LLA 92-0001

Prepared By: Valerie J. Barone For Adoption By: Planning Commission

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

Regarding the Negative Declaration

Find:

1. The Planning Commission does hereby find that this Negative Declaration
reflects the independent judgment of San Mateo County.

2. That the Negative Declaration is complete, correct and adequate and
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and
applicable State and County guidelines.

3. That on the basis of the Initial Study, comments received thereto, and
testimony presented and considered at the public hearing, that there is
no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect
on the environment.

\

Regarding the Subdivision and Lot Line Adjustment

Find:

1. That, in accordance with Section 66473.5 of the Subdivision Map Act, this
- map as modified in Attachment D, together with the provisions for its
design and improvement is consistent with the San Mateo County General
Plan.

2. That the site is physically suitable for the type of development and for
the proposed density of development.

3. That the design of the subdivision and proposed improvements are not
Tikely to cause serious public health problems, to cause substantial
environmental damage, or substantially and avoidable injure fish and
wildlife or their habitat.

4. That the design of the subdivision or the type of the improvements would

not conflict with easements, acquired by the public-at-large, for access
through or use of, property within the proposed subdivision.
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That the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for
future passive natural heating.or cooling opportunities.

That the benefits of additional housing are greater than any negative
effects the subdivision would have on fiscal and environmental resources.

That this project was processed in accordance with the County’s Lot Line
Adjustment procedures.

Regarding the Street Improvement Exception

Find that extraordinary hardship or damage would be imposed on the
applicants if the strict application of the County Road Standards were
followed. The modifications proposed in this application are in harmony
with the general purpose and objectives of the County Street Improvement
Regulations and the public health, safety, and welfare of the people of
San Mateo County will be protected.

Regarding the Coastal Development Pekmit

Find on the basis of the information contained in the staff report, that
the project conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and standards
of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Department of Public Works

1.

The applicants shall provide appropriate documentation to the Department
of Public Works and to the Planning Division confirming that portions of
Hermosa Avenue and portions of Alto Avenue have, in fact, been abandoned
and/or vacated as indicated on the Vestino Tentative Map.

The applicants shall have designed (by a registered civil engineer) and
the applicants shall construct an on-site private street to serve the
proposed Tots of this subdivision. This street shall be designed and
constructed to no less than the standards for an "Urban Private Street."
The street shall be posted for no parking and it shall terminate in a
turn-around meeting the requirements of the applicable fire jurisdiction
and the San Mateo County Department of Public Works.

The applicants shall have prepared by a registered civil engineer, a
drainage analysis of the proposed subdivision and submit it to the
Department of Public Works for review and approval. The drainage
analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of
the storm water onto, over, and off of the property being subdivided
shall be detailed on the plan and shall include adjacent lands as
appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow.
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10.

11.

The analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate
drainage. Post development flows.and velocities shall not exceed those
that existed in the predeveloped state. Recommended measures shall be
designed and included in the street improvement plans (per Condition #2),
and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.

The applicants shall record documents which address maintenance respon-
sibilities of both the private road and any private drainage facilities
which may be constructed. Prior to recording these documents, they shall
be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review.

The applicants shall prepare a plan indicating the proposed method of
sewering these properties. This plan should be included on the improve-
ment plans (per Condition #2), and submitted to the Department of Public
Works for review. Upon completion of this review, the applicants or
their engineer shall have these approve plans signed by the appropriate
sewer district.

The applicants shall dedicate Sanitary Sewer Easements for any portion
of the sewer main which lies outside of existing public sanitary sewer
easements, if applicable.

the applicants shall submit to both the Department of Public Works and
the Planning Division, written certification from the appropriate water
district (Redwood City Water) stating that their requirements to provide
water service connections to the proposed parcels of this subdivision
have been met.

Any potable water system work required by the appropriate district within
the County right-of-way shall not be commenced until County requirements
for the issuance of an encroachment permit have been met. Plans for such
work shall be reviewed by the Department of Public Works prior to the
issuance of the permit. '

The applicants shall submit written certification from the appropriate
energy and communication utilities to the Department of Public Works and
the Planning Division stating that they will provide energy and communi-
cation services to the proposed parcels of this subdivision.

Any proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall not
begin until County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment
permit, including review of the plans, have been met.

"As-Built" plans of all construction required by these conditions shall
be prepared and signed by the subdivider’s engineer upon completion of
all work. The "As-Built" plans shall be accompanied by a written cer-
tification from the engineer that all private facilities have been
completed in conformance with the approved plans.
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12.

13.

14.

The applicants shall submit a plan to the Department of Public Works
showing driveway access to each of the parcels complying with County
standards for driveway slopes (not exceeding 20%). This plan and
driveway slopes shall be prepared from elevations and alignment from the
improvement plans required by Condition #1.

The provisions of the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern all
grading on and adjacent to the site. A "Grading Permit" would be
required for construction of the private road unless exempted by the
above ordinance.

The applicants shall submit a parcel map to the Department of Public
Works for review and recording.

Planning Division

15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Approval of these permits is for the project as described and modified in
this staff report, only. Minor modifications may be made subject to the
review and approva] of the Planning Director.

The applicants shall comply with the significant tree ordinance.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall replace each sig-
nificant tree approved for removal with up to three seedlings; number,
size, and species to be approved by the Planning Director.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall pay a surety deposit
to insure the maintenance of all replacement seedlings. The amount and
duration of the surety shall be determined on a case-by-case basis by the
Planning Director.

The applicants shall design residences for the subject properties which
are in compliance with the Design Review Ordinance and the Local Coastal
Program.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall design residences
which follow the natural topography of the site. The house should follow
the natural slope of the hill and stair-step down the slope if necessary.
Grading on each site shall be Timited to that required to construct a
residence which has been designed to follow the topography and to provide
access to that residence. The filling or grading of the hillside to
provide flat yard areas shall not be allowed.

The applicants shall 1imit the height of all proposed structures so that
no portion of the structure extends above the tree canopy on the site.

The applicants shall employ earth tone colors which blend with the

natural environment on the exterior of all structures on each site, to
the satisfaction of the Planning Director.

37



23. Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall create a document,
to the satisfaction of the Planning Director and County Counsel, which
outlines the above three tree protection restrictions and the above four
development restrictions for the benefit of all future owners of parcels
1 through 4. This document shall be recorded at the time of recordation
of the final parcel map. Further, the Commission recommends the above
seven development restrictions be included on each parcel’s deed.

24. The applicants shall obtain a grading permit for all proposed roadway
improvements prior to regrading or widening Miramar Road.

Building Inspection Section

25. The applicants shall provide a drainage analysis and plan which demon-:
strates that development on these parcels will not increase run-off
surface water to adjoining parcels. (This requirement appears to be
a duplicate of one of the Department of Public Works. However, the
Building Inspection Section’s concerns are with run-off to other parcels
where the Department of Public Works’ would be run-off to the right-of-
way.

Environmental Health Division

26. The applicants shall install or extend a sanitary sewer main to serve
Lots 1 through 7 to the satisfaction of the Granada Sanitary District and

the Department of Public Works.

27. The applicants shall install or extend a water main to serve all parcels
to the satisfaction of the Coastside County Water District and the
Department of Public Works. :

Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District

\

28. The applicants shall meet all requirements of the Half Moon Bay fire
Marshall. §

CalTrans

29. The applicants shall obtain an encroachment permit for any work proposed
within the State right-of-way.

VJB:cdn - VJBCO641.ACU
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, PLANNING DIVISION
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

A notice, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as
amended (Public Resources Code 21,000, et seq.) that the following project:
Williamson/Guntren Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement
and Utility Extension, when implemented will not have a significant impact on
the environment. ENDORSED

IN THE OFFICE GF 1o
FILE NOS.: SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, CDP 91-0055, LLA 92-0001 F1LED coustvctengor o

SAN MATEQ COUNTY, CALIF

OWNERS/APPLICANTS: Williamson and Guntren FLB 631992

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NOS.: 048-073-010; 048-074-020 WARREN SLOCUM, County Cieris
By -——-DATRICIA FISCHRACH

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION DEPUTY CLERK

The applicants propose to do the following: (1) a lot line adjustment and
minor subdivision creating seven lots, 10,000 square foot or larger, out of
four existing legal lots; (2) install a water service main from an existing
Coastside County Water District water tank along Miramar Drive for approxi-
mately 585 feet; (3) extend a Granada Sanitary System sewer main from the
intersection of the Cabrillo Highway and Alto Avenue, east on Alto Avenue
approximately 820 feet and approximately 520 feet north up Terrace Avenue from
Alto Avenue; (4) widen the existing private access road, Miramar Drive, to a
width of 20 feet with 16 feet of paving; (5) reduce the existing grade of
Miramar Drive to a maximum slope of 23.5%; and (6) extend gas, electrical,
cable and phone lines to the subject property. All utility extensions would
be undergrounded. Location: Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive, Miramar - San
Mateo County.

FINDINGS AND BASIS FOR A NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The Planning Division has reviewed the initial study for the project and,
based upon substantial evidence in the record, finds that:

1. The project will not adversely affect water or air quality or increase
noise levels substantially;

2. The project will not have adverse impacts on the flora or fauna of the
area; :

3. The project will not degrade the aesthetic quality of the area;
4. The project will not have adverse impacts on traffic or land use;
5. In addition, the project will not:

a. Create impacts which have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment.

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



c. Create impacts for a project which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable;

d. Create environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

The County of San Mateo has, therefore, determined that the environmental
impact of the project is insignificant. ‘

MITIGATION MEASURES included in the project to avoid potentially significant
effects:

N/A
RESPONSIBLE AGENCY CONSULTATION

California Coastal Commission

INITIAL STUDY

The San Mateo County Planning Division has reviewed the Environmental
Evaluation of this project and has found that the probable environmental
impacts are insignificant. A copy of the initial study is attached.

REVIEW PERIOD  February 5, 1992 to March 5, 1992

ATl comments regarding the correctness, completeness, or adequacy of this
Negative Declaration must be received by the County Planning Division, 590
Hamilton Street, Redwood City, no later than 5:00 p.m., XX.

CONTACT PERSON

L

Valerie J. Barone, Project Planner
415/363-1930 ﬂ ' \
i/

-\ A
VAV = Y
Hline X 1\(_»%1/'\,();’\._)\*_. -

Valerie J. Karone, Project Planner

VJB:kcd ~ VJBC0274.NKH
CPD FORM A-ENV-35 -
FMT00014 - 7/90
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1.b.

2.b.

EXPLANATIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS OF RESPONSES

williamson/Guntren'Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision,
Street Improvement and Utility Extension
(File Nos. SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, CDP 91-0055, LLA 92-0001

This project includes construction on slopes in excess of 15% grade.
Grades on the subject site range from 20% slopes to 42% slopes.
Proposed as part of this project is the installation of utilities,
including water and sewer system mains, and improvements to Miramar
Drive. The improvements proposed on slopes in excess of 15% are not
expected to cause any significant environmental impacts because all of
the grading would be performed to County standards as outlined in the .
County’s Grading Ordinance. Prior to roadway construction, the
applicants must obtain a grading permit; the Zoning Hearing Officer
would decide on the grading permit application for this project.

This project would also facilitate the future construction of seven
homes, three more homes than currently allowed on the subject property;
each home would be constructed on slopes in excess of 15% grade and
three of the homes are proposed for construction on slopes in excess of
30%. The applicants have submitted a geotechnical report which includes
slope stability information on each of the proposed home sites. The
County geologist has noted that it would be possible to design homes for
each of the proposed lots ‘which meet County building and geotechnical
standards and maintain the structural integrity of the hillside. At the
time of submitting for a building permit application, the design of each
residence would be reviewed for conformance with County standards.

The road improvements proposed under this project would require the
removal of 10 significant eucalyptus trees and one significant pine
tree. All eleven trees are within Miramar Drive’s right-of-way. The
removal of these trees is not considered significant.

The road improvements along approximately 1,100 lineal feet of Miramar
Orive east of The Crossways would require clearing approximately 11,000
square feet of land covered with grasses, shrubs and 11 significant
trees. C(learing this area should not create any significant environ-
mental impacts: An erosion control would be required as part of the
grading permit, no sensitive habitats have been identified in the
subject area, the roadway already exists, and all improvements to the
roadway must be to County geotechnical standards.

The eventual development of home sites on each of the seven proposed

lots would require additional clearing, including the removal of
significant trees. The exact number of trees which would need to be
removed in order to accommodate a home site on each lot would depend
upon the size and location of each proposed residence; on some lots no
trees would need to be removed, on other lots three to four significant
trees might require removal. The development of each lot is not part of
this project proposal. The applicants have indicated the lots would be
developed one or two at a time. The site specific impacts of clearing
building sites on each of the lots would be reviewed under each building
permit. No cumulative land clearing impacts are expected: the subject
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EXPLANATIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS OF RESPONSES
File Nos. SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, CDP 91-0055, LLA 92-0001

Page 2

property is zoned for residential development; all proposed lots meet or
exceed the minimum building site requirements; any proposed residential
development would have to meet zoning requirements in terms of setbacks
and lot coverage; and any tree removal would require review and approval
by the Planning Division.

Materials submitted by the applicants indicate that grading associated
with the proposed roadway improvements would total 2,025 cubic yards of
cut and 300 cubic yards of fill. This is not expected to create
significant environmental impacts because all proposed grading must be
performed in accordance with the County’s Grading Ordinance. See 1.b
above.

This project is an initial step in the development of seven residences
on the subject property. The addition of single family residences on
currently vacant property would increase noise levels in the general
area. This impact is not considered significant because the noise would
be generated from everyday Tiving activity and would not be detrimental
to people in the immediate or surrounding area.

Noise levels in excess of Tevels established in the County’s Grading
Ordinance are not expected. A1l work performed on-site would be subject
to the County’s Noise Ordinance. R

Surface water runoff from the subject property would not be increased by
either the project proposed in this application or by future construc-
tion of seven residences on the subject property. Prior to filing a
final map for this proposed lot line adjustment and subdivision, the
applicants must submit a drainage analysis to the County Planning and
Building Division and Public Works-Department which demonstrates that
development of these parcel would not increase surface water runoff onto
adjoining parcels or onto any road right-of-ways.

This project would require approval from the Granada Sanitary District
and the Coastside County Water District. Any decision made by the
County on this project is appealable to the California Coastal
Commission.

Sewer service for the seven lots resulting from this project would be
provided by the Granada Sanitary District. Water service would be
provided from Coastside County Water District. The subject property has
priority status for sewer and water service under Local Coastal Program
Table 2.7 and 2.17; the subject lots are part of the Miramar mergers.
Both the sewer district and the water district have indicated they have
priority hook-ups available.

The improvements proposed for Miramar Road would create access to

11 existing Tegal lots, as well as the seven proposed lots. Staff from
the County’s Public Works Department estimates that each single family
residence generates approximately 10 car trips each day (five round-
trips). Therefore, if each of the 18 lots which front Miramar Road were
developed, traffic in the neighborhood could increase by approximately
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180 vehicular trips per day. Staff from the County’s Public Works
Department have indicated that none of the roads in the neighborhood of
the subject property are at capacity nor or there any unusual safety
hazards. Therefore, no significant impact on traffic patterns or safety
is expected to result from the proposed road improvements.

The above estimate of 180 vehicular trips a day is considered a high v
estimate because only eight or nine of the lots which would benefit from
the road improvements would also benefit from the sewer and water main
extensions, including the seven lots proposed by this project. There-
fore, Planning staff estimates that the increase in traffic due to this
project would be approximately 80 to 90 vehicular trips a day.

This project would require obtaining public services, but it is not
anticipated to adversely affect the capacity of the public
infrastructure of the area.

This proposed project would facilitate the development of residences on
currently vacant property both on and off site. This is not considered
a significant impact because the County’s General Plan designates the
area as Medium Low Density Residential (2.4-6 density units/acre), the
Zoning Ordinance classifies the land as Single Family Residential
(R-1/S-9), and the Local Coastal Program includes the area on the urban
side of the urban/rural boundary. The maximum density allowed in the
R-1/5-9 Zoning District is 4.3 residences per acre. The density pro-
posed in this application is 3.9 residences per acre, this falls within
the allowable density levels of the property’s General Plan designation
and Zoning District. . ,

This project could also faci]itatq sing]e family residential development
on neighboring properties. There are approximately 24 other building
sites, all of which are zoned for single family residential development,

which may benefit from either the new roadway; the new sewer main; the

new water main; the extension of gas, cable, and phone lines; or some
combination of all four. This is not considered a significant impact
because all of the lots affected are legal and zoned for single family
residential development. Please see response 5.c above.

This project is within the Cabrillo Highway County Scenic Corridor.
Currently there are four legal lots on the subject property. The
addition of three more lots, which would equal three more single family
residences is not expected to create any significant visual impacts. At
the time of building permit application each of the seven residences
would be reviewed against the design criteria within the Coastside
Design Review Ordinance. This regulation requires residences to be
integrated into the natural landscape, which would minimize their visual
impact on the surrounding area. ‘
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-——BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
BOX 7310

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120

(415) 923-4444

February 26, 1992

Ms. Valerie J. Barone, Project Planner SM-1-32.00
County of San Mateo Planning Division SCH# 92023009
590 Hamilton Street SM001167

W’YC’A 94025

RE:  WILLIAM AND GUNTREN - AP# 048-073-010; .048-074-020: The
proposal for a lot line adjustment and minor subdivision creating seven 10,000 square
foot lots out of four existing legal lots at Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive.

Dear Ms. Barone:

Thank you for including the California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
the continuing stages of the environmental review process. . We have reviewed the above
referenced document and forward the following comments:

ltem 5c states that approximately 180 vehicular trips per day will be generated from
the 18 lots for which access will be provided. Please provide the existing turning volumes at
the Route 1/Mirada intersection to which these 180 trips will be added.

We request that the following information be provided for peak AM/PM traffic volumes
and movements at the State Route 1/Miramar Road Intersection: '

a) existing traffic, b) existing plus project traffic, and

c) existing plus project traffic plus cumulative traffic.

An encroachment permit must be obtained: for any work within the State right-of-way.
A completed application, environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of the revised plans
should be submitted to the following address:

Permit Engineer
P.O. Box 7310
San Francisco, CA 94120
(415) 557-1984

Should you have any questions regarding these comments please contact David E. Johnson
of my staff at (415) 904-9653 or 904-9652 respectively.

Sincerely,

PRESTON W.KELLEY
District Director

ARy F.%%
District CEQA Coordinator

cc: Susan Pultz, MTC
Sally Germain, ABAG
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Environmental Services Agency Board of Supervisors
Planning and Building Division Anna G. Eshoo
Mary Griffin
Tom Huening
Planning Division - 415/363-4161 - FAX 363-4849 Tom Nolan

William J. Schumacher

([} Building Inspection Section - 415/363-4601 - FAX 363-4849 Director of

Environmental Services

County of San Mateo ™=

: Planning Administrator
LRIl  Mail Drop 5500 - 580 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor - Redwood City - California 94063 Terry L. Burnes

June 4, 1992

Bob Williamson Joe Guntren
775 Railroad Avenue P.0. Box 370389
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 Montara, CA 94037

Dear Mr. Williamson and Mr. Guntren:

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF FINAL LOCAL DECISION
Bob Williamson and Joe Guntren - LLA 92-0001, SMN 91-0017,
SIE 91-0002 and CDP 91—005$3(Location: Terrace Avenue and
Miramar Drive, Miramar)

On May 26, 1992, the Board of Supervisors considered an appeal of your
applications for a Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement
Exception and Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to the Regulations of the
County Subdivision Ordinance and the State Subdivision Map Act and Sections
8104 and 6328.4 of the County Ordinance Code, respectively, to allow for the
creation of seven parcels from four existing legal parcels; the installation
of a water service main and a sewer service main; the underground extension of
gas, electrical, cable and phone Tines; and the creation of a private road
which would have a maximum slope of 23.5% where 15% slope is the maximum
allowable. A grading permit, which was not part of this application, would be
required prior to roadway construction. The Coastal Development Permit for
the subdivision only is appealable to the California Coastal Commission (APNs
048-073-010 and 048-074-020).

Based on the information provided by staff and evidence presented at this
hearing, the Board of Supervisors denied the appeal and upheld the Planning
Commission’s approval by making the findings and adopting the recommended
conditions of approval, as follows:

FINDINGS

Regarding the Negative Declaration

1. That the Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of San
Mateo County.
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SAN MATEQ COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING NO. 1192

Date: April 8, 1992

In the Chambers of the Board of Supervisors, Hall of Justice and Records, Redwood

City.

Chairperson Lehman called the meeting to order at 9:12 AM.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

The Pledge of Allegiance was led by Chairperson Lehman.

ROLL CALL:
Commissioners Present: Lehman, Bergeron, Damonte, McCarthy, Muzzi
Commissioners Excused: A1l present
Advisory Members Present: Cullen, Murphy
Staff Members Present: Koenig, Burnes, Jagelski, Barone, Regonini
Legal notice published in the San Mateo Times on April 11, 1992.
l. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS
Vince Muzzi, speaking as a member of the public, addressed the Commission
regarding the flooding of the creek on Pescadero Creek Road at the bridge. A
report is to be given to the Planning Commission by County Counsel as soon as
possible.
2. CONSIDERATION OF THE MINUTES of the meéting of March 25, 1992.

In the matter of the Minutes, Commissioner Muzzi moved, and Commissioner
Damonte seconded, that the Minutes of March 25, 1992, be approved as

submitted. Motion carried 4-0. Commissioner Bergeron abstained as he was not -. .

present at that meeting.

CONSENT AGENDA

Consent items are considered and voted on by the Planning Commission at the
beginning of the regular session. If a member of the Commission wishes
specifically to hear an item, or a member of the public wishes to speak on an
item, the Commission will remove the item to the Regular Agenda for hearing.
Otherwise, the action of the Commission will be to approve Consent items as a
group in accordance with the staff recommendation on each item.

Item #3 was removed from the consent agenda and the hearing opened for discussion.

3.

BEN KU, TERRY & SONIA GALLAGHER, WAYNE & ELLEN RIVAS (Robert Chisholm) - SIE
92-0001: GRD 92-~0001: ARC 92-0001 ,
Location: 16379 Skyline Boulevard, Woodside

Consideration of a request for a Grading Permit pursuant to the County Grading
Regulations and a Street Improvement Exception pursuant to Section 8104 of the
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County Ordinance Code to exempt the proposed project from Section 8602.1 of
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the Grading Regulations. The applicants propose to upgrade an existing 900
ft. long private dirt road to Minimum Access Standards which include pavement
widths of 16 ft. with 2 ft. shoulders, improved drainage culverts and grades
under 20% to serve two existing residences and one residence under
construction located at 16501, 16411 and 16379 Skyline Boulevard, Woodside.
The proposed project is exempt from Architectural Review as none of the work
would be visible from Skyline Boulevard. APN 072-332-040. Application filed
March 12, 1992. 5 property owners were notified. PROJECT PLANNER: JANICE
JAGELSKI, 363-1841.

Speakers:  Merrill G. Emerick, Attorney for Anthony Maran, adjacent homeowner
Terry Gallagher, applicant

COMMISSION ACTION:

[t was moved by Commissioner Bergeron, and seconded by Commissioner Damonte,
that the hearing be closed. Motion carried 5-0.

Commissioner Bergeron then moved, and Commissioner Muzzi seconded, that the
Commission accept the staff recommendations, make the findings, and adopt the
recommended conditions of approval as follows:

FINDINGS:

Regarding the Street Improvement Exception

1. Found that extraordinary hardship or damage would be imposed on the
applicants in the form of an additional cost of $272,000. for recon-
struction work within a steep, wooded area if the strict application of
the County Road Standards are maintained. The modifications proposed in
this application are in harmony with the general purpose and objectives
of the County Street Improvement Regulations and the public health,
safety, and welfare of the people of San Mateo County will be protected.

Regarding the Grading Permit, Found:

2. That the granting of the permit will not have a significant adverse
affect on the environment.

3. That the project conforms to the criteria of the Grading Permit
Ordinance and all standards referenced in Section 8605, with exception
to the requirement of the geotechnical report, which would constitute a
financial hardship to the applicants.

4, That the project is consistent with the General Plan.

5. That because the work entailed to upgrade the road involves a maximum of
450 cubic yards of grading to be conducted along the existing roadway,
within level areas already cleared of debris, and the improvement of
the road is necessary to provide safe and adequate access to existing
residences, that the applicants may commence with the grading and road
improvements upon completion of the appeal period for this permit.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:
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Planning Division

1. The applicants shall adhere to the scope of work detailed in the plans
submitted to the Planning Division and dated March 12, 1992. Any
increase in road width, grade, or removal of significant trees not
designated for removal shall first be reviewed and approved by the
Planning Director prior to execution in the field.

2. The applicants shall submit approved road plans to the Building
Inspection Section for inclusion with the conditions of their Building
~ Permit.
3. The applicants shall submit an erosion and sedimentation control plan

to the Planning Director for approval, if road improvement work is to
commence prior to April 30, 1992.

Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Planning Commission
has the right of appeal to the Board of Supervisors within ten (10) days from
such date of determination. The appeal period for this matter will end at
5:00 PM on April 22, 1992.

4, THOMAS CALLAN, JR.; JOSHUA HUTCHINS - MNA 92-0056
Location: Harvard Avenue, Princeton; Francisco Street, El Granada
APNs 047-033-100; 047-241-130

Consideration of a request to reallocate sewage treatment capacity within the
Granada Sanitary District from a priority parcel in the Princeton Industrial
Area to a nonpriority residential parcel in El Granada pursuant to Policy 2.8
of the Local Coastal Program. 67 property owners were notified. PROJECT
PLANNER: KIM POWLESON, 363-1849.

COMMISSION ACTION:

The Planning Commission:

1. Found that the remaining reserved capacity will be adequate to serve
remaining priority land uses in the Princeton area, and
2. Approved the proposed reallocation.
9:00 AM

REGULAR AGENDA

5. DIRECTOR OF GENERAL SERVICES (John Till) - GPC 92-0001
Location: Extension of Montara Boulevard East, between Harte Street and
Portola Avenue, Montara

Consideration of a request to determine if vacation of a 14,840 sq. ft.
portion of the Montara Boulevard right-of-way conforms with the San Mateo
County General Plan, pursuant to Government Code Section 65402. APNs adjacent
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to 036-111-020, 090, 210, 110. Application filed January 23, 1992. PROJECT
PLANNER: LISA AOZASA, 363-4852.

COMMISSION ACTION:

Motion carried 5-0.

6. KEVIN OLDEN & SYLVIA HOM - DSR 91-0048
Location: 110 Duggan Road, Redwood City

Consideration of appeal of the decision of the County Design Review Committee
to deny a request to change the exterior siding of an addition to a single
family residence from wood to stucco. APN 051-016-100. Application filed
February 11, 1992. 24 property owners were notified. (THIS ITEM WAS
CONTINUED FROM THE MARCH 25, 1992, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING.) PROJECT
PLANNER: GEORGE MILLER, 363-1831.

Speakers: Sylvia Hom, applicant
Leon C. Glahn, Palomar Property Owners Association
Mary Dunlap, designer for applicants
William N. Hurja, resident
Gay Hansten, resident
Joanne Landi, Design Review Committee
G. Sinclair, Design Review Committee

COMMISSION ACTION:

Motion carried 5-0.

10:00_AM
7. BOB WILLTAMSON & JOE GUNTREN - LLA 92-0001; SMN 91-0017; SIE 91—0002} cbP 91- .
0055
Location: Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive, Miramar

Consideration of a Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement
Exception, and a Coastal Development Permit pursuant to the Regulations of the
County Subdivision Ordinance and the State Subdivision Map Act and Sections
8104 and 6328.4 of the County Ordinance Code, respectively, to allow the
creation of seven lots from four existing legal lots; the installation of a
sewer service main and water service main; the underground extension of gas,
electrical, cable and phone lines; and the creation of a private road which
would have a maximum slope of 23.5% where 15% slope is the maximum allowable.
A grading permit, which is not part of this current application, would be
required prior to roadway construction. This project is appealable to the
California Coastal Commission. APNs 048-073-010; 048-074-020. Application
filed September 12, 1991. Approximately 58 property owners were notified.

(THIS ITEM WAS CONTINUED FROM THE MARCH 25, 1992, PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING.
PROJECT PLANNER: VALERIE BARONE, 363- 1930
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Speakers: Leslie A. Williams, Attorney
Bob Brown, Mid-Coast Community Council
Bob Williamson, applicant
Joe Guntren, applicant

COMMISSION ACTION:

It was moved by Commissioner Bergeron, and seconded by Commissioner Muzzi,
that the hearing be closed. Motion carried 5-0.

Commissioner Bergeron then moved, and Commissioner Muzzi seconded, that the
Commission:

2. Accept the staff recommendations, make the findings, and adopt the
‘recommended conditions of approval as follows:

FINDINGS:

Regarding the Negative Declaration

1. The Planning Commission does hereby find that this Negative Declaration
reflects the independent judgment of San Mateo County.

2. That the Negative Declaration is complete, correct and adequate and
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and
applicable State and County guidelines.

3. That on the basis of the Initial Study, comments received thereto, and
testimony presented and considered at the public hearing, that there is
no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect
on the environment.

Regarding the Lot Line Adjustment

Regarding the Subdivision

6. That, in accordance with Section 66473.5 of the Subdivision Map Act,
this map as shown in Attachment C, together with the provisions for its
design and improvement is consistent with the San Mateo County General
Plan.

7. That the site is physically su1tab1e for the type of deve]opment and for
the proposed density of development.

8. That the design of the subdivision and proposed improvements are not
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10.

11.

12.

1ikely to cause serious public health problemss -£t0 cause substantial
environmental damage, or substantially and avoidable injure fish and
wildlife or their habitat.

That the design of the subdivision or the type of the improvements would
not conflict with easements, acquired by the public-at-large, for access
through or use of, property within the proposed subdivision.

That the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for
future passive natural heating or cooling opportunities.

That the benefits of additional housing are greater than any negative
effects the subdivision would have on fiscal and environmental
resources.

That this project was processed in accordance with the County’s Lot Line
Adjustment procedures.

Regarding the Street Improvement Exception

13.

That extraordinary hardship or damage would be imposed on the applicants
if the strict application of the County Road Standards were followed.
The modifications proposed in this application are in harmony with the
general purpose and objectives of the County Street Improvement
Regulations and the public health, safety, and welfare of the people of
San Mateo County will be protected.

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit

14.

That on the basis of the information contained in the staff report, the
project conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and standards of
the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

Department of Public Works

1.

The applicants shall provide appropriate documentation to the Department
of Public Works and to the Planning Division confirming that portions of
Hermosa Avenue and portions of Alto Avenue have, in fact, been abandoned
and/or vacated as indicated on the Vestino Tentative Map.

The applicants shall have designed (by a registered civil engineer) and
the applicants shall construct an on-site private street to serve the
proposed lots of this subdivision. This street shall be designed and
constructed to no less than the standards for an “Urban Private Street."
The street shall be posted for no parking and it shall terminate in a
turn-around meeting the requirements of the applicable fire jurisdiction
and the San Mateo County Department of Public Works.

The applicants shall have prepared by a registered civil engineer, a
drainage analysis of the proposed subdivision and submit it to the
Department of Public Works for review and approval. The drainage
analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of
the storm water onto, over, and off of the property being subdivided
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shall be detailed on the plan and shall include adjacent—kaads as
appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow.

The analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate
drainage. Post development flows and velocities shall not exceed those
that existed in the predeveloped state. Recommended measures shall be
designed and included in the street improvement plans (per Condition
#2), and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and
approval. .

4. The applicants shall record documents which address maintenance respon-
sibilities of both the private road and any private drainage facilities
which may be constructed. Prior to recording these documents, they
shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review.

5. The applicants shall prepare a plan indicating the proposed method of
sewering these properties. This plan should be included on the improve-
ment plans (per Condition #2), and submitted to the Department of Public
Works for review. Upon completion of this review, the applicants or
their engineer shall have these approve plans signed by the appropriate
sewer district.

6. The applicants shall dedicate Sanitary Sewer Easements for any portion
of the sewer main which Ties outside of existing public sanitary sewer
easements, if applicable.

7. the applicants shall submit to both the Department of Public Works and
the Planning Division, written certification from the appropriate water
district (Redwood City Water) stating that their requirements to provide
water service connections to the proposed parcels of this subdivision
have been met. .

8. Any potable water system work required by the appropriate district
within the County right-of-way shall not be commenced until County
requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit have been met.
Plans for such work shall be reviewed by the Department of Public Works -. .
prior to the issuance of the permit.

9. The applicants shall submit written certification from the appropriate
energy and communication utilities to the Department of Public Works and
the Planning Division stating that they will provide energy and communi-
cation services to the proposed parcels of this subdivision.

10. Any proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall not
begin until County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment
permit, including review of the plans, have been met.

11.  “"As-Built" plans of all construction required by these conditions shall
be prepared and signed by the subdivider’s engineer upon completion of
all work. The "As-Built" plans shall be accompanied by a written cer-
tification from the engineer that all private facilities have been
completed in conformance with the approved plans.

12.  The applicants shall submit a plan to the Department of Public Works
showing driveway access to each of the parcels complying with County



o o

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES -9 - April 8, 1992

13.

14.

standards for driveway slopes (not exceeding—29%). This plan and
driveway slopes shall be prepared from elevations and alignment from the
improvement plans required by Condition #1.

The provisions of the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern
all grading on and adjacent to the site. A "Grading Permit" would be
required for construction of the private road unless exempted by the
above ordinance.

The applicants shall submit a parcel map to the Department of Public
Works for review and recording.

Planning Division

15.

16.
17.

18.

19

20.

21.

22.

23.

Approval of these permits is for the project as described and modified
in this staff report, only. Minor modifications may be made subject to
the review and approval of the Planning Director.

The applicants shall comply with the significant tree ordinance.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall replace each sig-
nificant tree approved for removal with up to three seedlings; number,
size, and species to be approved by the Planning Director.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall pay a surety
deposit to insure the maintenance of all replacement seedlings. The
amount and duration of the surety shall be determined on a case-by-case
basis by the Planning Director.

The applicants shall design residences for the subject properties which
are in compliance with the Design Review Ordinance and the Local Coastal
Program.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall design residences
which follow the natural topography of the site. The house should
follow the natural slope of the hill and stair-step down the slope if
necessary. Grading on each site shall be Timited to that required to
construct a residence which has been designed to follow the topography
and to provide access to that residence. The filling or grading of the
hillside to provide flat yard areas shall not be allowed.

The applicants shall 1imit the height of all proposed structures so that
no portion of the structure extends above the tree canopy on the site.

The applicants shall employ earth tone colors which blend with the
natural environment on the exterior of all structures on each site, to
the satisfaction of the Planning Director.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall create a document,
to the satisfaction of the Planning Director and County Counsel, which
outlines the above three tree protection restrictions and the above four
development restrictions for the benefit of all future owners of parcels
1 through 4. This document shall be recorded at the time of recordation
of the final parcel map. . Further, the Commission recommends the above
seven development restrictions be included on each parcel’s deed.
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24.  The applicants shall obtain a grading permit for all proposed.roadway
improvements prior to regrading or widening Miramar Road.

Building Inspection Section

26.  The applicants shall provide a drainage analysis and plan which demon-
strates that development on these parcels will not increase run-off
surface water to adjoining parcels. (This requirement appears to be
a duplicate of one of the Department of Public Works. However, the
Building Inspection Section’s concerns are with run-off to other parcels
where the Department of Public Works’ would be run-off to the right-of-
way.

Environmental Health Division

27. The applicants shall install or extend a sanitary sewer main to serve
Lots 1 through 7 to the satisfaction of the Granada Sanitary District
and the Department of Public Works.

28. The applicants shall install or extend a water main to serve all parcels
to the satisfaction of the Coastside County Water District and the
Department of Public Works.

Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District

29. The applicants shall meet all requirements of the Half Moon Bay fire
Marshall. z

CalTrans

30. The applicants shall obtain an encroachment permit for any work proposed_t}»

within the State right-of-way.

Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Planning Commission
may appeal this decision to the Board of Supervisors within ten (10) days from
such date of determination. The appeal period for this project will end on
April 22, 1992, at 5:00 p.m.

In the event an item is appealable to the California Coastal Commission, a
second ten (10) working day appeal period must elapse to satisfy Coastal
Commission requirements. The County and Coastal Commission appeal periods run
Consecutively, not concurrently, and together total approximately one month.

A project is considered approved when these appeal periods have expired and no
appeals have been filed.

Motion carried 5-0.
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8. -~~MIRADA BEACH PARK (Donald Brown) - CPR 90-1
Location: Adjacent to Cabrillo Highway, Northeast of Magellan Avenue and
South of Santiago Avenue, El1 Granada

Consideration of a Preliminary Concept Plan for "Mirada Beach Park," a 49-acre
recreational vehicle park, campground and golf driving range. APNs 047-331-
010, 047-330-010. Application filed October 10, 1991. 152 property owners
were notified. (THIS ITEM WAS CONTINUED FROM THE FEBRUARY 26, 1992, PLANNING
COMMISSION MEETING. PROJECT PLANNER: DIANE REGONINI, 363-1853.

Speakers: David Byers, attorney for applicant
Bob Brown, Mid-Coast Community Council
Janet Oulton, resident
James Tjogas, Cabrillo Unified School District

COMMISSION ACTION:

Motion carried 5-0.

4. CORRESPONDENCE and OTHER MATTERS

No additional correspondence or other matters were brought before the
Commission.

5. DIRECTOR’S REPORT

The following was announced by the Planning Administrator:

a. The Planning Commission Meeting REGULARLY SCHEDULED FOR APRIL 22, 1992
HAS BEEN CANCELLED. The next regularly scheduled meeting will take
place on May 13, 1992. -

b. Project file CPR 91-0001, Burton and Cindy Oliver, (proposed land
division at 820 June Hollow Road, Montara) scheduled for April 22, has
been rescheduled to the May 13, 1992 Planning Commission hearing at

10:00 a.m.
C. The Planning Commission has set the following meeting schedule through
the month of June, 1992:
APRIL 22 MEETING CANCELLED
MAY 13 MEETING TO BE HELD AS SCHEDULED
MAY 27 MEETING CANCELLED
JUNE 10 MEETING TO BE HELD AS SCHEDULED
JUNE 24 MEETING CANCELLED

Adjournment:

The meeting adjourned at 1:30 p.m.
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MIDCOAST COMMUNITY COUNCIL

Serving the Communities of
Princeton, El Granada, Moss Beach, Montara and Miramar

May 12, 1992

Honorable Board of Supervisors
County Government Center

401 Marshall Street

Redwood City, CA 94063

Re: Williamson and Guntren subdivision
Dear Members of the Board:

The Land Use Subcommittee of the MidCoast Community Council has reviewed the proposed
subdivision of four lots into seven and have visited the property. We recommend that the Board
overturn the Planning Commission decision and deny the subdivision.

We could support a land division which does not create additional lots with their buildable areas

entirely on slopes over 30 percent. However, we find the proposed lot line adjustment then

subdivision a means of avoiding the LCP policy which prohibits creation of new lots on slopes

in excess of 30 percent. If the lot line adjustment must be allowed since findings of LCP

conformance are not required for such approvals, then the further, discretionary subdivision action
" should not be permitted. '

Whether the Board approves or denies this application, we believe that the Board should act to
close the loophole being used by the applicants. Once again we find that a good LCP policy is
circumvented by developers. The Board should direct staff to modify the Zoning Ordinance to
include the slope standards so that lot line adjustments will be subject to the same basic policy
as subdivisions. '

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Robert M."Brown
Council Member

cc: MidCoast Community Council
Half Moon Bay Review



May 26, 1992

SPEAKER RECOGNIZED BY THE PRESIDENT - ORAL COMMUNICATIONS .

Dr. Nancy Jewell Cross, 301 Vine Street, Menlo Park 94025

SPEAKERS RECOGNIZED BY THE PRESIDENT - ITEM NO. 4

Richard Axen, 1659 Lexington, San Mateo 94407 (Highlands Community Association)
Kathie Woolard, 413 High Street, Point Richmond 94801 (Cyote Point Rifle & Pistol Club)

' SPEAKERS RECOGNIZED BY THE PRESIDENT - ITEM NO. 6

" Gregory Hampton, 530 Miramar, Half Moon Bay 94019
' ‘Lennie Roberts (Committee for Green Foothills)
A_ustin Harkin, 1635 10th Avenue #7, San Francisco 94122
' Michelle Holtzinger, PO Box 2068, E! Granada 94018
~Michael McCracken, 919 E. Hillsdale Blvd., Suite 101, Foster City 94404
- Bob Williamson, Montara
- Joe Guetran, Moss Beach
.. Eddie Campinotti, Pescadero

SPEAKERS RECOGNIZED BY THE PRESIDENT - ITEM NO. 7

Steven J. Balopulos, 516 Sunnymount Avenue, §unnyvale 94087 (Barbara’s Fishtrap
Restaurant) ' ‘
Charles Van Linge, 675 Sharon Park Dr. #125, Menlo Park 94025 (Van Linge Properties)

SPEAKERS RECOGNIZED BY THE PRESIDENT - ITEM NO. 30
Lennie Roberts
Betty Stone, 765 Main Street, Half Moon Bay 94019 (San Mateo Co. Farm Bureau)

B.J. Burns, 243 Butano Cut Off, Pescadero 94060
Steve Oku, 8 Grrenbruer Court, Half Moon Bay 94019

DLS/RLS:ki
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MATTERS CONTINUED OR SET AT MEETING OF:

May 26, 1992
#4 Unspecified time
#41 June 9, 1992 - for adoption
#50 June 16, 1992
#51 June 9, 1992 - for adoption

i

ALL OTHER ITEMS ON THE AGENDA WERE APPROVED.

Closed Session - Tuesday, June 9, 1992 at 8:00 a.m. Litigation and Personnel Matters.



Bob Williamson
Joe Guntren

June 4, 1992
Page 2
2. That the Negative Declaration is complete, correct and adequate and

prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and
applicable State and County guidelines.

That, on the basis of the Initial Study, comments received thereto, and
testimony presented and considered at the public hearing, there is no
substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect on
the environment.

Regarding the Lot Line Adjustment

4.

The number of lots following the adjustment does not exceed the number of
lots which existed prior to the adjustment.

The proposed configuration of the lots following the adjustment conforms
with County zoning and building requirements.

Regarding the Subdivision

6.

10.

11.

12.

That, in accordance with Section 66473.5 of the Subdivision Map Act, this
map as shown in Attachment C, together with the provisions for its design
and improvement is consistent with the San Mateo County General Plan.

That the site is physically suitable for the type of development and for
the proposed density of development. -

That the design of the subdivision”and proposed improvements are not
likely to cause serious public health problems, to cause substantial
environmental damage, or substantially and avoidably injure fish and
wildlife or their habitat.

That the design of the subdivision or the type of the improvements would
not conflict with easements, acquired by the public-at-large, for access
through or use of property within the proposed subdivision.

That the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for
future passive natural heating or cooling opportunities.

That the benefits of additional housing are greater than any negative
effects the subdivision would have on fiscal and environmental resources.

That this project was processed in accordance with the County’s lot line
adjustment procedures.



Bob Williamson
Joe Guntren
June 4, 1992
Page 3

Regarding the Street Improvement Exception

13.

That extraordinary hardship or damage would be imposed on the applicants
if the strict application of the County road standards were followed.
The modifications proposed in this application are in harmony with the
general purpose and objectives of the County street improvement
regulations and the public health, safety, and welfare of the people of
San Mateo County will be protected.

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit

14.

That on the basis of the information contained in the staff report, the
project conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and standards of
the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Department of Public Works

1.

The applicants shall provide appropriate documentation to the Department
of Public Works and to the Planning Division confirming that portions of
Hermosa Avenue and portions of Alto Avenue have, in fact, been abandoned
and/or vacated as indicated on the Vestino Tentative Map.

The applicants shall have designed: (by a registered civil engineer) and
the applicants shall construct an on-site private street to serve the
proposed lots of this subdivision.. This street shall be designed and
constructed to no less than the standards for an "Urban Private Street."
The street shall be posted for no parking and it shall terminate in a
turnaround meeting the requirements of the applicable fire jurisdiction
and the San Mateo County Department of Public Works.

The applicants shall have prepared, by a registered civil engineer, a
drainage analysis of the proposed subdivision and submit it to the
Department of Public Works for review and approval. The drainage
analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of
the storm water onto, over, and off the property being subdivided shall
be detailed on the plan and shall include adjacent lands as appropriate
to clearly depict the pattern of flow.

The analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate
drainage. "Post development flows and velocities shall not exceed those
that existed in the pre-developed state. Recommended measures shall be
designed and included in the street improvement plans (per Condition #2),
and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.



Bob Williamson
Joe Guntren
June 4, 1992
Page 4

10.

11.

12.

The applicants shall record documents which address maintenance respon-
sibilities of both the private road and any private drainage facilities
which may be constructed. Prior to recording these documents, they shall
be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review.

The applicants shall prepare a plan indicating the proposed method of
sewering these properties. This plan should be included on the improve-
ment plans (per Condition #2), and submitted to the Department of Public
Works for review. Upon completion of this review, the applicants or

their engineer shall have these approved plans signed by the appropriate
sewer district.

The applicants shall dedicate sanitary sewer easements for any portion
of the sewer main which lies outside of existing public sanitary sewer
easements, if applicable.

The applicants shall submit, to both the Department of Public Works and
the Planning Division, written certification from the appropriate water
district (Redwood City Water) stating that their requirements to provide
water service connections to the proposed parcels of this subdivision
have been met.

Any potable water system work required by the appropriate district within
the County right-of-way shall not be commenced until County requirements
for the issuance of an encroachment permit have been met. Plans for such
work shall be reviewed by the Department of Public Works prior to the
issuance of the permit. + -

The applicants shall submit written certification from the appropriate
energy and communication utilities to the Department of Public Works and
the Planning Division stating that they will provide energy and communi-
cation services to the proposed parcels of this subdivision.

Any proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall not
begin until County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment
permit, including review of the plans, have been met.

"As-Built" plans of all construction required by these conditions shall
be prepared and signed by the subdivider’s engineer upon completion of
all work. The "As-Built" plans shall be accompanied by a written cer-
tification from the engineer that all private facilities have been
completed in conformance with the approved plans.

The applicants shall submit a plan to the Department of Public Works
showing driveway access to each of the parcels complying with County
standards for driveway slopes (not exceeding 20%). This plan and



Bob Williamson
Joe Guntren
June 4, 1992
Page 5

13.

14.

driveway slopes shall be prepared from elevations and alignment from the
improvement plans required by Condition #1.

The provisions of the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern all
grading on and adjacent to the site. A "grading permit" would be
required for construction of the private road unless exempted by the
above ordinance.

The applicants shall submit a parcel map to the Department of Public
Works for review and recording.

Planning Division

15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Approval of these permits is for the project, as described and modified
in this staff report, only. Minor modifications may be made subject to
the review and approval of the Planning Director.

The applicants shall comply with the Significant Tree Ordinance.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall replace each
significant tree approved for removal with up to three seedlings; number,
size, and species to be approved by the Planning Director.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall pay a surety deposit
to insure the maintenance of all replacement seedlings. The amount and
duration of the surety shall be determined on a case-by-case basis by the
Planning Director. o )

The -applicants shall design residences for the subject properties which

are in compliance with the Design Review Ordinance and the Local Coastal
Program.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall design residences
which follow the natural topography of the site. The house should follow
the natural slope of the hill and stair-step down the slope if necessary.
Grading on each site shall be limited to that required to construct a
residence which has been designed to follow the topography and to provide
access to that residence. The filling or grading of the hillside to
provide flat yard areas shall not be allowed.

The applicants shall Timit the height of all proposed structures so that
no portion of the structure extends above the tree canopy on the site.

The applicants shall employ earth-tone colors which blend with the
natural environment on the exterior of all structures on each site, to
the satisfaction of the Planning Director.



Bob Williamson
Joe Guntren
June 4, 1992
Page 6

23. Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall create a document,
to the satisfaction of the Planning Director and County Counsel, which
outlines the above three tree protection restrictions and the above four
development restrictions for the benefit of all future owners of Parcels
1 through 4. This document shall be recorded at the time of recordation
of the final parcel map. Further, the Commission recommends the above
seven development restrictions be included on each parcel’s deed.

24. The applicants shall obtain a grading permit for all proposed roadway
improvements prior to regrading or widening Miramar Road.

25. As part of the grading permit application for this project, the
applicants shall submit engineered plans for access to Lots 1 through 4
consistent with the schematic plans submitted on April 8, 1992. The
access plan will be submitted for approval by the County Fire Marshal,
Director of Public Works and the Planning Division.

Building Inspection Section

26. The applicants shall provide a drainage analysis and plan which demon-
strates that development on these parcels will not increase runoff
surface water to adjoining parcels. (This requirement appears to be
a duplicate of one of the Department of Public Works. However, the

“Building Inspection Section’s concerns are with runoff to other parcels
where the Department of Public Works® would be runoff to the right-of-
way.) ‘

Environmental Health Division

27. The applicants shall install or extend a sanitary sewer main to serve
Lots 1 through 7 to the satisfaction of the Granada Sanitary District and
the Department of Public Works.

28. The applicants shall install or extend a water main to serve all parcels
to the satisfaction of the Coastside County Water District and the
Department of Public Works.

Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District

29. The applicants shall meet all requirements of the Half Moon Bay Fire
Marshal.

CalTrans

30. The applicants shall obtain an encroachment permit for any work proposed
within the State right-of-way.



Bob Williamson
Joe Guntren
June 4, 1992
Page 7

Any interested party may appeal the County’s approval of this subdivision to
the California Coastal Commission Central Coast Division. They can be reached
at 408/479-3511.

If you have any questions on this matter, please contact the Project Planner,
Valerie Barone, at 363-1930.

LT T —

NjTerry Burries
Planning Administrator

~

TB:VB:fc - VJBC1377.AFN

cc: Rick Silver, Clerk of the Board
Lennie Roberts, Committee for Green Foothills, Appellant
Greg Hampton, Appellant
Louie Figone, Appellant ) A e Gocect
Bob Brown, -Committee—for—Green~Foothills Mid - Qoagt Qawwm¢mw“4v ﬁchhwﬁﬁy S
Judy Mariant, California Coastal Commission



Planning and Building Division « County Government Center
590 Hamilton =« Redwood City = California 94063 « 415/363-4161

Department of
Environmental Management

o o J36¢
San'Mateo County o /

NOTICE OF DETERMINATION

County of San Mateo For Clerk Use Only ENDORSED
Planning and Building Division . FILE 'ggSrET?(Fgll.%ERg;gggnDEnop
Pony 5500 SAN MATEQ COUNTY CALIF.
590 Hamilton Street v

Redwood City, CA 94063 JUN 29 1992
Planner: VALERIE BARONE WARREN SLOCUM, Lountv Cl?r

By PATRICTA FIS

DEPUTY CLERK

Subject:

Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 or
21152 of the Public Resources Code.

Project Title: 2 LOT ADJUSTMENT, case no.: ENV91-0298

State Clearinghouse Number: N/A
Lead Agency Contact Person: VALERIE BARONE
Telephone: (415) 363-4161

Project Location (include county): 3800 LONG RIDGE ROAD, San Mateo
County :

Project Description: Request for a 10-acre lot line adjustment between

a 39-acre legal parcel, zoned Timber Production Zone (TPZ) and an
adjacent 40-acre legal parcel, zoned Resource Management (RM) and
covered by a Class B, Williamson Act Contract. Ownership of the 40
acres of Williamson Act land would, as a result of this lot line
adjustment, be split between two owners into a 10-acre portion and a
30-acre portion. The slope of the property in the area of adjustment is
greater than 40%.

This is to advise that the County of San Mateo as Lead Agency has approved the above described project on
June 24, 1992 and has made the following determinations regarding the above described project:

1. The project will not have a significant effect on the environment.

2. A Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.
3. Mitigation measures 0@ viot made a condition of the approval of the project.

4. A statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for this project.

5. Findings were made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA.

This is to certify that the Negative Declaration with comments and responses and record of project approval is
available to the General Public at the Planning and Building Division Office, 590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor,
Redwood City, California, 94063.

Signature: Mu %M"Ba ' é/ 27,/? z

Title: Project Planner
Date sent for filing a PR:

FORM FRM119ND (4/17/91)
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Planni d Building Division - County Government Center
590 Hamilton « Redwood City = California 94063 = 415/363-4161

CERTIFICATE OF FEE EXEMPTION

Department Of Fish And Game de Minimis Impact Finding

To: County Clerk, San Mateo County |[From: San Mateo Planning Division
Hall Of Justice And Records 590 Hamilton Street
Redwood City, CA 94063 Redwood City, CA 94063
Mail Drop 5500

File Number: ENV91-0298
Project Title: 2 LOT ADJUSTMENT
Project Location: 3800 LONG RIDGE ROAD LAH (APN 085-110-060)

(KPN 085 -120- 0%0)
Project Description:

Request for a l1l0-acre lot line adjustment between a 39-acre legal parcel,
zoned Timber Production Zone (TPZ) and an adjacent 40-acre legal parcel,
zoned Resource Management (RM) and covered by a Class B, Wllllamson Act
Contract. LT R v i CtEmE L - : AR

Finding Of Exemption

1. An initial study has been conducted by this lead agency, which has
evaluated the potential for this project to cause an adverse
effect—--either individually or cumulatively--on wildlife resources.
For this purpose, wildlife is defined as "all wild animals, birds,
plants, fish, amphibians, and related ecological communities,
including the habitat upon which the wildlife depends for its
continued viability" (Section 711.2, Fish and Game Code).

2. There is no evidence that the proposed project would have any
potential for adverse effect on wildlife resources.

Certification:

I hereby certify that San Mateo County, has made the above findings
and that the proposed project will not individually or cumulativelly
have an adverse effect on wildlife resources, as defined in

Section 711.2 of the Fish and Game Code.

il \ e ELEI12

VYALERIE BARO
Project Planner

CPD FORM A-ENV-37 FRMO0153 (5/15/92)
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

ANNA G. ESHOO

MARY GRIFFIN

TOM HUENING

TOM NOLAN

WILLIAM J. SCHUMACHER

Board of Supervisors
RICHARD L. SILVER R
San Mateo County

. I i

Tuesday, May 26, 1992
- 9:00 A M.

The meeting was called to order at 9:17 a.m.
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

ROLL CALL - Supervisor Schumacher absent,
1. ORAL COMMUNICATIONS

Dr. Nancy Jewell Cross, 301 Vine Stréet, Menlo Park 94025

2. REGULAR AGENDA (SEE PAGE 4)
CONSENT AGENDA (SEE PAGE 5) - B

All items on the consent agenda are approved by one roll call motion unless a request is
made at the beginning of the meeting that an item be withdrawn or transferred to the
regular agenda. Any item on the regular agenda may be transferred to the consent
agenda. ‘

Nolan/Huening (Schumacher absent) - Consent agenda approved with the following
changes: Number 50 was continued to June 16, 1992. Numbers 29 and 30 were
transferred to the regular agenda. '

MATTERS SET FOR SPECIFIED TIME

3. 8:00 a.m. Closed Session - Litigation and Personnel Matters

Campioutti v. County of San Mateo

Hall of .hnatica 2 Records « 401 Marahasll . Radwood Citv. Califarnin QANGR . (41X AGR-ABRE



4,

5.

6.

9:30 a.m.

9:45 a.m.

May 26, 1992

Report on alternative shooting range sites and postponing closure of the
Coyote Point Range (Environmental Services Agency Director)

Speakers recognized by the President: see page 11

Eshoo/Huening - That the committee stay in tact and return in six
months with a report exploring two optional locations:

1) An indoor location, and possible financing
2) A recreational site and drop the possible use of the Quarry location
in San Mateo Highlands

This item was continued to unspecified date.

Presentation of proclamation (873) designating June 1992 as
"Tuberculosis Awareness Month" (Health Services Agency Director)

Hearing to consider an appeal of the Planning Commission’s conditional
approval to allow the creation of seven parcels from four existing legal
parcels, the installation of utilities and creation of a private road which
would have a maximum slope of 23.5% where 15% slope is the
maximum allowable and to effect a Iot line adjustment. The project is
located at Terrace Avenue, Miramar (Applicant: Bob Williamson and
Joe Guntren/Appellant: The Committee for Green Foothills, Greg
Hampton and Louie Figone) (Environmental Services Agency Director):;

a)  Report and recommendation

Speakers recognized by the President:: see page 1

b) Close hearing
Nolan/Huening (Schumacher absent)

¢)  Approve or deny appeal
Huening/Nolan (Eshoo voted no - Schumacher absent) - denied the
appeal and upheld the Planning Commission’s approval by making

the findings and adopting the recommended conditions of
approval.



7.

8.

10:15 a.m.

11:00 a.m.

May 26, 1992

Hearing to consider an appeal of the Planning Commission’s conditional
approval #12 which is a requirement that the applicant relocate her
garbage bins from their current location on a neighboring property to
the subject site. The project is located at 281 Capistrano Road, Pillar
Point Harbor (Appellant/Applicant: Barbara Walsh) (Environmental
Services Agency Director):

a) Report and recommendation - with amendments.

Speakers recognized by the President: see page 11

b) Close hearing
Huening/Nolan (Schumacher absent)
¢) Approve or deny appeal

Huening/Nolan (Schumacher absent) - Upheld the findings and
- approval of the Planning Commission but modified Condition of
Approval No. 12 and added Condition of Approval No. 13.

Discussion and possible action regarding placement of street barriers in
the Fair Oaks/Atherton area (continued from January 21, March 17, 24,
April 7, and May 5, 1992)

Eshoo/Huening (Schumhchcr absent) - to accept and approve staff
recommendation including resolutions included in staff recommendation
with amendments.

a)  Resolution (56129) authorizing agreement with Town of Atherton
for preparation of a traffic management study/plan for the
Atherton-Fair Oaks area

b) Resolution (56130) authorizing agreement with Magic, Inc. and
DKS Associates for preparation of a traffic management
study/plan for the Atherton-Fair Oaks area



May 26, 1992
REGULAR AGENDA
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES AGENCY DIRECTOR
9. a) Resolution (56131) authorizing agreement with Harding Lawson Associates for an

environmental assessment and carrying capacity study at the Fitzgerald Marine
Reserve (continued from May 19, 1992)

Nolan/Eshoo (Schumacher absent)

b) Resolution (56132) authorizing transfer of $56,580 from other reserves to services
and consultations to fund the study (4/5ths vote required)

Nolan/Eshoo (Schumacher absent)
COUNTY MANAGER
10.  County Manager’s report

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

11. Consideration of a storm drain stenciling program to reduce non-point source pollution
to San Francisco Bay and Pacific Ocean Waters (Supervisor Huening)

Huening/Eshoo (Schumacher absent)

12. Resolution (56133) authoﬁzing transfer of $1,000,000 from the Accumulated Capital
Outlay fund to the Family Housing and Homeless Trust fund (4/5ths vote required)
(continued from May 19, 1992) (Supervisor Nolan)

Nolan/Eshoo (Schumacher absent)

13. Board members’ committee reports



14.

May 26, 1992

CONSENT AGENDA

Claims payable #1547 ... ..................... $95,719.56

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Ratification of resolution (874) honoring Herbert S. Foreman on his retirement from the
California Teachers Association (Supervisor Griffin)

Ratification of resolution (875) honoring Stan Kangas for his years of community service
(Supervisor Nolan)

Ratification of resolution (876) honoring Ted Adcock for his extraordinary contributions
to Half Moon Bay/Coastside Community (Supervisor Eshoo)

Ratification of resolution (877) honoring "Bud" Taylor on his retirement as Superintendent
of Hillsborough City School District (Supervisor Huening)

Ratiﬁcation of resolution (878) honoring Richard A. Bortolin on his retirement as
President of Millbrae Lions Club (Supervisor Griffin)

CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

20.

21.

22.

Resolution (56126) authorizing release of Request For Proposals (RFP) for primary and
secondary suppliers for Countywide microcomputer hardware and software acquisition,
hardware maintenance, and software assistance

Resolution (56127) waiving competitive bidding and authorizing agreement with IBM
Corporation for provision of memory upgrade, installation, and maintenance to the 3090
Mainframe/Model 180J

Resolution (56128) authorizing amended agreement with Integral Systems, Inc. for
purchase, installation, maintenance, training and consulting services support for the
Human Resources Management Information Systems package software products, adding
the annual software maintenance fundi‘ng in the amount of $39,948.15



May 26, 1992

CHIEF PROBATION OFFICER

23.

In connection with the Victim/Witness Program allowing funds to support an intensive
outreach to victims in East Palo Alto, East Menlo Park, and South Redwood City:

a) Resolution (56134) authorizing the Probation Department as the provider of victim
services through the Special Emphasis Assistance Project

b) Resolution (56135) authorizing submission of application to the State Office of
Criminal Justice Planning for grant funds for the Special Emphasis Assistance
Project for the fiscal year 1992-93 in the amount of $44,897

COUNTY COUNSEL

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

Resolution (56136) authorizing amended agreement with the law firm of Hanson, Bridgett,
Marcus, Vlahos and Rudy in an amount not to exceed $60,000, in connection with the
provision of legal services relating to the pending preliminary determination in the San
Gregorio Creek Stream System Adjudication

In connection with the provision of legal services relating to the pending preliminary
determination in the County Service Area No. 7 (CSA No. 7) (Sam McDonald Park)
Adjudication (Public Works Director):

a) Resolution (56137) authorizing amended agreement with CSA No.7 which
provides for an increase of $60,000 in the amount of funds advanced to pay
specialized legal administration cost in conjunction with San Gregorio Creek
adjudication (4/5ths vote required)

b) Resolution (56138) authorizing transfer of $60,000 to CSA No. 7 expenditure fund
from Solid Waste fund (4/5ths vote required)

Resolution (56139) authorizing reconveyance of real property pledged as bail in lieu of
money in People v. Napoleon Palacio Aguilar, Superior Court Case No. C-27666-01

Resolution (56140) authorizing reconveyance of real property pledged as bail in lieu of
money in People v. Jon R. Davidson, Superior Court Case No. C-26608-01

Resolution (56141) authorizing reconveyance of real property pledged as bail in lieu of
money in People v, Gerard Murtagh, Superior Court Case No. C-27164-01




May 26, 1992

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES AGENCY DIRECTOR

29.

30.

Resolution (56142) authorizing City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) as the
program manager for the AB 434 funding program

Huening/Griffin

Resolution in support of proposed petition by Santa Cruz County to list the Waddell and
Scott Creek Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus Kisutch) as an endangered species

Speakers recognized by the President: see page 11

Nolan/Huening (Eshoo voted no - Schumacher absent) - No action taken on resolution
Board acknowledged receipt of request but took no action.

GENERAL SERVICES DIRECTOR

31.

33.

Resolution (56144) authorizing the Relocation Assistance Impact Plan and Report and
approving the assurance that adequate housing and business properties will be available
to the displacees from the 5th Avenue Grade Separation Project

Resolution (56145) waiving competitive bidding and authorizing Purchasing Agent to pay
for emergency replacement of a portion of the Crystal Springs water supply main

In connection with the contract with Sergio Construction, Inc. for roof restoration of the
Folger’s Stables, Wunderlich County Park, Woodside:

a) Revision Order No. 1 in the additive amount of $18,633.67 and time extension of
fifty-one days

b) Resolution (56146) authorizing transfer of $18,633.67 w1thm various accounts
(4/5ths vote required) -



May 26, 1992
HEALTH SERVICES AGENCY DIRECTOR

34. Resolution (56147) authorizing amended agreement with Peninsula Childrep’s Center
(PCC) for provision of psychiatric day treatment and outpatient services for children and
adolescents, increasing amount of the contract by $23,688 to $132,652
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38.  Resolution (56152) implementing the Memorandum of Understanding with the Building
‘ Construction and Trades Council (BCTC) which covers the peuod of May 1, 1992
through April 23, 1994
39.  Resolution (56153) establishing the salaries and benefits for unrepresented
Communications Unit Employees

40. Resolution (56154) establishing the salaries and benefits for unrepresented Superior Court
Unit Employees

41.  Introduction of ordinance amending salary ordinance for reclassification, deletion and
additions in various departments

This item continued to June 9, 1992 for adoption.
HUMAN SERVICES AGENCY DIRECTOR
42.  Resolution (56155) authorizing agreement with City of Menlo Park to permit Housing and

Community Services to administer certain administrative activities for downpayment
assistance loans




43.

45.

46.

May 26, 1992

Resolution (56156) authorizing amended agreement with the State Department of
Education for provision of child development (day care) services, increasing the amount
of the contract by $1,912 to $187,378

Resolution (56157) authorizing the Director of Housing and Community Services to pay
the law firm of Orrick, Herrington and Sutcliffe for legal services in connection with the
County Employer Homeownership Program (EHOP) in an amount not to exceed
$21,349.16 (Housing Trust Fund account)

Resolution (56158) authorizing agreement with United States Escrow, Inc. for provision
of fund control, disbursement, and collection services from July 1, 1992 through June 30,
1995

In connection with a low income rental housing project in East Palo Alto:

a) Resolution (56159) authorizingb transfer of $170,000 from the Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) Landbanking account to the Weeks Street
Rental Housing Project

b) Resolution (56160) authorizing addendum to agreement with Ecumenical
Association for Housing assistance with pre-development expenses, increasing the
amount of contract by $170,000 to $250,000

PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR

47.

438.

49.

Resolution (56161) awarding contract to American Asphalt Repair and Resurfacing Co.,
Inc., for the sluity seal of Cloverdale Road,; Butano Cut-Off Road, and Jones Gulch Road,
Pescadero and La Honda areas, in the total amount of $79,510

a) Resolution (56162) authorizing acceptance of construction of road improvements,
road dedications, and a dedication of utility easements for Tract #916, Emerald
Lake Heights II, Redwood City area, as a condition of approval of subdivision
(continued from May 19, 1992)

b) Resolution (56163) authorizing agreement with Gold Partners for improvement on
Summit Ridge Pl, Redwood City, Emerald Lake area

Resolution (56164) authorizing concession agreement with R.E.N. Associates, dba Flight
Simulation, San Carlos Airport for provision of flight school, aircraft rental air
taxi/charter, sales and aircraft repair from May 1, 1992 through October 31, 1992 in an
amount not to exceed $30,000 (4/5ths vote required)



® ®
May 26, 1992

50. Resolution awarding contract to Nibbi Brothers, Inc. for the Airport Child Care Center,
Burlingame area, in the total amount of $1,110,540 (continued from May 12, 1992)

This item continued to June 16, 1992,

51.  Introduction of ordinance establishing handicapped parking zone on Garden Lane, Colma
area

This item continued to June 9, 1992 for adoption.

ADDENDUM

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Resolution (56165) amending the membership of the Children’s Executive Council and
redefining its duties (Supervisor Griffin)

Huening/Nolan (Schumacher absent)

Item #50 on the Consent Agenda should have been listed under General Services
Director , ' '

The meeting adjourned at 12:42 p.m. in memory of Adele Bloom and Mrs. Hoffman, to

reconvene on Tuesday, June 9, 1992 at 8:00 a.m. in closed session - litigation and personnel
matters, and thereafter at 9:00 a.m. for the regularly scheduled Board meeting.

10



May 26, 1992

SPEAKER RECOGNIZED BY THE PRESIDENT - ORAL COMMUNICATIONS .

Dr. Nancy Jewell Cross, 301 Vine Street, Menlo Park 94025

SPEAKERS RECOGNIZED BY THE PRESIDENT - ITEM NO. 4

Richard Axen, 1659 Lexington, San Mateo 94407 (Highlands Community Association)
Kathie Woolard, 413 High Street, Point Richmond 94801 (Cyote Point Rifle & Pistol Club)

' SPEAKERS RECOGNIZED BY THE PRESIDENT - ITEM NO. 6

- Gregory Hampton, 530 Miramar, Half Moon Bay 94019
. ‘Lennie Roberts (Committee for Green Foothills)
" Austin Harkin, 1635 10th Avenue #7, San Francisco 94122
Michelle Holtzinger, PO Box 2068, El Granada 94018
‘Michael McCracken, 919 E. Hillsdale Blvd., Suite 101, Foster City 94404
* Bob Williamson, Montara
Joe Guetran, Moss Beach
- Eddie Campinotti, Pescadero

SPEAKERS RECOGNIZED BY THE PRESIDENT - ITEM NO. 7

Steven J. Balopulos, 516 Sunnymount Avenue, $unnyvale 94087 (Barbara’s Fishtrap
Restaurant) ’ ‘
Charles Van Linge, 675 Sharon Park Dr. #125, Menlo Park 94025 (Van Linge Properties)

SPEAKERS RECOGNIZED BY THE PRESIDENT - ITEM NO. 30

Lennie Roberts

Betty Stone, 765 Main Street, Half Moon Bay 94019 (San Mateo Co. Farm Bureau)
B.J. Burns, 243 Butano Cut Off, Pescadero 94060

Steve Oku, 8 Grrenbruer Court, Half Moon Bay. 94019

DLS/RLS:ki
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TAPE REGISTER

Board of Supervisors Meeting
May 26, 1992

AGENDA ITEM NO. TAPE NUMBER FOOTAGE

1044-A, 1045-A, 1044-B, 1045-B, 1046-A, 1047-A, 1046-B

Start 1044-A 001
1 1044-A 031
2 1044-A 090
4 1044-A 137
5 1044-A 591
9 1045-A
6 1045-A 161
30 1044-B 498
7 1045-B 169
8 1045-B 562
Addendum 1046-A 030
10 1046-A 45
11 1046-A 160
12 1046-A 185
29 1046-A 200

13 1046-A . 210



MATTERS CONTINUED OR SET AT MEETING OF:

May 26, 1992
#4 Unspecified time
#41 June 9, 1992 - for adoption
#50 June 16, 1992
#51 June 9, 1992 - for adoption

ALL OTHER ITEMS ON THE AGENDA WERE APPROVED.

Closed Session - Tuesday, June 9, 1992 at 8:00 a.m. Litigation and Personnel Matters.
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
Planning and Building Division

NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS FOR BOARD OF SUPERVISORS HEARINGS

PRE-SET AGENDA DATE, if applicable: S/26/9 2

A. LEGAL NOTICE PROCEDURES

Project Planner:
EZET//Eomp1ete the Source of Notification Requirements Section below.

Detach the legal notice page and edit the text as appropriate; fill in all
blanks except date, time, and place of hearing and the date of the notice.

[:Ej//kugmeﬁt the existing Property Owner Notification List (PONL) to include the

applicant, owner, appropriate public agencies, and all other interested
parties.

[EET//Eeproduce a set of mailing labels for the augmented PONL.

If an agenda date has not already been set for this item, then forward this
form, the draft legal notice, and mailing labels to the Executive

Sec etary.
[;ZT//;;/:n agenda date has already been set for this item, then forward only the

draft-notice to the Executive Secretary.
Once typed, forward this form, the Tegal notice, and mailing labels

directly to the Agenda Clerk, Dale Young, at the Board of Supervisors’
Office. N

)f ‘Executiye-Secretary: X
' [ZZT//;;:; the legal notice on a plain sheet of paper.

\gi%ja’ If an agenda date has not already been set for this item, then include this

form, the legal notice, and mailing labels in the staff report packet to be
transmitted to the County Manager’s Office.

If an agenda date has é]ready been set for this item, then return the legal
notice to the Project Planner.
B. SOURCE OF NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS (List all Code Sections which contain notice
requirements for this item.) S, Ocdinance TOI3 '
County Ordinance Code: _ 3¢ : — : ) > Q7 .

DR . oo S SR

Zoning Regu]ations:‘Seét:un L5090 >~ 6504
State Regulations: Side Sub. Map At Sectipon LEYS .3

Completed By: &9 '.GMM Fxt: 19 50 Date: { { g2z

CPD FORM A-PER-65
FRMO0196 (8/91)




SAN MATEO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors will
hold a public hearing to consider an appeal of the Planning Commission’s
approval of a Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement
Exception and Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to the Regulations of the
County Subdivision Map Act and Sections 81-4 and 6328.4 of the County
Ordinance Code, respectively, to allow for the creation of seven parcels, from
four existing Tegal parcels; the installation of a water service main and a
sewer service main; the underground extension of gas, electrical, cable and
phone Tines; and the creation of a private road which would have a maximum
slope of 23.5% where 15% slope is the maximum allowable. A grading permit
which was not part of this application, would be required prior to roadway
construction.

The application file numbers are LLA 92-0001; SMN 91-0017; SIE 91-0002; and
CDP 91-0055. The applicants are Bob Williamson and Joe Guntren. The
appellant is The Committee for Green Foothills, Greg Hampton & Louie Figone.
The project is Tocated at Terrace Avenue in Miramar.

The appeal was filed on 4/22/92. The project is located in the Coastal Zone
and is appealable to the California Coastal Commission.
The hearing will be held as follows:

DATE:

TIME:

PLACE:

The meeting will be open to the public and anyone interested may appear and be
heard on this matter. A1l inquiries should be directed to Valerie Barone,
Project Planner, Planning Division,‘(415) 363-4161.

Dated:
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WILLIAMSON/GUNTREN
APPEAL OUTLINE

Recommendation

Uphold the PC decision, deny the appeal

Backaround

Short & sweet

Key Issues

1.

(Ar @w

L
o]

Basis for appeal

e

- (main issue) LCP Policy 9.18a doesn’t allow

Xpm«

Response

Interpretation--LLA not subject to LCP review
use graphics/explain visually and clearly/step by step

(other issues raised) Who owns the streets?

.\

Response

County never had an interest. A1l owners within the
subdivision have rights to use as access as indicated
on the original sub map.

Quit claims submitted (condition of approval)

Prior to final--public works will verify quit claims

Grading of Roadway & off-site road improvements will create
unacceptab]e impacts.

1. In particular the widening of Purissima Way will adversely
affect adjacent property owners.

2. Encourage development of other parcels

3. Increase traffic on Miramar and Purissima, which are on]y one
lane wide in places.






® ®

Response

1. What unacceptable impacts? Neg Dec reviewed traffic/
neighborhood/ environmental impacts;

Whether seven or one houses impact the same--road must be
improved, this solution accepted improvement plan '

2. Widening of Purissima Way not part of this project. Although
the Planning Commission did direct

3. Increase in traffic to be gradual over a period of time.
Lots back there were created Tegally--new subdivision minor impact
overall
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NOT I CE OF APPEAL SMHNI c1l'-00\'7'
+o the StE Al -Oovs7,
SAN MATEQ COUNTY RBCARD OF SUPERV[SCRS DR Qi - O°5y,

CCA 972 - ©do |
USE PERMIT NO.
VARTANCE NO.
EXCEPTION NO,

. . +*
(Wey, CMMW\\LLM C\/ G vreom l:;abw.u/» sk gru, HML«_W
NAME o .
Sl 33 Lo Cuesle  [Povials Uoklor §3 Mirawwo. | WM
qaozy ADDRESS I
hereby appeal the decision of the Planning Commission on Ryuvrd & 19 9o
GRANT wo - .
to tha following: oA nvie =0 _—
DENY (davbe 1. "Wy 927
= IJ—%—‘C W ‘/.')*\-kh-‘ °1<¥%\°)
EXCEPTON USE PERMIT VARTANCE
application of N Ao rmn S a / G unhrea ' on property located at
Legal o Subdivision: Tevvace  Avonue ound Mivamor D . Mo e
Description Lot # Block Zoning district
What is the appeliant's basis for appeal? Sec  atochon

Npod 27, 1992 oo 1 s Lo
DATE : APPELLANT

a A ﬁ-“" Qrecnn
| QSN NS

E\‘V “rwww

OAS FORM # A-220



;\

" of parcels on slopes of 30% or greater.

iy B Woller,
CML@ /*llo't' P
'ZJV\, M’%«/"

SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, CDP 91-0055, LLA 92~ 0001 (Williamson and

Guntren)

BASIS FOR APPEAL

The applicants propose to create seven lots where four lots currently exist.
.. The existing four lots lie on a steep slope in Miramar. The Local Coastal

Program Hazards Policy 9.18.a states, "Prohibit, unless no alternatives exist,
development (including land divisions which would create parcels
exclusnvely) on slopes of 30% or greater. If no alternatives exist, requlre
engineering geologic reports to enable minimizing of hazards."

The applicant's proposal to create three lots with building site slopes in excess
of 30% (where two currently exist) is inconsistent with the above cited LCP
policy. There are feasible alternatives, which would not result in the creation

\O

N
Condition 1 of approval requires satisfactory evidence of abandonment or ‘}
vacation of Hermosa between Terrace and Miramar, and a portion of Alto. It Y, JY
appears that approval of the project is predicated upon this abandonment g
which would give applicants approximately 10,000 square feet, or the 5 @V
equivalent of one legal lot. There-is:no-analysis: in-the staff report of the X
ownership-status of these streets: The "current site plan" on page 19 shows —
parcels lines extending to the middle of the streets, yet these streets apparently Sho ST
have not been abandoned or vacated. Without clear title to the road areas, it
is premature to consider any land division.

o . v

The road proposed to serve this development would drastically exceed the

County's interim access roadway standard of 15% maximum slope. The staff

report points out that for 723 feet, the slope of the roadway would exceed 20%

slope, and parts of the roadway would have a slope of 23.5 %. The grading.of
d AT d~1mprovements w1ll¢:‘

c on Miramar and m_ur1551ma, _,‘._are only

oﬁe lane wide in places
Given the problems of the access road and the slope of the lots, we believe
that no new parcels should be created.






Environmental Services A’lcy ' Board of Supervisors

. < Anna G. Eshoo
Lig
lanning and Building Division Mary Griffin
; : Tom Huening
E],Plﬁmlng Division - 415/363-4161 - FAX 363-4849 Tom Nolan
Witliam J. Schumacher
[] Building Inspection Section - 415/363-4601 - FAX 363-4849 Director of

Environmental Management

County of San Mateo ....cewwe

Mail Drop 5500 - 590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor - Redwood City - California 94063  10'Y L. Burnes

Facsimile Transmittal Sheet

Date sent: ‘—/'/ Z Zn// ? 2

To be delivered. to: Tee G s TF ABAN—
Facsimile number: 7 2% - 0211
Sent by: \jﬁgﬁ\ /f) ol e A,

Number of pages to follow Cover Sheet: Z

Message or Special Instructions:

\ gun o E\;{J ,,,,,, £ hon  10C2 e

O/M,sm.,@uﬁ» . /?(ﬂmi?w Ao

o sem i

Cloo , plenar
%@«ebwéj me ”“‘*!a"}
{/} f

¥

Our facsimile number is (415) 363-4849.

Please call (415) 363-4161 immediately if there is any problem with this transmission.
Thank you.

misc\faxshet. dks 3/3/92 rev.







Environmental Services A’xcy

Flanning and Building Division

'[E&Iiffihing Division - 415/363-4161 - FAX 363-4849
[] Building Inspection Section - 415/363-4601 - FAX 363-4849

County of San Mateo

Mail Drop 5500 - 590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor - Redwood City « California 94063

Board of Supervisors
Anna G. Eshoo

Mary Griffin

Tom Huening

Tom Nolan

William J. Schumacher

Director of
Environmental Management

Paut M. Koenig

Planning Administrator
Terry L. Burnes

Facsimile Transmittal Sheet

4/&3/72w

Date sent:

s S

To be delivered to:

CL«W‘*BC)V\

Facsimile number: 7 Zé: 56 vi Y

Sent by: & iﬁ Qers TS OO

Number of pages to follow Cover Sheet: Z.

Message or Special Instructionsf

Our facsimile number is (415) 363-4849.

Please call (415) 363-4161 immediately if there is any problem with this transmission.

Thank you.

misc\faxshet. dks 3/3/92 rev.
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- . {
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NAME ‘ .
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GRANT LR g
i the following: S - —
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e tC M -6»«1 KNG
EXCERPTION USE PERMIT VARITANCE
application of W UIormnsaa / G unhrea on property located at
Legal : Subdivision: Tenvvoce  Avonue owd M oo D, M v oumn as
Description Lot # Block Zoning disfrict
What is the appeli'an‘r.'s basis for appeal? Sec oS o)

Npod 22, 1992 o 1 G Lo

DATE APPELLANT
QYN S VN for Qreens

[sv oo hoand
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SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, CDP 91-0055, LLA 92-0001 (Williamson and
Guntren)

BASIS FOR APPEAL

The applicants propose to create seven lots where four lots currently exist.
The existing four lots lie on a steep slope in Miramar. The Local Coastal
Program Hazards Policy 9.18.a states, "Prohibit, unless no alternatives exist,
development (including land divisions which would create parcels
exclusively) on slopes of 30% or greater. If no alternatives exist, require
engineering geologic reports to enable minimizing of hazards."

The applicant's proposal to create three lots with building site slopes in excess
of 30% (where two currently exist) is inconsistent with the above cited LCP
policy. There are feasible alternatives, which would not result in the creation
of parcels on slopes of 30% or greater.

Condition 1 of approval requires satisfactory evidence of abandonment or
vacation of Hermosa between Terrace and Miramar, and a portion of Alto. It
appears that approval of the project is predicated upon this abandonment
which would give applicants approximately 10,000 square feet, or the
equivalent of one legal lot. There is no analysis in the staff report of the
ownership status of these streets. The "current site plan"” on page 19 shows
parcels lines extending to the middle of the streets, yet these streets apparently
have not been abandoned or vacated. Without clear title to the road areas, it
is premature to consider any land division.

The road proposed to serve this development would drastically exceed the
County's interim access roadway standard of 15% maximum slope. The staff
report points out that for 723 feet, the slope of the roadway would exceed 20%
slope, and parts of the roadway would have a slope of 23.5 %. The grading of
this roadway and off-site required road improvements will create
unacceptable impacts. In particular, the widening of Purissima Way will
adversely affect adjacent property owners. Building the road to serve these
seven parcels will encourage development of other parcels in the area, and
will increase the level of traffic on Miramar and Purissima, which are only
one lane wide in places.

Given the problems of the access road and the slope of the lots, we believe
that no new parcels should be created.
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NOTICE OF APPEAL

to the

SAN MATEO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERV [SORS

SHMN Fi~0017T,
s 9l -90087,
bR 91 - 8°Sy,
CCA 977 - ©%0

USE PERMIT NO,

VARIANCE NO,

EXCEPTION NO,

~ Ly ‘{
(We), C“W\W\MM C\/ G rem I—/—;oLWUA Gansh @ru, ZM%«—\
NAME ’ o
C‘/t: SSﬂ (.Q G\JQS‘—Q\ pgv/,«.[u Uo&l[b’j S~3° H"’QU"D\A——, HM
qqgo2y  ADDRESS U419
hereby appeal the decision of the Planning Commission on Aquﬁl & 19 92
GRANT B ANy = N
1 the following: > SN o —_
o] Sy e following ool 1. Snax 92 7
fdolC TMvae Doy 419
EXCEPTION USE PERMIT VARIANCE
application of &AJLKAA4x~v«SWV\// G unhresm on property located at
Legal Subdivision: Tervvace Avoaue owd Mivammon bmb\‘ M o si
Description Lot # Block Zoning disfrict
What is the appelianf}s basis for appeal? Sec ovK1°SQAA$JJ

MNpd 22, 1992
DATE

0AS FORM # A-220

oo TG Lo

APPELLANT

C,ruvxvv\:fkbu ﬁ“’

GVQ-LM
o L lAn
For oy e eihond



SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, CDP 91-0055, LLA 92-0001 (Williamson and
Guntren)

BASIS FOR APPEAL

The applicants propose to create seven lots where four lots currently exist.
The existing four lots lie on a steep slope in Miramar. The Local Coastal
Program Hazards Policy 9.18.a states, "Prohibit, unless no alternatives exist,
development (including land divisions which would create parcels
exclusively) on slopes of 30% or greater. If no alternatives exist, require
engineering geologic reports to enable minimizing of hazards."

The applicant's proposal to create three lots with building site slopes in excess
of 30% (where two currently exist) is inconsistent with the above cited LCP
policy. There are feasible alternatives, which would not result in the creation
of parcels on slopes of 30% or greater.

Condition 1 of approval requires satisfactory evidence of abandonment or
vacation of Hermosa between Terrace and Miramar, and a portion of Alto. It
appears that approval of the project is predicated upon this abandonment
which would give applicants approximately 10,000 square feet, or the
equivalent of one legal lot. There is no analysis in the staff report of the
ownership status of these streets. The "current site plan" on page 19 shows
parcels lines extending to the middle of the streets, yet these streets apparently
have not been abandoned or vacated. Without clear title to the road areas, it
is premature to consider any land division.

The road proposed to serve this development would drastically exceed the
County's interim access roadway standard of 15% maximum slope. The staff
report points out that for 723 feet, the slope of the roadway would exceed 20%
slope, and parts of the roadway would have a slope of 23.5 %. The grading of
this roadway and off-site required road improvements will create
unacceptable impacts. In particular, the widening of Purissima Way will
adversely affect adjacent property owners. Building the road to serve these
seven parcels will encourage development of other parcels in the area, and
will increase the level of traffic on Miramar and Purissima, which are only
one lane wide in places.

Given the problems of the access road and the slope of the lots, we believe
that no new parcels should be created.
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T - &i %D <E2Jt:;‘ ) |
~ Copw 7@ %/ '3/ qz;;ﬁ ¢ NORTH AMERICAN

Recording Requested By: 'ﬂTLECOMPANY
o RF| &~ .
North -Amer#ean-Title: - = - =3 s d1¥non i } e BT
Escrow 4000644 co SUAFR12 AN 8 00
LN
When Recorded Mail To: o GOSLULL
w1/ MATED C
Robert Williamson and AF 0) TOTAL REC
Joni Williamson Y
hD q
\

h42eRAdLE08Sy, ca. 94019
Mail Tax Statements To:

Same as above

QUITCLAIM DEED

The undersigned grantor declares:
Document transfer tax is: None - No consideration

FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby
acknowledged, COASTSIDE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT, a municipal
corporation, hereby quitclaims to ROBERT WILLIAMSON and JONI
WILLIAMSON, husband and wife, any and all interest which it may
have to the following described property in the unincorporated area
of the County of San Mateo, State of California.

See Exhibit A, attached hereto and made a part hereof.

./

Dated: 3=/ ~, 1991 ' COASTSIDE COUNTY WATER DISTRICT

<

By /t(:TJ—Q QA L’<~-\J

President, Board of Directors

IST2P 016



EXHIBIT A

PARCEL 1:

ALL THAT PORTION OF THE NORTHWEST 1/2 OF ALTO AVENUE AS SHOWN ON
MAP OF SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5,
1907, BOOK 5 OF MAPS, PAGE 19, SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDS, THAT LIES
SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE NORTHEAST LINE
OF LOT 11, BLOCK 3, AND NORTHEASTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION
OF THE SOUTHWEST LINE OF LOT 14, BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOTS AND BLOCKS
ARE SHOWN ON SAID MAP.

PARCEL 2:

ALL THAT PORTION OF HERMOSA AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAP OF SUBDIVISION
OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5, 1907, BOOK 5 OF MAPS,
PAGE 19, SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDS, THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE
SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE NORTHEASTERN LINE OF LOT 6, BLOCK 2,
AS SAID LOT AND BLOCK ARE SHOWN ON SAID MAP, AND NORTHEASTERLY OF A
STRAIGHT LINE DRAWN FROM THE SOUTH CORNER OF LOT 1, BLOCK 2, TO THE
WEST CORNER OF LOT 6, BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOTS AND BLOCKS ARE SHOWN ON
SAID MAP. EXCEPTING THEREFROM THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST HALF
OF SAID HERMOSA AVENUE THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE NORTHWESTERLY
EXTENSION OF THE SOUTHWESTERN LINE OF LOT 7, BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOT
AND BLOCK ARE SHOWN ON THE AFORESAID MAP.

THIS DEED IS GIVEN TO ELIMINATE ANY RIGHT OF GRANTOR TO USE THE
PREMISES FOR STREET PURPOSES BY REASON OF GRANTOR'S OWNERSHIP OF
LOoTS 1, 16, 17, 18 AND SOUTHWESTERLY 10 FEET OF LOT 15, BLOCK 4, IN
SAID SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10. - :

CE RS

;,yr

IST2hOT6
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State of California)
) ss.
County of San Mateo)

on Pasch 14,199! ___, before me, _KAren Hainwes :
personally appeared Joseph M. Reid, personally known to me (or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the
person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his authorized
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument the person,
or the entity upon behalf of which the person acted, executed the
instrument.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature /%ZZZZ¢7 52? %%éLLAKLLJL

 OFFICIAL SEAL
RS KAREN A,
5/INOTARY PUBLIG-CALIFORNIA

=" SANTA CLAR
MM. EXP. Fﬁnigg, %ggy

TST2P0T6
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Recording Requested By: (1;]3%,-&? a‘;nu: cats Tiite
1 - difier thad ths wi

. . and oo ; N
North American Title Company ‘ QO il s Py s .
ESCROW 4000644 AND 400114 :

' C(‘n‘i'!i‘l;;w,' ...... ,
When Recorded L%ail TO:3IOOS:? 51 T, Guintren : .0 — A2 L1 :
: P O BOX 37 1 Recusdets S n 220 S TFST
MONTARS, CA. 94037 5 NORTH AlIZRICAN TITLE GO,
Mail Tax Statements To: Same As Above . By M -

Quitclaim Deed

FOR AVALUAELE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, David Q. Wark, a single
man, hereby quitclaims to Robert Williamson and Joni Williamson, husband and wife, and-Joseph T. Guntren,
as separate property, any and all interest he may have for egress and ingress purposes, over specific portions of
streets, as described in attached Exhibit A, attached hereto and made 2 part therof. |

This is the only interest being conveyed and grantor in no way gives uli any title or interest in his real property
known as lots 1,2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, block 5, in said subdivision of block 10, Miramar Terrace.

The intent of this Quitclaim Deed is to give up only right of way interest and nothing more, and further; does
not by this abandonment intent to impair grantor's real property in any way. o

Dated; f . 3 V/ 7] 1991

By: k‘z @MJ%{ | -_

STATE OF CAl )

LIFORNIA ST‘a.ze eF ffu.n-f/zz" 8s.
COUNTY OF & . =

‘ Berr & /44/5/6’(‘5&«;/
on® Javusry 30[, (G § P bafore.me, B zfémw T T

[ ’ , .

p«lﬁonauy appoared _—J 2 ¢eLt g & Nairg

me on tha basis of satisfactory avidence) to be the person(§) whose r‘same(sj)
she/they executed the same In his/her/their
‘ rsan(s), o the entity upon

personally known to me (or proved 1o !
iafare subseribad to the within instrument and acknowledgad to me that hel
authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/thelr signature(s) on the mstruqxent the pe

pehalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrumant.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signatufe. ‘:&Zz] //‘5/7 ‘é‘:‘lﬁf—{dzﬂi—ﬁ") | . r
/) W’/Z;_ e /az
iyt 4 /9 7S5 : {Nowarial Seal)
7 ®

\\
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EXHIBI'I’ "A"

The following described’real property in the unincorporated County of San
Mateo, State of California:

ALL THAT PORTION :OF ALTQ AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAP .OF
SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5,
1907, BOOK 5 OF MAFS, PAGE 19, SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDS, THAT
LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE
NORTHEAST LINE OF LOT 1, BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOT AND BLOCK ARE
SHOWN ON SAID MAP, AND NORTHEASTERLY QF THE
SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE SOUTHWEST LINE OF SAID LOT 1,
BLOCK 3. ALL THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/2 OF HERMOSA,
AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAPF -OF SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10,
MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5, 1907, BOOK 5 QF MAFS, PAGE 19, -
SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDS, THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE
NORTHWESTERN EXTENSION OF THE NORTHEASTERN LINE OF LOT 6,
BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOT AND BLOCK ARE SHOWN ON SAID MAP, AND
NORTHEASTERLY OF A STRAIGHT LINE DRAWN FROM THE SOUTH
CORNER OF LOT 1, BLOCK 2, TO THE WEST CORNER OF LOT 6, BLOCK 3,
AS SAID LOTS AND BLOCKS ARE SHOWN ON SAID MAP.

THIS DEED IS GIVEN TQ ELIMINATE ANY RIGHT OF THE GRANTOR TO
USE THE PREMISES FOR STREET PURPOSES BY REASON OF GRANTORS
OWNERSHIP OF LOTS 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, AND 7 IN SAID SUBDIVISION OF
BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE., - ..




g

' RECORDING ,xmoc_mmqmo', _

NORTH AMERICAN TITLE CO.
Escrow No. 4000644A

AND WHEN REGORDED MAIL TO

r e
nome  ROBERT WILLIAMSON e CoTR R
sweer  JOSEPH T. GUNTREN | LN} WARREN SLOCUM RECORDER
s 775 RAILROAD AVE R L ey "
HALF MOON BAY. CA. 94019 MF| | w0 SANCMATEQ COUNTY
City & . o A -+ " OFFICIAL RECORD"
State | 2 AF \ LR e
. " MAIL TAX STATEMENTS TO He ﬂ.
™ SAME AS ABOVE B
Name
Street '
Address
Swte” L - S
- SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE ————
NAT-30 (5-67) Individual Grant Deed 3 .
The c,%mnam:na grantor(s) declare(s):
o | z| Documentary transfer tax is $ 255.75 .
2|E| ( ¥ ).computed on full value of property conveyed, or
( )#computed on full value less value of liens and encumbrances remaining at time of sale,
( x ). Unincorporated area: ( ) City of A , and
. v Jel
FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, TO_.
ROBERT WILLIAMSON AND JONI WILLIAMSON, HUSBAND AND WIFE %
Y
hereby GRANT(S) to JOSEPH T. GUNTREN, A MARRIED MAN AS HIS SOLE AND SEPARATE P
PROPERTY ; A
AN UNDIVIDED ONE-HALF INTEREST IN
the following described real property in the UNINCORPORATED AREA
County of SAN MATEO , State of California:
Lors 1,2,3,4,5,6, BLOCK 2, LOTS 7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,BLOCK 3, SUB OR BLOCK 10,
MIRAMAR TERRACE, AS SHOWN ON THE MAP ENTITLED "MAP OF .mdwU.H<HMHOZ OF BLOCK 10,
MIRAMAR TERRACE", WHICH MAP WAS FILED .IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY: RECORDER OF
SAN MATEO COUNTY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ON AUGUST 5, 1908, IN BOOK 5 OF MAPS AT
PAGE 19. . . _ ,
APN 048 073 010 JPN 048 007 073 01A
APN 048 074 020 JPN 048 007 074 02A
Bocumentary Transter Tax
il..ﬁ)—Ol..l )
San Mateo County
reconySIUD
. Deputy Hecorder
Dated: April 10, 1991 | \&N\\ §Q%§§
ROBERT WILLIAMSON .
STATE OF CALIFORNIA
OOCZHHDIM SAN MATEO ] ;v.mlm e~ ¢ - e —— - - N
on April J/ , 1991 before 4129, W ;@X&\\%}\
me, the undersigned, a2 Notary Public in and for, said State, JONI WILLIAMSON
personally appeared Rohoyt Williamson and
Jond Willdiamenn
personally known to me or proved to me on the basis of sat- _%%&H% M,“\Nww#;z
isfactory evidence to be the person_S_whose nameS_are ) NOTARY PUBLIC - CALFORNIA
subsc .Wna to the within instrument and acknowledged SAN MATEO COUNTY
that % executed the same. . 8y Sonm Expires March 11992 &
WITNESS my hand and official seal. e A OOOOOGOOUM
W
, e
Signature . NN\”LJ..\AN ﬂwwmﬁ% 4 zoﬂwu@ﬂw_mmww@._ﬁmmz;
E S ‘hu«..m:,.a Expires Marc!- 1, 1992
Thesre 792 watsx TR
(This area for official notarial seal)
Dmo Order No. Escrow or Loan No.

MAiL TAX STATEMENTS AS DIRECTED ABOVE




., . NORTH AMERICAN TITLE Bi. INC. . : S o
ESCROW NO. 4000644 _ " NORTH AMERIGAR OF
RE L _ TITLE COMPANY
_AND WHEN REGORDED MAIL TO col '} ; ’
r IR ~ SLAPRIZ2 AM 8 00
Name ’ C '
ROBERT WILLIAMSON MF PR
Sgeet . JONI WILLIAMSON - Q. e ; Yamag U RECORDER
0 CoUuNTY
. 775 RATLROAD AVENUE - OFFICTAL RECORD-
S | HALF MOON BAY, CA. 94019 I EE ORE"
|
. MAIL TAX STATEMENTS TO
r .
Name
SAME. AS ABOVE
Radron

“. | The :,l&m&.ﬁd&%w?dk& declare(s): EE
Documentary transfer tax is $511 g : ‘

ALL
PTN

Mﬁ ) computed on full value of property no:<nv5a or
)-.computed on full value less value of liens and encumbrances remaining at time of sale.

W v C:Sooﬁom:na area: () City of 1IyTNCORPARATED , and

FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is rnnnv% acknowledged,

WILLIAM C. HURTEL AND KIM A. HUBER HURTEL, TRUSTEES OF THE :mGW,H_mH. m.,u,SHPm ,H_HNGm,H_:
U/D/T/- DTD; FEBRUARY 2, Hmmo

the mozoi_:m anmnzvna real property in the UNTNCORPORATED
County of g n Mateo , State of California:

LoTs 1,2,3,4,5,6, BLOCK 2, LOTS 7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14, BLOCK 3, SUB OF BLOCK 10,
MIRAMAR TERRACE, ‘AS SHOWN ON THE MAP ENTITLED "MAP OF SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10,
MIRAMAR TERRACE", WHICH MAP WAS FILED IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAN
MATEO COUNTY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ON AUGUST 5, 1908, IN BOOK'5 OF MAPS AT PAGE 19.

A, Hu Z, 048-073-010 J.P.N. 048-007-073-01A
: . opm 3u 020 048-007-074-02A

“Bocumentary Transfer Tax

Dated: _anri1 g, 1993

\ STATE OF CALIFORNIA : HURTEL FAMILY TRUST, U/D/T DTD 2~-2-90
COUNTYOF _SANTA CLaRA .} T _. 5T, U/D/T DID 2-2-90
On APRIL 10, 1991 before 8Y: Wllignw C. \\ENM\.\ Toedin @r

7 7/

Y
personally known to me or proved to me on the basis of sat- BY: N&\S\Q A. A \\\\6&‘_\ \Q&S\NQ g

isfactory evidence to be the person__ whose name KIM A. HUBER HUR .H_de.“_.._mm

subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged \Q‘is
that executed the same.

;:.H.mem my hand and official seal.

Signatire

(This area for official notarial seal)

Escrow or Loan No.

hereby:GRANT(S) to ROBERT EHFH%OZ AND JONI WILLIAMSON, HUSBAND AND WIFE as JOINT TENANTE

R P,
me, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and fog said State, WILLIAM C., HURTEL, TRUST ‘ ]
personally appeared ANTHONY J. KERIN,IIT IEN@\\Q 27 Al ,ktkmv?‘r

MAIL TAX STATEMENTS AS DIRECTED ABOVE

&Y Y A~
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91042144

RECORDING REQUESTED BY
NORTH AMERICAN TITLE COMPANY, INC. r T NORTH AMERTGRN OF
ESCROH O 4000644 | el gl TITLE COMPANY
AND WHEN REGORDED MAIL TO co| ! . s .
- R 91 APR 12 AM 8 00
"™ ROBERT/WILLIAMSON il WARREN SLOCIAM RECORDER
Straet - JONI WILLIAMSON rel 9 SAN MATEO COUNTY
S FALF OOV BAY, G/ 90018 | | |
_ MAIL TAX STATEMENTS TO
r ¥ 1
Name
SAME AS ABOVE
anmwnwan . o
,?MO.M“«Q@ _l | .I_ : e . \ . ’
| , — SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE
NAT-30 (5-87) Individual Grant Deed AR op.mloqulowo. + 020
The cnannmmm:na grantor(s) declare(s): ,
Documentary- transfer tax is $511 =0 .
aE .
Ik Mﬁ ) . computed on full value of property conveyed, or

) . computed on full value less value of liens and encumbrances remaining at time of sale.
W ) Unincorporated area: () City of 11NTNCORPORATED , and

FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged,
SH_.LH,E C. HURTEL AND KIM A. HUBRER HURTEL, TRUSTEES OF THE "HURTEL FAMILY _H_mﬂ,mq_.c
U/D/T/ DID; FEBRUARY 2, 1990 .

rmmc&b.wwzﬁmv_ to ROBERT WILLIAMSON AND JONI WILLIAMSON, HUSBAND AND WIFE as JOINT TENANTE |

12253 24 2% a)

the mo:,oim:m described real property in the UNTNCORFORATED -
County of ¢ Mateo , State of California:

LoTs 1,2,3,4,5,6, BLOCK 2, LOTS 7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14, BLOCK 3, SUB OF BLOCK 10,
MIRAMAR TERRACE, ‘AS SHOWN ON THE MAP ENTITLED "MAP OF SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10,
MIRAMAR TERRACE", WHICH MAP WAS FILED IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SAN

MATEO CCUNTY, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ON AUGUST 5, 1908, IN wOONm OF MAPS AT m»ﬂm 19.
A.P.N. 048-073-010 J.P.N. 048-007-073-012a
048-073-020 048-007-074-02A |
| “Documentary Transfer Tax
. Onctv>_oco.t.
San Matego County
. Rec'd By -
. DeputyHacorge
STATE OF CALIFORNI )
COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA ) ss.

On this 10th day of April, in the year 1991, before me, the
undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said State, personally
; appeared Anthony J. Kerin, III, personally known to me (or proved
: to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose
: name is subscribed to this instrument as the attorney in fact of
William C. Hurtel, Trustee and Kim A. Huber-Hurtel, Trustee, and
acknowledged to me that he subscribed the name of William C.
Hurtel, Trustee and Kim A. Huber-Hurtel, Trustee thereto as
principal, and his own name as attorney in fact.

%: F\:a \ h\ Qv_\,; p]

VOTI2h0T6




’ Jilutciruwv
- wrs ' RECORDING xmocﬂﬁmv‘ v . o
' | NORTH AMERTCAN TITLE COMPANY, e, % S S
. m_l L Wi
FSCRONT TO. 20000845 =  NORTH AMERIGAN
,”.>zo WHEN REGORDED MAIL TO o s TITLE COMPANY
r - e S J1APR 12 AM 8 00
Name ROBERT WILLIAMSON e | ~ ,
Swoor 775 Railroad rE| WARREY SLCCUM RECDRDER
Address Half Moon Bay, Ca. 94019 un :.pd 3>%mo COut
City & _ e CFFICTAL RECORT
State | v .|
TMAIL TAX STATEMENTS 70
r M
Name )
Strest same as above
Address
. & £
Mﬂ«a L 2 L
o ———— —SPACE ABOVE THIS :%@momm_wmmmmwm@mcmm
The undersigned mg:ﬁolmv declare(s): No 81 e At
Documentary transfer tax is $ ~0- REALTY NOT SOLD
2|z .
21l (  )*computed on full value of property conveyed, or

() .computed on full value less value of liens and encumbrances remaining at time of sale.
& ) Unincorporated area: () City of IINTNCORPORATED , and

REALTY NOT SOLD
FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, nnnn_vﬂ of which is hereby acknowledged,

MARLENE JOBARIS, A MARRIED WOMAN AS HER SEPARATE PROPERTY

hereby GRANT(S) to ~ ROBERT WILLIAMSON AND JONI WILLIAMSON, HUSBAND AND WIFE

the following described real property in the
County of gaAN MATEO . , State of California:

ALL THAT PFORTION OF THE NORTHWEST 1/2 OF ALTO AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAP OF SUBDIVISION
OF BLOCK. 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5, 1907, BOOK 5 OF MAPS, PAGE 19, SAN
MATEO COUNTY RECORDS, THAT LIES SCUTHWESTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE
NORTHEAST LINE OF LOT 11, BLOCK 3, AND NORTHEASTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION
OF THE SCUTHWEST LINE OF LOT 14, BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOTS AND BLOCKS ARE SHOWN ON SATD
MAP,
AL _Hqu_ FORTION OF HERMOSA AVENUE AS SHOAWN ON MAP OF SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10,
MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5, 1907, BOOK 5 OF MAPS, PAGE 19, SAN MATEO COUNTY
RECORDS, THAT LIES SCUTHWESTERLY OF THE SCUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE NORTHEASTERN
LINE OF LOT 6, BLOCK 2, AS SAID LOT AND BLOCK ARE SHOWN ON SAID MAP, AND
ZOW_HEwwm_H_mHmbM OF A STRIAGHT LINE DRAWN FRCM THE SOUTH CORNER OF LOT 1, BLOCK 2 TO
THE WEST CORNER OF LOT 6, BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOTS AND BLOCKS ARE SHOWN ON SATD MAP.
MNQmHuHEO THEREFRCOM THAT FORITON OF THE. SOUTHEAST HALF OF SATD HERMOSA AVENUE THAT
LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE NORTHWESTERLY EXTENSION OF THE SOUTHWESTERN IINE OF LOT
7, BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOT AND BLOCK ARE SHOWN ON THE AFORESATD MAP,
THIS DEED IS GIVEN TO ELIMINATE ANY RIGHT OF GRANTOR TO USE THE PREMISES FOR STREET
MGEUOmm..m BY REASON OF GRANTORS OWNERSHIP OF LOTS 1,2,3,4,5,6 IN SAID SUBDIVISION OF
BLOCK .3, MIRAMAR TERRACE.

09T2V016

Dated: December 28, 1990 e Z §

MARLENE V. JOBARIZ/

 COUNTYOF _ S, 2A )" %% > :
On :\3\%&0\\.\ 7 \m\,m\ before

STATE OF CALIFORNIA | E v
ss

me, the undersigned, a Ngtary Public in and vmwma State,

vQ.S:»: appeared AL EAE

JdEBALIS

vgiaﬂiolﬂo or proved to me on the basis of sat-
isfactory evidence to be the person___ whose name__ 47

mcvmn:_unanoﬂrnizr_s_umﬂaanﬂwsa wnxsoi_namna
that _ /€ executed the same.
WITNESS my hand and official seal.

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

Signary % ol
ignature T iz = My Commission expires Diec. 27, 1993 =
4

( @%R\\Q& | --,—----ﬁ--u--mn.-unmn—-—---l

(This area for official notarial seal)

ERSRETRNRER AR NN RBERRRASERYRRATETLY
OFFICIAL SEAL

C. OLIVER
£ NOTARY PUBLIC - Q__w..mxzin

Title Order No. Escrow or Loan No.

MAIL TAX STATEMENTS AS DIRECTED ABOVE
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NORTH AMERICAN TITLE COMPANY, INC.

ESCRON NO. 4000644c _
- A i -~ TITLE COMPANY
AND WHEN REGORDED MAIL TO . RF r . . , .
[ ROBERT WILLIAMSON 1 oo - 'd mwm. 12 AM 8 00
.me 775 Railroad Ave.- . - _ o
‘ Half Moon Bay, Ca. 94019 : LN ) WARREN SLOCUH RECORDER
i M | SAN MATEO COUNTY
] * QFFICIAL RECORT™
i \:ﬂ .
.meom. (I . 2 ﬂw.%p |

MAIL TAX STATEMENTS TO
I .

v

same as .above

ame

treet
ddress

Nﬁom. L ’ |

. spACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE -

A . , B ASSESSED
T30 687 Individual Grant Deed %z%wwwls?omo

o 0OV Siderar? e,
REALTY NOT SOLD

The undersigned grantor(s) declare(s):
Documentary transfer tax is $ -0-
() computed on full value of property conveyed, or

( ) computed on full value less value of liens and encumbrances remaining at time of sale.

(_ ) Unincorporated area: ( ) City of ‘ , and

¥ " -REALTY NOT SOLD |
FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged,

ILYLE S. CHURCH AND PATRICA A. CHURCH, HUSBAND AND WIFE

AL L
PTN,

6ST2ZHOTE

hereby GRANT(S) t0 RopERT WILLIAMSON AND JONI WILLIAMSON, HUSBAND AND WIFE

the mozowssm described real ?ovnnq in the (NTNCORFORATED  AREA
County of oy MATED , State of California:

PARCEL 1:ALL THAT PORTION OF THE NORTHWEST 1/2 OF ALTO AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAP OF
SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AJGUST 5, 1907, BOOK 5 OF MAPS,
PAGE 19, SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDS, THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN
EXTENSION OF THE NORTHEAST LINE OF LOT 1, BLOCK 3, AS SATD LOT AND BLOCK ARE SHOWN
ON SAID MAP, AND NORTHEASTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE SOUTHWEST LINE
«| OF SAID LOT 1, BLOCK 3.

RESERVING THEREFRCM A NON-EXCLUSIVE EASEMENT FOR CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, USE AND
REPAIR OF WATER PIPES AND MAINS AND APPURTENANCES THERETO.

PARCEL, 2:ALL THAT PORTION OF THE SOUTHEAST 1/2 OF HERMOSA AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAP OF
SURDIVISION OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5, 1907, BOOK 5 OF MAPS,
PAGE 19, SAN MATEO COUNTY RECORDS, THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE NORTHWESTERN
EXTENSION OF THE NORTHEASTERN LINE OF LOT 6, BLOCK 3, AS SATD LOT AND BLOCK ARE
SHOWN ON SATD MAP, AND NORTHEASTERLY OF A STRAIGHT LINE DRAWN FROM THE SOUTH CORNER.
OF LOT 1, BLOCK 2, TO THE WEST CORNER OF LOT 6, BLOCK 3, AS SAID LOTS AND BLOCKS -
ARE SHOWN CN SATD MAP. - o
THIS -DEED IS GIVEN TO ELIMINATE AND RIGHT OF GRANTOR TO USE THE PREMISES FOR STREET

PURPOSES BY REASON OF GRANTORS OWNERSHIP OF LOTS 5 THROUGH,14 ORTHEASTERLY
mOW_H_mﬁOZ OF LOT 15 BLK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE. w e o A7
| T v(, & |

Date

m._.>._..m%0m CALIFORNIA™

COUNTY OF Tm. . .
_ PATRIGIA A. GHURGH
On __ before .\w@% SRS 4 \N\\.\. - \K

ate.

m;qmo_nn.»:_no»z_.»
-~ COUNTY OF vmm

ON QN% m\\ \ rm .ﬂQ\ — , Hw.WN. before u.uP the

@wmﬁba&. a Notary Public in and for; said County and State, personally appeared

-,-----m-_.-u-ﬂ-_-n-u-_-.-»-H.--w-m-"o-,-_n-“ i &w\\)\ﬁx & h Q \\\\ |
'S. BIELANSKI one.  Lyle. S Chireh
o NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIA
N#ze/ COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

B My Commission expires July 29, 1994 3
ssNErvRICRORERRNCENREERRRRNANCIGEII® T subscribed to this instrument, and acknowledged to me that

| - <
She...... executed it. J §
Notary’s Signature.....,2 . §

oF o
3 {
14 4

‘ S

\'«.l

proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person...... whose name

6SI2bNIA

i

GENERAL ACKNOWIEDGMENT
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' RECORDING REQUESTED, ‘
-

s - NoRTH AMERICAN TITLE COMPANY, INC. RF wOF
ESCROW NO.” 4000644b 1\\W ‘, z%d._ >§mm_noz
CO . TITLE COMPAN
“.>zc WHEN REGORDED MAIL TO ! g7 A
- _ 4 : JIAPR12 AM 8 00
MF
Name Wo‘UmHn.SHHHHm,Bmoﬂ | I \ WARREZ SLOCUM | RECORDER
sweer 775 Railroad Avenue — 1 SAN MATEO COUNTY
Address Half Moon Bay, Ca. 94019 w2l b ] CFFICIAL REGAL:
mwmom. I .|
MAIL TAX STATEMENTS TO
r |
Name same as above
Street ,
Address ;
MMM@W L ||_
T e —— SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE
R R NOT ASSESSED ADJ.
NAT-30 Amlmd —:Q—<—Q :m— Qﬂmsﬁ Umon i

%mlowmlomo

ALL

The E&Q&m:na mnmsﬂolmv declare(s): ) T
UOO:BQSQ transfer tax is $§ __ =0~ N0 dMi&zdvraszo

()" .computed on full value of property conveyed, or

PTN.

() computed on full value less value of liens and encumbrances remaining at time of sale.
& ) Unincorporated area: ( ) City of INTNCOREORATED , and

FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged,

JOHN T. CHURCH, A MARRIED MAN AS HIS SEPARATE PROPERTY

hereby GRANT(S) to ROBERT WILLIAMSON AND JONI WILLIAMSON, HUSBAND AND WIFE

the mocoi_:m described real property in the
noc:Q of gaN MATEO , State of California:

ALL .H.mwﬂ_ PORTION OF THE NORTHWEST 1/2 OF ALTO AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAP OF SUBDIVISION
OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5, 1907, BOOK 5 OF MAPS, PACE 19, SAN
MATEO CQOUNTY RECORDS, THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE

NORTHEAST LINE OF LOT 11, BLOCK 3, AND NORTHEASTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION
OF THE SCUTHWEST LINE OF LOT ”E- BLOCK 3, AS SATD LOTS AND BLOCKS ARE- SHOWN ON SAID
MAP, &

ALL _H.E»P,H_ PORTION OF HERMOSA AVENUE AS- SHOAN ON MAP OF SUBDIVISION OF. BLOCK 10,
3% TERRACE, FILED AUGUST 5, 1907, BOOK 5 OF MAPS, PACGE 19, SAN MATEO COUNTY
wLm._ﬂOWUm THAT LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE NORTHEASTERN
LINE .OF LOT 6, BLOCK 2, AS SATD LOT AND BLOCK ARE SHOWN ON SATD MAP, AND
NORTHEASTERLY OF A STRIAGHT LINE DRAWN FRCM THE SCUTH CORNER OF LOT 1, BLOCK 2 TO
THE WEST CORNER OF LOT 6, BLOCK 3, AS SATD LOTS AND BLOCKS ARE SHOWN ON SATD MAP.
EXCEPTING THEREFROM THAT PORITON OF THE SCUTHEAST HALF OF SATD HERMOSA AVENUE THAT
LIES ,.mOQHmEmm_Hm”WH..M OF THE NORTHWESTERLY EXTENSION OF THE SOUTHWESTERN LINE OF LOT
7, BLOCK 3, AS SAID IOT AND BLOCK ARE SHOWN ON THE AFORESAID MAP _

THIS DEED IS GIVEN TO ELIMINATE ANY RIGHT OF GRANTOR TO dwm Amm PREMISES {FOR STREET
PURPOSES BY REASON OF GRANTORS OWNERSHIP OF LOTS 2,3,4. X
IN SAID SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK - “_.O ZH% TERRACE.

anna December 28, 1990

o ‘ oA T CHURGE _z:S_ s

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF : San Mateo me

On _, April 3, 1991 before - a\\
me, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said State,

personally appeared

JOUN T, CHURCH
personally known to me or proved to me on the basis of sat-
isfactory evidence to be the person__ whose name 1S
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged
that_jip ____ executed the same.
WITN, mmm my hand and offigial seal.

m_mumncnn § § N ,\A\\(IE\%\F
\»woﬁm FIPWATER

- OFFICIAL SEAL
JACKIE FITZWATER
NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIA
SAN MATEQ COUNTY
My Comm, Expires March 1, 1992

NN R )

(This area for official notarial seal)

o

Title Order No. Escrow or Loan .Zo.

-

SSTZH0T6

MAIL TAX STATEMENTS AS DIRECTED ABOVE
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() computed on full value less value of liens and enc
& ) Unincorporated area: () City of _UININCORPORATED , and

b T RECORDING REQUESTED BY
NORTH AMERICAN TITLE COMPANY, INC. S - ST OF
ESCRON NO. 4000644b S NORTH AMERICAN
: , .ﬁ._m_.m COMPANY
AND WHEN REGORDED MAIL TO RF \VV S1APR12 AM 8 00
r a =
72112 o CcO
. Robert Williamson . WARREN SLOCUM BRessn
™ 775 Railroad Ave. LN M z».wm,z: RECCRDER
weet  Half Mpon Bay, Ca. 94019 SaN MATEQ COU
ddress alt Moon Bay, La. MF| ) OFFICTAL RECORY
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MAIL TAX STATEMENTS TO =
. : =
lame
e s same as m‘co.<.m
ﬂw«o@ r /\ e ‘,i S S e e e e e e e PR
SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE mOmﬂ_meOmUm_ﬂm USE
NAT-30 (567) Individual Grant Deed ~ NOT-ASSESSED ... ADJ.
) 048-072-060 & 070
2. | . The undersigned. mﬁu.ﬂmw@gmmm_ﬁn?wm = A AQ\P&\Q«N? |
NEE Documentary transfer tax is $ =0- o Mg
25l € ) ¢omputed on full value of property conveyed, or

umbrances remaining at time of sale.

REALTY NOT SOLD
— LEO CAFFERATA

i

#

County'of SAN MATEO

OF BLOCK 10, MIRAMAR TERRACE, ' FILED AUGUST

MAP.

THE WEST CORNER OF LOT 6, BLOCK 3, AS SAID

" FOR A VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged,

hereby GRANT(S) to  ROBERT WILLIAMSON AND JONI WILLIAMSON, HUSBAND AND WIFE
the mozmim:m described real property in the UNINCORPORATED AREA -

ALI, THAT FORTION OF THE NORTHWEST 1/2 OF ALTO AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAP OF SUBDIVISION

MATEO ‘COUNTY: RECORDS,” THAT ‘LIES SOUTHWESTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE
NORTHEAST LINE OF LOT 11, BLOCK 3, AND NORTHEASTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION
OF THE SOUTHWEST LINE OF LOT 14, BLOCK 3, AS SAID 1OTS AND BLOCKS ARE SHOWN ON SATD

ALL THAT PORTION OF HERMOSA AVENUE AS SHOWN ON MAP OF SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10,
MIRAMAR TERRACE, FILED AUCUST 5, 1907, BOOK 5 OF MAPS, PAGE 19, SAN MATEO COUNTY
RECORDS, THAT LIES SCUTHWESTERLY OF THE SOUTHEASTERN EXTENSION OF THE NORTHEASTERN
LINE OF LOT 6, BLOCK 2, AS SATD LOT AND BLOCK ARE SHOWN ON SAID MAP, AND
NORTHEASTERLY OF A STRIAGHT LINE DRAWN FROM THE SOUTH CORNER OF LOT 1, BLOCK 2 TO

EXCEPTING THEREFR(M THAT PORITON OF THE SOUTHEAST HALF OF SATD HERMOSA AVENUE THAT
H_Hm_.m,w_WOd_H%mmﬂmmﬁ_& OF THE NORTHWESTERLY EXTENSION OF THE SOUTHWESTERN LINE OF LOT
7, BLOCK 3, AS GATD TOT AND BLOCK ARE SHOWN ON THE AFORESAID MAP.

THIS DEEDIS GIVEN TQ ELIMINATE ANY RIGHT OF GRANTOR TQ USE THE PREMISES FOR_STR

-

PIT12h 016

, State of California:

5, 1907, BOOK 5 OF MAPS, PACE 19, SAN

LOTS AND BLOCKS ZARE SHOWN ON SAID MAP.

T

STATE OF CALIFORNIA .
COUNTY OF San Mateo me.
On , March 13 ’ 1991 before

me, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said State,
vﬂgnmwx——% vaﬂNﬂOQ LEO ogm‘mg.u.._» |||||

personally known to me or proved to me on the basis of sat-
isfactory evidence to be the person___whose name is
mccmnmcmu to the within instrument and acknowledged
that € executed the same.

WITNESS m
¢

¥

Signature

P [ S TREE
 BVRLOSES, BT ReacoN O URANTORS OWNERSHTP OF LT dw.m 7, IN SAID SUBDIVISION OF
““Dated cmber-28,41990% .NS m\\&%

I4

LEO CAFFERATA

L. PIERCE
NOTARY PUBLIC-CALIFORNIA
PRINCIPAL OFFICE IN
SAN MATEO COUNTY

My Commission Expires Nov. 22, 1991 3
DiycoenransaIcass sSIECERINBERERIREEBRRRSRRTRZ RS SRS NR S

LI R EE BT ETT]

AVICAHLINARENRALLEG

S.Em area for official notarial seal)

Title Onmm_. No. "~ Escrow or ro»l No. .

MAIL TAX STATEMENTS AS DIRECTED ABOVE
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION
Date: May 26, 1992

To: Honorable Board of Supervisors 7

From: Planning Commission %W/
Extension 1861, Pony #5500 /*

Subject: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Consideration of an appeal of a Lot Line
Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement Exception and -
Coastal Development Permit to allow the creation of seven parcels
from four existing legal parcels, the installation of utilities, and the
creation of a private road which would have a maximum slope of

23.5% where 15% slope is the maximum allowable. This project is
appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

PROPOSAL

The applicants propose to create seven parcels which meet zoning district stan-
dards out of four existing legal parcels in the Miramar Terrace area of the
County. In addition, they propose to extend the necessary utilities and to con-
struct an access road which has a maximum grade of 23.5% where 15% is the
maximum allowable.

RECOMMENDATION

Deny this appeal and uphold the conditional approval of the Planning Commission.

SUMMARY

The Planning Commission took public testimony on this item at a hearing on
March 25, 1992. This item was continued to April 8, 1992, to allow the Planning
Commission to make a field visit to the site on April 6, 1992. During the April 8
meeting, the Planning Commission certified a Negative Declaration and approved
a Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement Exception, and
Coastal Development Permit for this project. The Planning Commission found
the project in compliance with the County’s General Plan, the Local Coastal Pro-
gram (LCP), the Zoning Ordinance, the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and the State Subdivision Map Act.

At the public hearings, testimony was heard from the Committee for Green Foot-
hills, the Mid-Coast Community Council and neighboring residents. The Commit-
tee tor Green Foothills expressed the opinion that this project was in conflict with
the Local Coastal Program because a new lot was being created on slopes
greater than 30%. The neighbors expressed concern regarding potential traffic
impacts on the existing roads.




(M -

The Planning Commission determined that the parcel which concerned the Com-
mittee for Green Eoothills was not a newly created parcel but rather a reconfigura-
tion, through a lot line adjustment, of an existing parcel; therefore, the project is
not in conflict with the Local Coastal Program.

In response to the neighbors’ concerns regarding traffic, the Commission directed
the Public Works Department to evaluate the possibility of improving the Miramar
Drive and Purisima Road intersection as well as to examine the feasibility of in-
stalling warning signs along the roadways.

VJB:fc/ked - VUBC1163.AFU

RECOMMENDED

e
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION

Date: May 26, 1992

To: Honorable Board of Supervisors

From: Planning Commission
Extension 1861, Pony #5500

Subject:  Consideration of an appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval of
a Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement
Exception and Coastal Development Permit, pursuant to the
Regulations of the County Subdivision Ordinance and the State
Subdivision Map Act and Sections 8104 and 6328.4 of the County
Ordinance Code, respectively, to allow for the creation of seven
parcels from four existing legal parcels; the installation of a water
service main and a sewer service main; the underground extension of
gas, electrical, cable and phone lines; and the creation of a private
road which would have a maximum slope of 23.5% where 15% slope
is the maximum allowable. A grading permit which was not part of
this application, would be required prior to roadway construction.
This project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

File Numbers: SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, CDP 91-0055 and LLA
92-0001(Williamson/Guntren)

RECOMMENDATION

Deny this appeal and uphold the Planning Commission’s approval by adopting the
findings and conditions listed in Attachment A of the staff report.

BACKGROUND

Report Prepared By: Valerie J. Barone, Project Planner, Telephone 415/363-1930
Appellants: Committee for Green Foothills, Greg Hampton, and Louie Figone
Applicants/Owners: Bob Williamson and Joe Guntren

Location: Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive in Miramar

APN(s): 048-073-010; 048-074-020

Size: 1.78 acres

Existing Zoning: R-1/S-9/DR (Single-Family Residential/10,000 sq. ft. Minimum
Parcel Size/Design Review)



—

General Plan Designation: Medium Low Density Residential (2.4-6 density
units/acre)

Existing Land Use: Vacant

Environmental Evaluation: Negative Declaration issued with a public review pe-
riod between February 5, 1992 and March 5, 1992

Setting: The subject property is located on a southwest slope straddling a minor

ridge.

The site slopes downhill from the access road, Miramar Drive, at slopes

ranging from 25% to 43%. The southern quarter of the property is the steepest.
The vegetation on the subject site consists mostly of eucalyptus trees. There
are, however, some pine trees and a mixture of grasses, small brushes and poi-
son oak on the property. The site falls within the Cabrillo Highway County Sce-
nic Road Corridor; when viewed from the Cabrillo Highway to the south, the site
appears thickly vegetated with tress.

DISCUSSION

A.

KEY ISSUES

Basis for Appeal

The appellants list three reasons as their basis for appeal. The appellants’
reasons are listed in bold type and are followed by staff’s response.

1.

" The applicants’ proposal to create three lots with building site

slopes in excess of 30%, where currently only two building sites
exist, is inconsistent with Local Coastal Program Hazards Policy
9.18.a which states:

“Prohibit, unless no alternatives exist, development (including
land divisions which would create parcels exclusively) on slopes
of 30% or greater. If no alternatives exist, require engineering
geologic reports to enable minimizing of hazards."

Response

The parcel in question is not a newly created parcel (subdivision) but
rather a re-configuration of an existing parcel (lot line adjustment). Sec-
tion 6328.5(i) of the Zoning Regulations exempts lot line adjustments
from the requirement to obtain a Coastal Development Permit; therefore,
lot line adjustments are not subject to LCP Policy 9.18.a.

To further clarify this point, below is the historical sequence of the sub-
ject property’s lot line configurations as well as a description of how the
property lines have been affected by County Ordinance.

a. In 1907 the Miramar Terrace Subdivision was recorded dividing the
subject property into 14 lots (see Figure A). All but one of these

-2-
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lots was
4,800 sq. ft.
or less. ﬁ

In 1957, the
County zoned

the subject

property R- §

1/8"7 (5,000 E HERMOSA .

sq. ft. mini- . ) .

mum parcel |} §
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size). Exist-
ing lot config-
urations
remained the I ] A _ N
same. . = ‘ . we /

s

acn »
s rCODRCE

In 1980, the :
Local Coastal Program was adopted and the property was rezoned to

R-1/5-9 (10,000 sq. ft. minimum parcel size). Existing lot configura-
tions remained the same, but the Board of Supervisors passed Ordi-
nances #02619 and #02655 which required the merger of contiguous,
substandard lots which were under one ownership.’

In 1983, the subject property was merged into four parcels (see Fig-
ure B). The resulting parcels ranged in size from approximately
13,000 sq. ft. to approximately N

19,000 sq. ft. ~ ,\\
.

S VN -
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In processing mergers, the
County was limited to merging
along existing property lines.
Prior to County mergers being
recorded, landowners were
given notice of the County’s in-
tent to merge and were given
the opportunity to apply for a lot . .
line adjustment. This allowed h . h .
owners to reconfigure lot lines
in accordance with the new zon-
ing requirements. Had the own- - L
ers of the subject property i
taken advantage of this offer at
the time, they could have re-
tained five or six lots following ;
the merger rather than the four
shown in Figure B. S ———
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in 1991, the applicants obtained . o m
quitclaims for both Hermosa Ave-
nue and Alto Avenue. This /// 2 30% SLOPE \
added 12,720 sq. ft. to their f _

property and created the configu-|__
ration which currently exists (Fig-{-
ure C).

DRIVE

In 1991, the applicants inquired
about the process for obtaining
a lot line adjustment and a .
minor subdivision of the subject L.
property. Staff informed the ap-
plicants that they could either
process the lot line adjustment
first, at staff level, and then
apply for a minor subdivision;
or, they could apply for and pro- | & | .~
cess the lot line adjustment and .
minor subdivision concurrently. _
The applicants choose to pro- : m‘
cess the applications together.

1
R

FYE
MIRAMAR
i
i
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TERRACE
I
{

(1) Lot Line Adjustment

Figure D is a map of the lot line adjustment proposed by the ap-
~ plicants and approved by N

the Planning Commission.. "

The hatched area repre- /// 2 30% SLOPE \ ﬂ

sents that portion of the « .

property which has slopes

greater than 30%.

DRIVE

Section 66412(d) of the
State Subdivision Map Act  |#
limits the County's review /
and approval of lot line ad- ; ]
justments to a determination | | . TE L.
of whether or not the par- |
cels resulting from the lot A
line adjustment conform to
local zoning and building or- | | i X
dinances. All of the parcels X
proposed under this lot line
adjustment meet these cri- - ¥ _
teria‘ bt -.: ; .‘ .. /S A .'\.‘

n
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*
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Section 6328.5(i) of the Zoning Ordinance exempts lot line adjust-
ments from the requirements for a Coastal Development: Permit:
Therefore, the lot line adjustment proposed in this application is
not reviewed against the Local Coastal Program.

The California Environmental Quality Act requires that lot line ad-
justments occurring on slopes greater than 20% be subject to an
Initial Study. An Initial Study was completed for this project and
a Negative Declaration published. The only comment received
was from CalTrans asking for more information on the Route
1/Mirada Road intersection. The Planning Commission certified
the Negative Declaration as being complete and accurate on
April 8, 1992.

Subdivision

The subdivision proposed

by the applicants and ap- / I R R %
proved by the Planning Com-| 7//230% SLOPE\ ﬂ

mission divides the large lot |*
(40,000 sq. ft.) as approved
in the lot line adjustment
into four parcels, as shown
in Figure E.

DRIVE

13
R

The County reviews subdivi-
sions for conformance with- 1
the General Plan, Local A | S )
Coastal Program, Subdivi- i
sion Regulations, Zoning
Regulations and CEQA.

This subdivision was found
by the Planning Commission
to be in conformance with
all requirements, except for
road grade, for which an ex-
ception was approved (dis-

t

RVE

TERRALE

cussed below).

Entire Project

Taken together, the lot line adjustment and subdivision result in
the property configuration shown in Figure F, below, which was
approved by the Planning Commission.



. e
Figure F diagrams the lot _ "7"’"“‘ \ m

configuration resulting from
the Planning Commission’s
approval of LLA 92-0001
and SMN 91-0017.

Approval of this project is
predicated upon the abandon-
ment of approximately 10,000
sq. ft. of road area. The appli-
cants and staff have not dem-
onstrated clear title to these
road areas. Therefore, it'is
premature to consider any
land division.

oRIVE

MIRAMAR
i
i

Response

TERRACE

The Real Properties Division of NN 777//777//772777
the County has confirmed that : e il

the County has never had any - S

interest in the roads of this subdivision nor is the County’s plan to ac-
quire any interest. Therefore, the quitclaims the applicants have re-
corded demonstrate clear title.

The road proposed to serve this development would drastically
exceed the County’s interim access roadway standards and nega-
tively impact Purisima Way by encouraging development of other
parcels in the area and increasing the level of traffic on Miramar
and Purisima, which are only one-lane wide in places. If the in-
tersection of Purisima Way and Miramar Drive is widened, it
would negatively impact neighboring land owners.

Response

It is correct that while the existing 27% roadway is proposed to be re-
duced to a maximum slope of 23%, it would still exceed the maxi-
mum 15% allowed under County road standards. Both the Public
Works Department and the Half Moon Bay Fire Department have re-
viewed these roadway plans and have no objections. In fact, the
Half Moon Bay Fire Marshal strongly supports the current proposal
over the neighbor’s recommended alternative of access off Alto Ave-
nue. The Planning Commission during their field visit viewed the ex-
isting roads and alternatives and approved the requested street
improvement exception. .

As for the concern that the construction of the proposed roadway

-6-
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would encourage the development of other parcels in the neighbor-
hood, this is possible given that the roadway would be constructed
within an existing legal subdivision in an urban area. It is also true,
however, that a roadway would have to be constructed whether this
project goes through or an individual landowner submitted building
plans for any of the existing legal lots in the same area. As dis-
cussed in the attached Initial Study, the Planning Commission ex-
pects the impacts to be moderate.

In order to address the neighbors’ concerns regarding the adequacy
of the existing roadways, specifically the intersection of Miramar
Drive and Purisima Way, the Planning Commission requested that
the Public Works Department study the feasibility of improving the in-
tersection and/or installing warning signs.

ATTACHMENTS

A.Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval
B.Appeal Letter ;
C.Letter of Planning Commission Approval

D.Planning Commission Staff Report and Attachments
E.Initial Study and Negative Declaration

Respectfully submitted,

/"//
A/é;ﬂ/ ;//% f@m/'&]
Terry L'}Urnes YT AGEﬂDA

Planning Administrator

TLB:VJB/fc:ked - VJBC1164.AFUAttachment A
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County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Division

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit or Project File Numbers: Hearing Date: May 26, 1992

SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002,
CDP 91-0055 and LLA 92-0001

Prepared By: Valerie J. Barone For Adoption By: Board of Supervisors

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

Regarding the Negative Declaration

1.

The Planning Commission does hereby find that this Negative Declaration re-
flects the independent judgment of San Mateo County.

That the Negative Declaration is complete, correct and adequate and pre-
pared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and appli-
cable State and County guidelines.

That on the basis of the Initial Study, comments received thereto, and testi-
mony presented and considered at the public hearing, that there is no sub-
stantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect on the
environment.

Regarding the Lot Line Adjustment

4.

5.

The number of lots following the adjustment does not exceed the number of
lots which existed prior to the adjustment.

The proposed configuration of the lots following the adjustment conforms
with County zoning and building requirements.

Regarding the SubdiVision

6.

That, in accordance with Section 66473.5 of the Subdivision Map Act, this
map as shown in Attachment C, together with the provisions for its design
and improvement is consistent with the San Mateo County General Plan.

That the site is physically suitable for the type of development and for the
proposed density of development.

That the design of the subdivision and proposed improvements are not likely

-8-



10.

11.

12.

to cause serious public health problems, to cause substantial environmental
damage, or substantially and avoidable injure fish and wildlife or their habi-
tat.

That the design of the subdivision or the type of the improvements would
not conflict with easements, acquired by the public-at-large, for access
through or use of property within the proposed subdivision.

That the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for future
passive natural heating or cooling opportunities.

That the benefits of additional housing are greater than any negative effects
the subdivision would have on fiscal and environmental resources.

That this project was processed in accordance with the County’s lot line ad-
justment procedures.

Regarding the Street Improvement Exception

13.

That extraordinary hardship or damage would be imposed on the applicants
if the strict application of the County road standards were followed. The
modifications proposed in this application are in harmony with the general
purpose and objectives of the County street improvement regulations and

‘the public health, safety, and welfare of the people of San Mateo County

will be protected.

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit

14.

That on the basis of the information contained in the staff report, the project
conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and standards of the San
Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Department of Public Works

1.

The applicants shall provide appropriate documentation to the Department of
Public Works and to the Planning Division confirming that portions of
Hermosa Avenue and portions of Alto Avenue have, in fact, been aban-
doned and/or vacated as indicated on the Vestino Tentative Map.

The applicants shall have designed (by a registered civil engineer) and the
applicants shall construct an on-site private street to serve the proposed
lots of this subdivision. This street shall be designed and constructed to no
less than the standards for an "Urban Private Street." The street shall be
posted for no parking and it shall terminate in a turnaround meeting the re-
quirements of the applicable fire jurisdiction and the San Mateo County De-

-9-
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partment of Public Works.

The applicants shall have prepared by a registered civil engineer, a drain-
age analysis of the proposed subdivision and submit it to the Department of
Public Works for review and approval. The drainage analysis shall consist
of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of the storm water onto, over,
and off the property being subdivided shall be detailed on the plan and shall
include adjacent lands as appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow.

The analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate
drainage. Post development flows and velocities shall not exceed those
that existed in the pre-developed state. Recommended measures shall be
designed and included in the street improvement plans (per Condition #2),
and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.

The applicants shall record documents which address maintenance respon-
sibilities of both the private road and any private drainage facilities which
may be constructed. Prior to recording these documents, they shall be sub-
mitted to the Department of Public Works for review.

The applicants shall prepare a plan indicating the proposed method of sewer-
ing these properties. This plan should be included on the improvement
plans (per Condition #2), and submitted to the Department of Public Works
for review. Upon completion of this review, the applicants or their engineer
shall have these approved plans signed by the appropriate sewer district.

The applicants shall dedicate sanitary sewer easements for any portion
of the sewer main which lies outside of existing public sanitary sewer ease-
ments, if applicable.

The applicants shall submit, to both the Department of Public Works and the
Planning Division, written certification from the appropriate water district
(Redwood City Water) stating that their requirements to provide water ser-
vice connections to the proposed parcels of this subdivision have been met.

Any potable water system work required by the appropriate district within
the County right-of-way shall not be commenced until County requirements
for the issuance of an encroachment permit have been met. Plans for such
work shall be reviewed by the Department of Public Works prior to the issu-
ance of the permit.

The applicants shall submit written certification from the appropriate energy
and communication utilities to the Department of Public Works and the Plan-
ning Division stating that they will provide energy and communication ser-
vices to the proposed parcels of this subdivision.

Any proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall not

-10-



11.

12.

13.

14,

o .

begin until County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit,
including review of the plans, have been met. :

"As-Built" plans of all construction required by these conditions shall be pre-
pared and signed by the subdivider’'s engineer upon completion of all work.

The "As-Built" plans shall be accompanied by a written certification from the
engineer that all private facilities have been completed in conformance with

the approved plans.

The applicants shall submit a plan to the Department of Public Works show-
ing driveway access to each of the parcels complying with County standards
for driveway slopes (not exceeding 20%). This plan and driveway slopes
shall be prepared from elevations and alignment from the improvement
plans required by Condition #1.

The provisions of the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern all
grading on and adjacent to the site. A "grading permit" would be required
for construction of the private road unless exempted by the above ordinance.

The applicants shall submit a parcel map to the Department of Public Works
for review and recording.

Planning Division

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Aﬁproval of these permits is for the project as described and modified in
this staff report, only. Minor modifications may be made subject to the re-
view and approval of the Planning Director.

The applicants shall comply with the Significant Tree Ordinance.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall replace each significant
tree approved for removal with up to three seedlings; number, size, and spe-
cies to be approved by the Planning Director.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall pay a surety deposit to
insure the maintenance of all replacement seedlings. The amount and dura-
tion of the surety shall be determined on a case-by-case basis by the Plan-
ning Director.

The applicants shall design residences for the subject properties which are
in compliance with the Design Review Ordinance and the Local Coastal Pro-
gram.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall design residences
which follow the natural topography of the site. The house should follow
the natural slope of the hill and stair-step down the slope if necessary.
Grading on each site shall be limited to that required to construct a resi-

-11-



21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

- .

dence which has been designed to follow the topography and to provide ac-
cess to that residence. The filling or grading of the hillside to provide flat
yard areas shall not be allowed.

The applicants shall limit the height of all proposed structures so that no por-
tion of the structure extends above the tree canopy on the site.

The applicants shall employ earth-tone colors which blend with the natural
environment on the exterior of all structures on each site, to the satisfaction
of the Planning Director.

Regarding Parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall create a document, to
the satisfaction of the Planning Director and County Counsel, which outlines
the above three tree protection restrictions and the above four development
restrictions for the benefit of all future owners of Parcels 1 through 4. This
document shall be recorded at the time of recordation of the final parcel
map. Further, the Commission recommends the above seven development
restrictions be included on each parcel’s deed.

The applicants shall obtain a grading permit for all proposed roadway im-
provements prior to regrading or widening Miramar Road.

As part of the grading permit application for this project, the applicants shall
submit engineered plans for access to Lots 1-4 consistent with the sche-
matic plans submitted on April 8, 1992. The access plan will be submitted
for approval by the County Fire Marshal, Director of Public Works and the
Planning Division.

Building Inspection Section

26.

The applicants shall provide a drainage analysis and plan which demon-
strates that development on these parcels will not increase runoff surface
water to adjoining parcels. (This requirement appears to be a duplicate of
one of the Department of Public Works. However, the Building Inspection
Section’s concerns are with runoff to other parcels where the Department of
Public Works’ would be runoff to the right-of-way.

Environmental Health Division

27.

28.

The applicants shall install or extend a sanitary sewer main to serve Lots 1
through 7 to the satisfaction of the Granada Sanitary District and the Depart-
ment of Public Works.

The applicants shall install or extend a water main to serve all parcels to
the satisfaction of the Coastside County Water District and the Department
of Public Works.

-12-
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Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District

29. The applicants shall meet all requirements of the Half Moon Bay Fire Mar-
shall.

CalTrans

30. The applicants shall obtain an encroachment permit for any work proposed
within the State right-of-way.

TLB:VJB/fc:ked - VUBC1164.AFU
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SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, CDP 91-0055, LLA 92-0001 (Williamson and
Guntren)

BASIS FOR APPEAL

The applicants propose to create seven lots where four lots currently exist.
The existing four lots lie on a steep slope in Miramar. The Local Coastal
Program Hazards Policy 9.18.a states, "Prohibit, unless no alternatives exist,
development (including land divisions which would create parcels
exclusively) on slopes of 30% or greater. If no alternatives exist, require
engineering geologic reports to enable minimizing of hazards."

The applicant's proposal to create three lots with building site slopes in excess
of 30% (where two currently exist) is inconsistent with the above cited LCP
policy. There are feasible alternatives, which would not result in the creation
of parcels on slopes of 30% or greater.

Condition 1 of approval requires satisfactory evidence of abandonment or

- vacation of Hermosa between Terrace and Miramar, and a portion of Alto. It
appears that approval of the project is predicated upon this abandonment
which would give applicants approximately 10,000 square feet, or the
equivalent of one legal lot. There is no analysis in the staff report of the
ownership status of these streets. The “"current site plan" on page 19 shows
parcels lines extending to the middle of the streets, yet these streets apparently
have not been abandoned or vacated. Without clear title to the road areas, it
is premature to consider any land division.

The road proposed to serve this development would drastically exceed the
County's interim access roadway standard of 15% maximum slope. The staff
report points out that for 723 feet, the slope of the roadway would exceed 20%
slope, and parts of the roadway would have a slope of 23.5 %. The grading of
this roadway and off-site required road improvements will create _
unacceptable impacts. In particular, the widening of Purissima Way will
adversely affect adjacent property owners.. Building the road to serve these
seven parcels will encourage development of other parcels in the area, and
will increase the level of traffic on Miramar and Purissima, which are only
one lane wide in places.

Given the problems of the access road and the slope of the lots, we believe
that no new parcels should be created.



Department of Environmental Management Board of Supervisors
Planning and Building Division Anna G. Eshoo
Mary Griffin
- /’ Tom Huening
K%Plannlng Division - 415/363-4161 - FAX 363-4849 Tom Nolan
’ William J. Schumacher
[(] Building Inspection Section - 415/363-4601 - FAX 363-4849 Director of

Environmental Management

County of San Mateo - g mm

. " B Mail Drop 5500 - 590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor - Redwood City - California 94063 101 L+ Burnes

April 8, 1992

Bob Williamson Joe Guntren
775 Railroad Avenue P. 0. Box 370389

Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 Montara, CA 94037

Dear Mr. Williamson & Mr. Guntren:

Subject: BOB WILLIAMSON & JOE GUNTREN - L({A 92-0001; SMN 91-0017: SIE 91-
.0002;_CDP_91-0055

Location: Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive, Miramar

“On April 8, 1992, the Planning Commission considered a Lot Line Adjustment,
Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement Exception, and a Coastal Development
Permit .pursuant to the Regulations of the County Subdivision Ordinance and the
State Subdivision Map Act and Sections 8104 and 6328.4 of the County Ordinance
Code, respectively, to allow the creation of seven lots from four existing
leqgal lots; the installation of a sewer service main and water service main;
the underground extension of gas, electrical, cable and phone lines; and the
creation of a private road which would have a maximum slope of 23.5% where 15%
slope is the maximum allowable. A grading permit, which is not part of this
current application, would be required prior to roadway construction. This

project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission. APNs -048-073-010;
048-074-020.

Based on the information provided by staff and evidence presented at this
hearing, the Planning Commission accepted the staff recommendations, made the
findings, and adopted the recommended conditions of approval as follows:

FINDINGS:

Regarding the Negative Declaration

1. The Planning Commission does hereby find that this Negative
Declaration reflects the independent judgment of San Mateo County.

2. That the Negative Declaration is complete, correct and adequate and
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
and applicable State and County gquidelines.

3. That on the basis of the Initial Study, comments received thereto, and
. testimony presented and considered at the public hearing, that there

is no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant
effect on the environment.
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Williamson & Mr. Guntren -2 April 8, 1992

Regarding the Lot Lijne Adjustment

4.

The number of lots following the adjustment does not exceed the number
of lots which existed prior to the adjustment.

The proposed configuration of the lots following the adjustment
conforms with County zoning and building requirements.

Regarding the Subdivision

6.

10.

11.

12.

That, in accordance with Section 66473.5 of the Subdivision Map Act,:
this map as shown in Attachment C, together with the provisions for
its design and. improvement is consistent with the San Mateo County
General Plan.

That the site is physically suitable for the type of development and
for the proposed density of development.

That the design of the subdivision and proposed improvements are not
likely to cause serious public health problems, to cause substantial
environmental damage, or substantially and avoidable injure fish and
wildlife or their habitat.

. That the design of the subdivision or the type of the improvements

would not conflict with easements, acquired by the public-at-large,
for access through or use oﬁS;nnperty within the proposed -
subdivision.

That the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible,
for future passive natural heating or cooling opportunities.

That the benefits of additional housing are greater than any negative
effects the subdivision would have on fiscal and environmental
resources.

That this project was processed in accordance with the County’s Lot
Line Adjustment procedures.

Regarding the Street Improvement Exception

13.

That extraordinary hardship or damage would be imposed on the
applicants if the strict application of the County Road Standards were

“followed. The modifications proposed in this application are in

harmony with the general purpose and objectives of the County Street
Improvement Regulations and the public health, safety, and welfare of
the people of San Mateo County will be protected

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit

14.

That on the basis of the information contained in the staff report,
the project conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and
standards of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

17
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Mr. Williamson & Mr. Guntren -3 April 8, 1992

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

Department of Public WOrk§

1.

The applicants shall provide appropriate documentation to the
Department of Public Works and to the Planning Division confirming
that portions of Hermosa Avenue and portions of Alto Avenue have, in
fact, been abandoned and/or vacated as indicated on the Vestino
Tentative Map.

The applicants shall have designed (by a registered civil engineer)
and the applicants shall construct an on-site private street to serve
the proposed lots of this subdivision. This street shall be designed
and constructed to no less than the standards for an “Urban Private
Street." The street shall be posted for no parking and it shall
terminate in a turn-around meeting the requirements of the applicable
fire jurisdiction and the San Mateo County Department of Public Works.

The applicants shall have prepared by a registered civil engineer, a
drainage analysis of the proposed subdivision and submit it to the

Department of Public Works for review and approval. The drainage

analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of
the storm water onto, over, and off of the property being subdivided
shall be detailed on the plan and shall include adjacent lands as
ippropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow.

The analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate
drainage. Post development flows and velocities shall not exceed
those that existed in the predeveloped state. Recommended measures
shall be designed and included in the street improvement plans (per
Condition #2), and submitted to the Department of Public Works for
review and approval.

The applicants shall record documents which address maintenance
responsibilities of both the private road and any private drainage
facilities which may be constructed. Prior to recording these
documents, they shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works
for review.

The applicants shall prepare a plan indicating the proposed method of
sewering these properties. This plan should be included on the

_improvement plans (per Condition #2), and submitted to the Department

of Public Works for review. Upon completion of this review, the
applicants or their engineer shall have these approve~plans signed by
the appropriate sewer district. o

The applicants shall dedicate Sanitary Sewer Easements for any portion
of the sewer main which lies outside of existing public sanitary sewer
easements, if applicable.

the applicants shall submit to both the Department of Public Works and

the Planning Division, written certification from the appropriate
water district (Redwood City Water) stating that their requirements to

18
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Williamson & Mr. Guntren -4 April 8, 1992

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

provide water service connections to the proposed parcels of this
subdivision have been met.

Any potable water system work required by the appropriate district
within the County right-of-way shall not be commenced until County
requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit have been met.
Plans for such work shall be reviewed by the Department of Public
Works prior to the issuance of the permit.

The applicants shall submit written certification from the appropriate
energy and communication utilities to the Department of Public Works:
and the Planning Division stating that they will provide energy and
communication services to the proposed parcels of this subdivision.

Any proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall
not begin until County requirements for the issuance of an
encroachment permit, including review of the plans, have been met.

"As-Built" plans of all construction required by these conditions
shall be prepared and signed by the subdivider’s engineer upon
completion of all work. The "As-Built" plans shall be accompanied by
a written certification from the engineer that all private facilities

~have been completed in conformance with the approved plans.

~The applicants shall submit a plan to the Department of Public Works

showing driveway access to each of the parcels complying with County
standards for driveway slopes (not exceeding 20%). This plan and
driveway slopes shall be prepared from elevations and alignment from
the improvement plans required by Condition #1.

The provisions of. the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern
all grading on and adjacent to the site. A “Grading Permit" would be’
required for constructijon of the private road unless exempted by the
above ordinance.

The applicants shall submit a parcel map to the Department of Public
Works for review and recording.

Planning Division

15,

l6.
17.

18.

Approval of these permits fs"for the project as described and modified

~in this staff report, only. Minor modifications may be made subject

to the review and approval of the Planning Director.

The applicants shall comply with the significant tree ordinance.
Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall replace each sig-
nificant tree approved for removal with up to three seedlings; number,
size, and species to be approved by the Planning Director.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall pay a surety

deposit to insure the maintenance of all replacement seedlings. The
amount and duration of the surety shall be determined on a case-by-
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Mr. Williamson & Mr. Guntren -5 April 8, 1992

19.

20.

21.

- 22.

23.

24.

25.

case basis by the Planning Director.

The applicants shall design residences for the subject properties
which are in compliante with the Design Review Ordinance and the Local
Coastal Program. ‘

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall design residences
which follow the natural topography of the site. The house should
follow the natural slope of the hill and stair-step down the slope if
necessary. Grading on each site shall be limited to that required to
construct a residence which has been designed to follow the topography
and to provide access to that residence. The filling or grading of
the hillside to provide flat yard areas shall not be allowed.

The applicants shall Timit the height of all proposed structures so
that no portion of the structure extends above the tree canopy on the
site.

The applicants shall employ earth tone colors which blend with the
natural environment on the exterior of all structures on each site, to
the satisfaction of the Planning Director.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall create a
document, to the satisfaction of the Planning Director and County
Counsel, which outlines the above three tree protection restrictions
and the above four development restrictions for the benefit of all
future owners of parcels 1 through 4. This document shall be recorded
at the time of recordation of the final parcel map. Further, the
Commission recommends the above seven development restrictions be
included on each parcel’s deed.

The applicants shall obtain a grading permit for all proposed roadway
improvements prior to regrading or widening Miramar Road.

As part of the grading permit application for this project, the
applicant shall submit engineered plans for access to Tots 1-4-
consistent with the schematic plans submitted on April 8, 1992. The
access plan will be submitted for approval by the County Fire Marshal,
Director of Public Works and the Planning Division.

Building Inspection Section

26.

The applicants shall provide a drainage analysis and plan which demon-
strates that development on these parcels will not increase run-off
surface water to adjoining parcels. (This requirement appears to be

a duplicate of one of the Department of Public Works. However, the
Building Inspection Section’s concerns are with run-off to other

parcels where the Department of Public Works’ would be run-off to the
right-of-way.

Environmental Health Division




- e

Mr. Williamson & Mr. Guntren -6 April 8, 1992

27. The applicants shall install or extend a sanitary sewer main to serve
Lots 1 th

28. The applicants shall install or extend a water main to serve all
parcels to the satisfaction of the Coastside County Water District and
the Department of Public Works.

Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District

29. The applicants shall meet all requirements of the Half Moon Bay fire
Marshall.

CalTrans

30. The applicants shall obtain an encroachment permit for any work
Proposed within the State right-of-way.

Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Planning Commission
may appeal this decision tg the Board of Supervisors within ten (10) days from
such date of determination. The appeal period for this project will end on
April 22, 1992, at 5:00 p.m.

In the event a 't

second ten (10) working day appeal period must elapse to satisfy Coastal
Commission requirements. The County and Coastal] Commission appeal periods run
consecutively, not concurrently, and together total approximately one month.

A project is considered approved when these appeal periods have expired and no
appeals have been filed. ' -

Please complete the enclosed survey and return it to this office at your
convenience. Your suggestions will be very helpful in enabling us to improve
services in the future.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

%@7M@W7 f- \\[Z/CQXJ

Monica M. Lucas

Acting Planning Commission Secretary
p848c.7m]

Enclosure

CC - Public Works
County Geologist
Environmental Health
Building Inspection
Coastal Commission
Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District
Coastside County Water District
Granada Sanitary District
Midcoast Community Advisory Council
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-~ e ITEM #6  SROJECT FILE

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION

Date: March 25, 1992

To: Planning Commission
From: Planning Staff

Subject: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Consideration of a Lot Line Adjustment, Minor
Subdivision, Street Improvement Exception, and a Coastal Development
Permit, to allow for the creation of seven parcels from four exist-
ing legal parcels; the installation of a water service main and a
sewer service main; the underground extension of gas, electrical,
cable and phone lines; and the creation of a private road which
would have a maximum slope of 23.5% where 15% slope is the maximum
allowable. This project is appealable to the California Coastal
Commission

PROPOSAL

The applicants propose to create seven parcels which meet the minimum zoning
district standards out of four existing legal parcels in the Miramar Terrace
area. of the County. In addition, they propose to extend the necessary util-
ities and to construct an access road which has a maximum grade of 23.5% where
15% is the maximum allowable. '

RECOMMENDATION

Certify the Initial Study/Negative Declaration as being complete and accurate
and conditionally approve the permit requests.

SUMMARY

The applicants are proposing to create seven parcels out of four existing
legal parcels and to extend the necessary improvements to the site including a
roadway. The proposed roadway would exceed the maximum grade of 15% allowed
by the interim access roadway standards. The applicants, however, have worked
closely with the various County agencies and, to date, no objection to their
roadway proposal have been raised.

In reviewing the proposed subdivision, Planning staff has the following con-
cerns: (1) the property is within the Cabrillo Highway County Scenic Road
Corridor and is proposed for a potentially visible location, and (2) portions
of the subject site are very steep with slopes reaching 43%.

Planning staff believes the project can be insured to have only minimal
impacts on the Scenic Corridor and only minimal impacts on the topography of
the property through the application of strict conditions of approval relating
to tree removal and house design.

VJB:cdn - VJBC0640.ACU



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION

Date: March 25, 1992

To: Planning Commission
From: Planning Staff

Subject: Consideration of a Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street
Improvement Exception, and a Coastal Development Permit, pursuant
to the Regulations of the County Subdivision Ordinance and the State
Subdivision Map Act and Sections 8104 and 6328.4 of the County
Ordinance Code, respectively, to allow for the creation of seven
parcels, from four existing legal parcels; the installation of a
water service main and a sewer service main; the underground exten-
sion of gas, electrical, cable and phone Tines; and the creation of
a private road which would have a maximum slope of 23.5% where 15%
slope is the maximum allowable. A grading permit, which is not part
of this current application, would be required prior to roadway
construction. This project is appealable to the California Coastal
Commission. :

File Numbers: SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, CDP 91-0055, LLA 92-0001
(Williamson/Guntren)

PROPOSAL

The applicants propose to do the following: (1) through adjusting legal Tot
lines and a minor subdivision, create seven parcels of approximately 10,000
square feet each, out of four existing parcels; (2) install a water service
main from an existing Coastside County Water District water tank along Miramar
Drive for approximately 585 feet; (3) extend a Granada Sanitary System sewer )
main from the intersection of the Cabrillo Highway and Alto Avenue, east on
Alto Avenue approximately 820 feet and approximately 520 feet north up Terrace
Avenue from Alto Avenue; (4) extend gas, electrical, cable and phone lines
underground to the sybject property; and (5) obtain permission from the County
to construct a private access road which has a maximum slope of 23.5% where a
15% slope is the maximum allowable under the County’s interim access road
standards.

RECOMMENDATION

1. Certify the Negative Declaration by making the findings in Attachment A.

2. Approve SMN 91-0017, LLA 92-0001, SIE 91-0002, and CDP 91-0055 by making
the findings and subject to the Conditions Tisted in Attachment A.
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BACKGROUND

Report Prepared By: Valerie J. Barone, Project Planner, Telephone: 415/363-1930
Applicant/Owner: Bob Williamson and Joe Guntren

Location: Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive in Miramar

APN’s: 048-073-010 and 048-074-020

Size: 1.78 acres

Existing Zoning: R-1/S-9/DR (Single-Family Residential/10,000 Square Foot
Minimum Parcel Size/Design Review)

General Plan Designation: Medium Low Density Residential (2.4-6 density
units/acre)

Existing Land Use: Vacant

Environmental Evaluation: Negative Declaration issued with a public review
‘period between February 5, 1992 and March 5, 1992

Setting: The subject property is located on a southwest slope straddling a
minor ridge. The site slopes downhill from the access road, Miramar Drive, at
slopes ranging from 25% to 43%. The southern quarter of the property is the
steepest. The vegetation on the subject site consists mostly of eucalyptus
trees. “There are, however, some pine trees and a mixture of grasses, small
brushes and poison oak on the property. The site falls within the Cabrillo
Highway County Scenic Road Corridor; when viewed from the Cabrillo Highway to
the south, the site appears thickly vegetated with trees.

Chronology:

Date Action

August 5, 1908 - Subdivision map filed with the County Recorder creating

‘ 14 approximately 4,800 square foot parcels.

1957 - Subject Property zoned R-1/S-7 (5,000 sq. ft. minimum
parcel size).

August 21, 1979 - Amendment of the County Subdivision Ordinance to
require adjacent substandard parcels under the same
ownership to merge to the minimal sized parcel allowed
by the zoning district.

November 5, 1980 - Adoption of the Local Coastal Program and revised
zoning. The Miramar area was rezoned from R-1/S-7
to R-1/S-9 (10,000 square foot minimum parcel size).

January 1983 - Existing 14 Tots merged into four parcels as directed

by LCP Policy 1.20.
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(a) The applicants shall comply with the significant tree
ordinance.

(b) The applicants shall replace each significant tree
approved for removal on parcels 1 through 4 with up
to three seedlings; number, size, and species to be
approved by the Planning Director.

(c) The applicants shall pay a surety deposit to insure the
maintenance of all replacement seedlings. The amount
and duration of the surety shall be determined on a
case-by-case basis by the Planning Director.

(d) The applicants shall create a document, to the satis-
faction of the Planning Director and County Counsel,
which outlines the above three tree protection restric-
tions. This document shall be recorded at the time of
recordation of the final parcel map.

Design Guidelines

Policies 8.12 and 8.13 establish design guidelines for the
subject property. The basic guidelines are to design struc-
tures which fit with the topography of the site, do not
require extensive cutting, grading, or filling for construc-
tion and the minimization of visual impacts through the
protection of natural vegetation and the use of natural
exterior surface colors and materials.

Currently, the applicants have not proposed specific house
designs for any of the subject properties. Because the
property is steep and is in a potentially highly visible
location along the Cabrillo Highway County Scenic Road
Corridor, Planning staff recommends that approval of these
permits be conditioned not only to require the tree protec-
tion conditions of approval previously described but also
to include the following design conditions of approval:

(a) The applicants shall design residences for the subject
properties which are in compliance with the Design
Review Ordinance and the Local Coastal Program.

(b) The applicants shall design residences which follow the
natural topography of the site. The houses should
follow the natural slope of the hill and stair-step down
the slope if necessary. Grading on each site shall be
limited to that required to construct a residence which
has been designed to follow the topography and to pro-
vide access to that residence. The filling or grading
of the hillside to provide flat yard areas shall not be
allowed.
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September 12, 1991
January 7, 1992
February 4, 1992

Subject applications submitted.

Application deemed complete.

I

Initial Study and Negative Declaration published,
review period expired March 5, 1992.

DISCUSSION
A. KEY ISSUES
1. General Plan Conformance

This project is in conformance with the County’s General Plan
including the Montara-Moss Beach-E1 Granada Community Plan.

The County’s General Plan designates this area for medium low density
residential development, 2.4-6 dwelling units per acre. The current
four parcels have a density level of 2.2 dwelling units per acre; this
falls below the General Plan designated density levels. The density
proposed in this application by the applicants is 3.9 density units
per acre; this falls within the allowable density levels of the
property’s General Plan designation.

As for the Street Improvement Exception application, Policy 12.16 of
the General Plan allows for the modification of road standards for
sub-areas of the County in order to respond to local needs and

“conditions.

Local Coastal Program Conformance

A Coastal Development Policy checklist has been completed for this
project and the following Policies have been found to apply:

a. Visual Resources .

(1) Ridgeline Visibility

Policy 8.7 protects ridgeline and hilltop silhouettes and
prohibits subdivisions which would create parcels whose

only building site would be on a ridgeline or hilltop. The
subject site straddles a ridgeline; the southern half of the
property is potentially the most visible. Because a mature
stand of eucalyptus trees exists on the subject site, resi-
dences could be sited and designed for either the existing
or the proposed parcels which would not break the ridgeline.

Therefore, the suitability of the proposed sites for develop-
ment, especially the most southern parcels (1 through 4) is
dependent upon the presence of a mature grove of trees. In
order to insure the continuous presence of trees on the sub-
ject site, Planning staff is recommending approval of these
permits be conditioned as follows:
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(c) The applicants shall 1limit the height of all proposed
structures so that no portion of the structure extends-
above the tree canopy on the site.

(d) The applicants shall employ earth tone colors which
blend with the natural environment on the exterior of
all structures on each site, to the satisfaction of the
Planning Director.

(e) The applicants shall create a document, to the satis-
faction of the Planning Director and County Counsel,
which outlines the above four development restrictions.
This document shall be recorded at the time of recorda-
tion of the final parcel map as specifically applying ‘to
lots 1 through 4.

The subject property is within a Design Review overlay zone
which means that prior to obtaining a building permit,
Planning staff must review the building plans for compliance
with the Design Review Guidelines. At that time, compliance
with the above recommended conditions of approval would also
be reviewed by Planning staff.

b. Hazards

Policy 9.18.a states: "Prohibit, unless no alternatives exist,
development (including land divisions which would create parcels
exclusively) on slopes of 30% or greater. If no alternatives
exist, require engineering geologic reports to enable minimizing
of hazards."

Of the four existing parcels on the property, two consist entirely
of building site slopes in excess of 30%. Of the seven proposed
parcels, three would consist entirely of building site slopes in
excess of 30%. '

Parcels 1, 2 and 3 proposed for the area of the property with
greater than 30% slopes are reconfigurations of the existing legal
parcels. Parcels 4, 5, 6 and 7 are parcels proposed for creation
through a subdivision; these four parcels are all on slopes of
less than 30%.

Zoning Ordinance Conformance

~ As shown on the table below this project complies with the development
standards for creating new parcels in the Single-Family Residential/
S-9 Combining Zoning District:
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Lot 1 15,982 73
Lot 2 10,816 62
Lot 3 10,000 62.50
Lot 4 10,000 62.50
Lot 5 10,000 75
Lot 6 10,399 63
Lot 7 10,509 80

The applicants have demonstrated that it is possible to design a house
for each of the proposed parcels which would meet all of the develop-
ment standards for the R-1/S-9 zone, including setbacks, lot coverage,
floor area ratio, and parking.

.. Compliance with Subdivision Requlations

In order to approve this application for a subdivision the Planning
Commission must make the following six findings:

a. In accordance with Section 66473.5 of the Subdivision Map Act,
this map, together with the provisions for its design and improve-
ment, is consistent with the San Mateo County General Plan.

This finding can be made. The project proposal is in compliance
with both the County’s General Plan and the Local Coastal Program.

b. The site is physically suitable for the type of development and
for the proposed density of development.

This finding can be made. With careful house design, and subject
to the recommended conditions of approval, this site is physically
suitable for single-family residential development for the
following reasons: (1) the proposed parcels conform to the
minimum parcel size requirements of the R-1/S-9 Zone (see Section
A.3); (2) as indicated by the submitted geotechnical report, each
of the proposed parcels include within their building envelopes
locations where a residence could be safely constructed; (3) the
applicants must document that all proposed parcels will be served
by water and sewer facilities prior to having the tentative map
finalized; and (4) residences could be constructed on each of the
seven parcels which maintains the building envelope required for
the R-1/S-9 Zoning District and which has a minimal impact on the
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environment either individually or cumulatively (for more details
please see the attached Initial Study).

c. The design of the subdivision and proposed improvements are not
Tikely to cause serious public health problems, to cause sub-
stantial environmental damage, or substantially and avoidable
injure fish and wildlife or their habitat.

This finding can be made. An Initial Study and Negative Declara-
tion finding no significant impacts and recommending no mitigation
measures was published for this project and sent to the State
Clearinghouse. Review of this project by concerned agencies,
including Environmental Health, yielded no objections. This .
project, as conditioned, is not expected to damage the environment
or injure fish, wildlife, or their habitat.

Currently 10 trees are proposed for removal to allow the instal-
Tation of the roadway. Planning is recommending, in Attachment A
of this staff report, conditions which would require all future
tree removals to be in compliance with the regulations of the
Significant Tree Ordinance and up to triple replacement of any
tree approved for removal. _

d. The design of the subdivision or the type of the improvements
would not conflict with easements, acquired by the public-at-
large, for access through or use of, property within the proposed
subdivision.

This finding can be met. There are no conflicts with identified
easements for this property.

e. The design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible,
for future passive natural heating or cooling opportunities.

This finding can be met. The proposed subdivision, as designed,
can make use of passive heating and cooling; a residence could
be located on each of the parcels to actively or passively take
advantage of the natural rotation of the earth and provide for
solar heating and cooling opportunities.

f. The benefits of additional housing are greater than any negative
effects the subdivision would have on fiscal and environmental
resources.

The proposal would contribute to additional housing in the County.
No significant negative effects on fiscal or environmental
resources have been identified.

5. Compliance with the Lot Line Adjustment Procedure

The subdivision findings outlined above are adequate to insure compli-
ance with the County’s Lot Line Adjustment procedures. The applicants
propose to reconfigure the existing property lines to create proposed



(™ (™

4

parcels 1, 2 and 3. Parcels 4, 5, 6 and 7 are proposed to be newly
created through a minor subd1v1s1on

Street Improvement Exception

a.

Basis for Exceptions to Minimum Access Requirements

Section 8104 of the County Ordinance grants the Planning
Commission authority to modify minimum access requirements when
there are extraordinary conditions affecting the property, and

the Commission finds that the strict application of this section
would impose unreasonable restrictions, or unnecessary and extra-
ordinary hardship or damage upon the app11cants The modification
of the access requirements must be in accordance with the general
purpose and objectives of the requirements and in a manner that
will protect the public health, safety and welfare of the people
of San Mateo County.

Reasons Applicants are Requesting this Street Improvement
Exception

Currently, Miramar Road exists as a dirt access road with slopes
up to 27%. The maximum grade allowed under the interim access
roadway standards is 15%. The applicants are proposing to Tessen
the maximum slope of the roadway to 23.5% and provide a turn-
around, turnout and fire hydrants as required by the Half Moon
Bay Fire Marshal. Below is a table describing the grades of the
proposed roadway.

ng

Length of Portion of Roadway
with slopes:

Less than 15% 205 15%
Between 15% & 20% 62 6%
Greater than 20% 723 73%

The applicants have reviewed their proposed roadway design with
the Half Moon Bay Fire Marshal and the County’s Department of
Public Works, neither of which oppose the project design.

The applicants determined that the 23.5% slope was the best
roadway design for the site through an analysis of alternatives.
The applicants attempted to create a roadway which would allow
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for emergency vehicular access but have a minimal impact on the

environment and on adjacent landowners. Below is the analysis of - -

the two alternatives examined by the applicants and staff:

(1) 15% Slope Alternative

A 15% maximum slope for Miramar Road, as required by County
Ordinance, would require cuts for 661 feet (65% of the Tength
of the roadway) of up to 56 feet in depth. Creating road
banks that on a two to one slope would in places exceed one
hundred feet on either side of the road.

Creating this road would have significant negative impacts on
adjacent landowners. Approximately 10 neighboring parcels
which front Miramar Road would be impacted: In places the
bank cuts would encroach onto individual parcels up to 80
feet; also, the 50% slope created by the 2:1 road banks
exceeds the 20% maximum driveway slope allowable making
construction on the neighboring parcels, as well as portions
of the subject property, difficult without the construction
of retaining walls and more cutting.

Creating this road would also have significant negative
environmental impacts: Several thousand yards of dirt would
have to be excavated and hauled off-site; over 10,000 square
feet of area would be denuded of all vegetation during the
construction of the 2:1 road banks; and the natural topog-
raphy of the site would be severely altered.

(2) 20% Slope Alternative

A 20% maximum slope would require cuts in 544 feet of the
roadway (54% of the length of the roadway) of up to 21 feet
in depth. It would also create road banks that on a two to
one slope would in places exceed 40 feet on either side of
the road.

Both the environmental impacts and the development impacts on
the subject site would be the same as the 15% alternative but
not to near the same degree.

Planning staff supports the requested street improvement exception
to allow a 23.5% maximum grade because it is the least impactful
on the environment and on the adjacent landowners.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

An Initial Study was completed and a Negative Declaration issued in
conformance with CEQA guidelines. The public review period began on
February 4, 1992, and expired on March 5, 1992. One comment was received
from CalTrans requesting more information on the intersection of Highway 1
and Miramar Road (attached). Staff is currently working on answering the
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questions asked by CalTrans and will present the County’s response at the
public hearing on this item.

REVIEWING AGENCIES

1.

Public Works Division - Roads

Staff from the Public Works Roads Division have reviewed this project
and have applied their standard subdivision conditions of approval
and have made no comment on the applicants’ request for a street
improvement exception.

Public Works Division - Geotechnical

The County Geologist has reviewed this project and determined that it
would be possible to design a safe residence on each of the proposed
parcels. He notes that the applicants must receive a grading permit
prior to any roadway construction and that he will review the geotech-
nical stability of each proposed residence at the time of application
for a building permit.

Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District

The Half Moon Bay Fire Marshal has reviewed the plans and has no
objections to the proposed 23.5% maximum road grade so long as
fire hydrants, turn-outs and a turn-around are provided to his

- _satisfaction.

Environmental Health Division

Staff from the Environmental Health Division have reviewed the project
and are recommending that approval of this project be conditioned to
require the applicants to demonstrate they have provided sewer and
water to all proposed parcels.

Mid-Coast Community Council

The applicants have presented their project to the Mid-Coast Community
Council. Planning staff has received no official comment from the
Council. However, the applicants have indicated that no objections to
the project were raised during the Council’s meeting.

California Archaeology Referral

Staff from the California Archaeology Referral Service have indicated
that there is a low probability of archaeological remains being
discovered on the site and have not recommended any further study.

Building Inspection Section

Staff from the Building Inspection Section have reviewed the project
and are recommending that approval be conditioned to require the
applicants to provide a drainage analysis that demonstrates there will
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not be an increase in surface water run off to adjoining parcels as a
result of this project.

ATTACHMENTS

A. Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval
B. Location Map

C. Tentative Map

D. Existing Parcel Configuration

E. Roadway Profile

F. Utility Installation Plan

G. Initial Study and Negative Declaration

H. Letter of Response from CalTrans

VJB:cdn - VJIBCO641.ACU
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Attachment A

County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Division

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit or Project File Numbers: Hearing Date: March 25, 1992
SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002,
CDP 91-0055, and LLA 92-0001

Prepared By: Valerie J. Barone For Adoption By: Planning Commission

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

Regarding the Negative Declaration

Find:

1. The Planning Commission does hereby find that this Negative Declaration
reflects the independent judgment of San Mateo County.

2. That the Negative Declaration is complete, correct and adequate and
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act and
applicable State and County guidelines.

3. That on the basis of the Initial Study, comments received thereto, and
testimony presented and considered at the public hearing, that there is
no substantial evidence that the project will have a significant effect
on the environment.

Regarding the Subdivision and Lot Line Adjustment

Find:

1. That, in accordance with Section 66473.5 of the Subdivision Map Act, this
map as modified in Attachment D, together with the provisions for its
design and improvement is consistent with the San Mateo County General
Plan.

2. That the site is physically suitable for the type of development and for
the proposed density of development.

3. That the design of the subdivision and proposed improvements are not
likely to cause serious public health problems, to cause substantial
environmental damage, or substantially and avoidable injure fish and
wildlife or their habitat. '

4. That the design of the subdivision or the type of the improvements would

not conflict with easements, acquired by the public-at-large, for access
through or use of, property within the proposed subdivision.
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That the design of the subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for
future passive natural heating..or cooling opportunities.

That the benefits of additional housing are gkeater than any negative
effects the subdivision would have on fiscal and environmental resources.

That this project was processed in accordance with the County’s Lot Line
Adjustment procedures.

Regarding the Street Improvement Exception

Find that extraordinary hardship or damage would be imposed on the
applicants if the strict application of the County Road Standards were
followed. The modifications proposed in this application are in harmony
with the general purpose and objectives of the County Stréet Improvement
Regulations and the public health, safety, and welfare of the people of

San Mateo County will be protected.

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit

Find on the basis of the information contained in the staff report, that
the project conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and standards
of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Department of'Public Works

1.

The applicants shall provide appropriate documentation to the Department
of Public Works and to the Planning Division confirming that portions of
Hermosa Avenue and portions of Alto Avenue have, in fact, been abandoned
and/or vacated as indicated on the Vestino Tentative Map.

The applicants shall have designed (by a registered civil engineer) and
the applicants shall construct an on-site private street to serve the
proposed lots of this subdivision. This street shall be designed and
constructed to no less than the standards for an "Urban Private Street."
The street shall be posted for no parking and it shall terminate in a
turn-around meeting the requirements of the applicable fire jurisdiction
and the San Mateo County Department of Public Works.

The applicants shall have prepared by a registered civil engineer, a
drainage analysis of the proposed subdivision and submit it to the
Department of Public Works for review and approval. The drainage
analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of
the storm water onto, over, and off of the property being subdivided
shall be detailed on the plan and shall include adjacent lands as
appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow.
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The analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate
drainage. Post development flows.and velocities shall not exceed those
that existed in the predeveloped state. Recommended measures shall be
designed and included in the street improvement plans (per Condition #2),
and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.

The applicants shall record documents which address maintenance respon-
sibilities of both the private road and any private drainage facilities

. which may be constructed. Prior to recording these documents, they shall

be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review.

The applicants shall prepare a plan indicating the proposed method of
sewering these properties. This plan should be included on the improve-
ment plans (per Condition #2), and submitted to the Department of Public
Works for review. Upon completion of this review, the applicants or
their engineer shall have these approve plans signed by the appropriate
sewer district.

The applicants shall dedicate Sanitary Sewer Easements for any portion
of the sewer main which Ties outside of existing public sanitary sewer
easements, if applicable.

the applicants shall submit to both the Department of Public Works and
the Planning Division, written certification from the appropriate water
district (Redwood City Water) stating that their requirements to provide
water service connections to the proposed parcels of this subdivision
have been met.

Any potable water system work required by the appropriate district within
the County right-of-way shall not be commenced until County requirements
for the issuance of an encroachment permit have been met. Plans for such
work shall be reviewed by the Department of Public Works prior to the
issuance of the permit.

The applicants shall submit written certification from the appropriate
energy and communication utilities to the Department of Public Works and
the Planning Division stating that they will provide energy and communi-
cation services to the proposed parcels of this subdivision.

Any proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall not
begin until County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment
permit, including review of the plans, have been met.

"As-Built" plans of all construction required by these conditions shall
be prepared and signed by the subdivider’s engineer upon completion of
all work. The "As-Built" plans shall be accompanied by a written cer-
tification from the engineer that all private facilities have been
completed in conformance with the approved plans.
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13.

14.

The applicants shall submit a plan to the Department of Public Works
showing driveway access to each of the parecels complying with County
standards for driveway slopes (not exceeding 20%). This plan and
driveway slopes shall be prepared from elevations and alignment from the
improvement plans required by Condition #1.

The provisions of the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern all
grading on and adjacent to the site. A “Grading Permit" would be
required for construction of the private road unless exempted by the
above ordinance.

The applicants shall submit a parcel map to the Department of Public
Works for review and recording.

Planning Division

15.

16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

Approval of these permits is for the project as described and modified in
this staff report, only. Minor modifications may be made subject to the
review and approval of the Planning Director.

The applicants shall comply with the significant tree ordinance.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall replace each sig-
nificant tree approved for removal with up to three seedlings; number,
size, and species to be approved by the Planning Director.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall pay a surety deposit
to insure the maintenance of all replacement seedlings. The amount and
duration of the surety shall be determined on a case-by-case basis by the
Planning Director.

The applicants shall design residences for the subject properties which
are in compliance with the Design Review Ordinance and the Local Coastal
Program.

Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall design residences
which follow the natural topography of the site. The house should follow
the natural slope of the hill and stair-step down the slope if necessary.
Grading on each site shall be limited to that required to construct a
residence which has been designed to follow the topography and to provide
access to that residence. The filling or grading of the hillside to
provide flat yard areas shall not be allowed.

The applicants shall 1imit the height of all proposed structures so that
no portion of the structure extends above the tree canopy on the site.

The applicants shall employ earth tone colors which blend with the

natural environment on the exterior of all structures on each site, to
the satisfaction of the Planning Director.
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Regarding parcels 1 through 4: the applicants shall create a document,
to the satisfaction of the Planning Director and County Counsel, which
outlines the above three tree protection restrictions and the above four
development restrictions for the benefit of all future owners of parcels
1 through 4. This document shall be recorded at the time of recordation
of the final parcel map. Further, the Commission recommends the above
seven development restrictions be included on each parcel’s deed.

The applicants shall obtain a grading permit for all proposed roadway
improvements prior to regrading or widening Miramar Road.

Building_Inspection Section

25.

The applicants shall provide a drainage analysis and plan which demon-:
strates that development on these parcels will not increase run-off
surface water to adjoining parcels. (This requirement appears to be

a duplicate of one of the Department of Public Works. However, the
Building Inspection Section’s concerns are with run-off to other parcels
where the Department of Public Works’ would be run-off to the right-of-
way.

Environmental Health Division

26. The applicants shall install or extend a sanitary sewer main to serve
Lots 1 through 7 to the satisfaction of the Granada Sanitary District and
the Department of Public Works. ‘

27. The applicants shall install or extend a water main to serve all parcels
to the satisfaction of the Coastside County Water District and the
Department of Public Works.

Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District

28. The applicants shall meet all requirements of the Half Moon Bay fire
Marshall.

CalTrans

29. The applicants shall obtain an encroachment permit for any work proposed

within the State right-of-way.

VJB:cdn - VJBCO641.ACU
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, PLANNING DIVISION
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

A notice, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as
amended (Public Resources Code 21,000, et seq.) that the following project:
Williamson/Guntren Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision, Street Improvement
and Utility Extension, when implemented will not have a significant impact on
the environment. ENDORSED

IN THE OFFICE Gf 7iir
FILE NOS.: SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, COP 91-0055, LLA 92-0001 FILED counmy i0Fce o i

SAN MATEQ COUNTY, Az ¢

OWNERS/APPLICANTS: Williamson and Guntren FEB 031992

ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NOS.: 048-073-010; 048-074-020 WARREN SLOCUM, County Gieri
By - DATRICIA EICCHRACH

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION DEFUTY CLERK

The applicants propose to do the following: (1) a lot Tline adjustment and
minor subdivision creating seven lots, 10,000 square foot or larger, out of
four existing legal lots; (2) install a water service main from an existing
Coastside County Water District water tank along Miramar Drive for approxi-
mately 585 feet; (3) extend a Granada Sanitary System sewer main from the
intersection of the Cabrillo Highway and Alto Avenue, east on Alto Avenue
approximately 820 feet and approximately 520 feet north up Terrace Avenue from
Alto Avenue; (4) widen the existing private access road, Miramar Drive, to a
width of 20 feet with 16 feet of paving; (5) reduce the existing grade of
Miramar'Drive to a maximum slope of 23.5%; and (6) extend gas, electrical,
cable and phone lines to the subject property. All utility extensions would
be undergrounded. Location: Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive, Miramar - San
Mateo County.

FINDINGS AND BASIS FOR A NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The Planning Division has reviewed the initial study for the project and,
based upon substantial evidence in the record, finds that:

1. The project will not adversely affect water or air quality or increase
noise levels substantially;

2. The project will not have adverse impacts on the flora or fauna of the
area; :

3. The project will not degrade the aesthetic quality of the area;
4. The project will not have adverse impacts on traffic or land use;
5. In addition, the project will not:

a. Create impacts which have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment.

b. Create impacts which achieve short-term to the disadvantage of long-
term environmental goals.
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c. Create impacts for a project which are individually limited, but
cumulatively considerable;

d. Create environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse
effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly.

The County of San Mateo has, therefore, determined that the environmental
impact of the project is insignificant.

MITIGATION MEASURES included in the project to avoid potentially significant
effects:

N/A
RESPONSTBLE AGENCY CONSULTATION

California Coastal Commission

INITIAL STUDY

The San Mateo County Planning Division has reviewed the Environmental
Evaluation of this project and has found that the probable environmental
impacts are insignificant. A copy of the initial study is attached.

REVIEW PERIOD  February 5, 1992 to March 5, 1992

A11 comments regarding the correctness, completeness, or adequacy of this
Negative Declaration must be received by the County Planning Division, 590
Hamilton Street, Redwood City, no later than 5:00 p.m., XX.

CONTACT PERSON

Valerie J. Barone, Project Planner
415/363-1930 i

I
\

]
'““”'\\ \\;;QLK‘fov*“~'

Va]er1e J. Harone, Project Planner

VJB:kcd - VJIBCO274 .NKH
CPD FORM A-ENV-35 -
FMT00014 - 7/90
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1.b.

2.b.

2.9.

O O

EXPLANATIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS OF RESPONSES

Hi]]iamson/Guntren‘Lot Line Adjustment, Minor Subdivision,
Street Improvement and Utility Extension
(File Nos. SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, CDP 91-0055, LLA 92-0001

This project includes construction on slopes in excess of 15% grade.
Grades on the subject site range from 20% slopes to 42% slopes.
Proposed as part of this project is the installation of utilities,
including water and sewer system mains, and improvements to Miramar
Drive. The improvements proposed on slopes in excess of 15% are not
expected to cause any significant environmental impacts because all of
the grading would be performed to County standards as outlined in the .
County’s Grading Ordinance. Prior to roadway construction, the
applicants must obtain a grading permit; the Zoning Hearing. Officer
would decide on the grading permit application for this project.

This project would also facilitate the future construction of seven
homes, three more homes than currently allowed on the subject property;
each home would be constructed on slopes in excess of 15% grade and
three of the homes are proposed for construction on slopes in excess of
30%. The applicants have submitted a geotechnical report which includes
slope stability information on each of the proposed home sites. The
County geologist has noted that it would be possible to design homes for
each of the proposed lots which meet County building and geotechnical
standards and maintain the structural integrity of the hillside. At the
time of submitting for a building permit application, the design of each
residence would be reviewed for conformance with County standards.

The road improvements proposed under this project would require the
removal of 10 significant eucalyptus trees and one significant pine
tree. All eleven trees are within Miramar Drive’s right-of-way. The
removal of these trees is not considered significant.

The road improvements along approximately 1,100 lineal feet of Miramar
Drive east of The Crossways would require clearing approximately 11,000
square feet of land covered with grasses, shrubs and 11 significant
trees. Clearing this area should not create any significant environ-
mental impacts: An erosion control would be required as part of the
grading permit, no sensitive habitats have been identified in the
subject area, the roadway already exists, and all improvements to the
roadway must be to County geotechnical standards.

The eventual development of home sites on each of the seven proposed
lots would require additional clearing, including the removal of
significant trees. The exact number of trees which would need to be
removed in order to accommodate a home site on each lot would depend
upon the size and location of each proposed residence; on some lots no
trees would need to be removed, on other lots three to four significant
trees might require removal. The development of each lot is not part of
this project proposal. The applicants have indicated the lots would be
developed one or two at a time. The site specific impacts of clearing
building sites on each of the lots would be reviewed under each building
permit. No cumulative land clearing impacts are expected: the subject
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EXPLANATIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS OF RESPONSES
File Nos. SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, CDP 91-0055, LLA 92-0001
Page 2

property is zoned for residential development; all proposed lots meet or
exceed the minimum building site requirements; any proposed residential
development would have to meet zoning requirements in terms of setbacks
and lot coverage; and any tree removal would require review and approval
by the Planning Division.

3.b. Materials submitted by the applicants indicate that grading associated
with the proposed roadway improvements would total 2,025 cubic yards of
cut and 300 cubic yards of fill. This is not expected to create
significant environmental impacts because all proposed grading must be
performed in accordance with the County’s Grading Ordinance. See 1.b
above.

4.c. This project is an initial step in the development of seven residences
on the subject property. The addition of single family residences on
currently vacant property would increase noise levels in the general
area. This impact is not considered significant because the noise would
be generated from everyday 1iving activity and would not be detrimental
to people in the immediate or surrounding area.

4.f. Noise Tevels in excess of ‘levels established in the County’s Grading
Ordinance are not expected. A1l work performed on-site would be subject
to the County’s Noise Ordinance. S

4.9. Surface water runoff from the subject property would not be increased by
either the project proposed in this application or by future construc-
tion of seven residences on the subject property. Prior to filing a
final map for this proposed lot line adjustment and subdivision, the
applicants must submit a drainage analysis to the County Planning and
Building Division and Public Works Department which demonstrates that
development of these parcel would not increase surface water runoff onto
adjoining parcels or onto any road right-of-ways.

4.h. This project would require approval from the Granada Sanitary District
and the Coastside County Water District. Any decision made by the
County on this project is appealable to the California Coastal
Commission.

4.i. Sewer service for the seven lots resulting from this project would be
provided by the Granada Sanitary District. Water service would be
provided from Coastside County Water District. The subject property has
priority status for sewer and water service under Local Coastal Program
Table 2.7 and 2.17; the subject lots are part of the Miramar mergers.
Both the sewer district and the water district have indicated they have
priority hook-ups available.

5.c. The improvements proposed for Miramar Road would create access to
11 existing legal lots, as well as the seven proposed lots. Staff from
the County’s Public Works Department estimates that each single family
residence generates approximately 10 car trips each day (five round-
trips). Therefore, if each of the 18 lots which front Miramar Road were
developed, traffic in the neighborhood could increase by approximately
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EXPLANATIONS AND CLARIFICATIONS OF RESPONSES
File Nos. SMN 91-0017, SIE 91-0002, CDP 91-0055, LLA 92-0001

Page 3

5.

o O

o~

f.

(M Q.

P

180 vehicular trips per day. Staff from the County’s Public Works
Department have indicated that none of the roads in the neighborhood of
the subject property are at capacity nor or there any unusual safety
hazards. Therefore, no significant impact on traffic patterns or safety
is expected to result from the proposed road improvements.

The above estimate of 180 vehicular trips a day is considered a high ,
estimate because only eight or nine of the lots which would benefit from
the road improvements would also benefit from the sewer and water main
extensions, including the seven lots proposed by this project. There-
fore, Planning staff estimates that-the increase in traffic due to this
project would be approximately 80 to 90 vehicular trips a day.

This project would require obtaining public services, but it is not
anticipated to adversely affect the capacity of the public
infrastructure of the area.

This proposed project would facilitate the development of residences on
currently vacant property both on and off site. This is not considered
a significant impact because the County’s General Plan designates the
area as Medium Low Density Residential (2.4-6 density units/acre), the
Zoning Ordinance classifies the land as Single Family Residential
(R-1/5-9), and the Local Coastal Program includes the area on the urban
side of the urban/rural boundary. The maximum density allowed in the
R-1/S-9 Zoning District is 4.3 residences per acre. The density pro-
posed in this application is 3.9 residences per acre, this falls within
the allowable density levels of the property’s General Plan designation
and Zoning District.

This project could also facilitate single family residential development
on neighboring properties. There are approximately 24 other building
sites, all of which are zoned for single family residential development,

which may benefit from either the new roadway; the new sewer main; the

new water main; the extension of gas, cable, and phone lines; or some
combination of all four. This is not considered a significant impact
because all of the lots affected are legal and zoned for single family
residential development. Please see response 5.c above.

This project is within the Cabrillo Highway County Scenic Corridor.
Currently there are four legal lots on the subject property. The
addition of three more lots, which would equal three more single family
residences is not expected to create any significant visual impacts. At
the time of building permit application each of the seven residences
would be reviewed against the design criteria within the Coastside
Design Review Ordinance. This regulation requires residences to be
integrated into the natural landscape, which would minimize their visual
impact on the surrounding area. ’
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY PETE WILSON, Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
BOX 7310

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120

(415) 923-4444

February 26, 1992

Ms. Valerie J. Barone, Project Planner SM-1-32.00
County of San Mateo Planning Division SCH# 92023009
690 Hamilton Street SM001167

RE:  WILLIAM AND GUNTREN - AP# 048-073-010; .048-074-020: The
proposal for a lot line adjustment and minor subdivision creating seven 10,000 square
foot lots out of four existing legal lots at Terrace Avenue and Miramar Drive.

Dear Ms. Barone:

Thank you for including the California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
the continuing stages of the environmental review process. . We have reviewed the above
referenced document and forward the following comments:

ltem 5¢c states that approximately 180 vehicular trips per day will be generated from
the 18 lots for which access will be provided. Please provide the existing turning volumes at
the Route 1/Mirada intersection to which these 180 trips will be added.

We request that the following information be provided for peak AM/PM ftraffic volumes
and movements at the State Route 1/Miramar Road Intersection: '

a) existing traffic,  b) existing plus project traffic, and -

c) existing plus project traffic plus cumulative traffic. '

An encroachment permit must be obtained for any work within the State right-of-way.
A completed application, environmental documentation, and five (5) sets of the revised plans
should be submitted to the following address:

Permit Engineer
P.O. Box 7310
San Francisco, CA 94120
(415) 557-1984

Should you have any questions regarding these comments please contact David E. Johnson
of my staff at (415) 904-9653 or 904-9652 respectively.

Sincerely,

PRESTON W. KELLEY
District Director

GARY F.ié%%
District CEQA Coordinator

cc: Susan Pultz, MTC
Sally Germain, ABAG
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA }ss.
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO }
On November 15, 1995 before me, M. Joseph, personally appeared

Joseph T. Guntren

personally known to me (or proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be
the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized
cabacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s) or

the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

u‘fh' Froahf 4 e

JERE R e b R R

M. JOSEPH  §
By COMM. #10109255 %
¥/ NOTARY PUBLIC - CALIFORNIA A
SAN MATEO COUNTY -
mission Expires March 2, 1008 g

WITNESS my hand and officigl seal.

(This area for official notarial seal)

Title of Document; Restrictions
Date of Document: No. of Pages:
Other signatures not acknowledged:

3008-SM (1/94)(General)
First American Title Insurance Company
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY ' : PETE WILSON, Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

CENTRAL COAST AREA OFFICE
440 CAPITOLA ROAD

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95062
(408) 479-3511

July 20, 1992

Valerie J. Barone, Project Planner
San Mateo County Planning Division
Mail Drop 5500

590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

SUBJECT: Appeal of CDP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017,
LLA 92-001, and SIE 91-0002 (Williamson/Guntren)
Coastal Commission File Number: A-3-SMC-92-49

Dear Ms. Barone:

Thank you for your letter of July 10, 1992, setting forth the County's interpretation of
the various Coastal Act and Zoning Regulation sections that bear on this appeal.

Coastal Commission staff believes that a substantial issue may exist with respect to the
grounds on which this appeal has been filed.

Section 6328.5(1) of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations states that, "Lot line
adjustments not resulting in an increase in the number of lots" are exempt from a
Coastal Development Permit. Lots 6 and 7, as shown on the Proposed Site Plan
(Attachment C to the Planning Commission staff report), apparently could be created
independently of the lot line adjustment. Lots 1,2,3,4, and 5, as shown on that site
plan, all depend on the lot line adjustment. Although the 1ot line adjustment in and of
itself does not create any additional lots, it does facilitate the subdivision. Without
the lot line adjustment, there would not be enough land area to allow for the creation
of three new lots in conformity with the LCP. The lot line adjustment does result in an
increase in the number of lots, it is development, it is subject to a Coastal
Development Permit, and is therefore appealable to the Coastal Commission.

Where there is now one parcel with its building site on slopes greater than 30%, there
would be three parcels with their building sites on slopes greater than 30%. We believe
that there is an intimate and inseparable linkage between the lot line adjustment and
the subdivision. We urge the County to not record the lot line adjustment approval form.

You will be receiving a copy of the staff report for this appeal. A substantial issue
hearing before the Commission is tentatively scheduled for August 13, 1992. If you have
any questions, please call.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

David Loomis
Assistant District Director

Sl Guin

Steve Guiney
Coastal Planner
DL/SG/cm
0015S
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July 20, 1992

valerie J. Barone, Project Planner
San Mateo County Planning Division
Mail Drop 5500

590 Hamilton Street, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063

SUBJECT: Appeal of COP 91-0055, SMN 91-0017,
LLA 92-001, and SIE 91-0002 (Williamson/Guntren)
Coastal Commission File Number: A-3-SMC-92-49

Dear Ms. Barone:

Thank you for your letter of July 10, 1992, setting forth the County's interpretation of
the various Coastal Act and Zoning Regulation sections that bear on this appeal.

Coastal Commission staff believes that a substantial issue may exist with respect to the
grounds on which this appeal has been filed.

Section 6328.5(i) of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations states that, "Lot line
adjustments not resulting in an increase in the number of lots" are exempt from a
Coastal Development Permit. Lots 6 and 7, as shown on the Proposed Site Plan
(Attachment C to the Planning Commission staff report), apparently could be created
independently of the lot line adjustment. Lots 1,2,3,4, and 5, as shown on that site
plan, all depend on the lot line adjustment. Although the lot line adjustment in and of
jtself does not create any additional lots, it does facilitate the subdivision. Without
the lot line adjustment, there would not be enough land area to allow for the creation
of three new lots in conformity with the LCP. The lot line adjustment does result in an
increase in the number of lots, it is development, it is subject to a Coastal
Development Permit, and is therefore appealable to the Coastal Commission.

Where there is now one parcel with its building site on slopes greater than 30%, there
would be three parcels with their building sites on slopes greater than 30%. We believe
that there is an intimate and inseparable linkage between the lot line adjustment and
the subdivision. We urge the County to not record the lot line adjustment approval form.

You will be receiving a copy of the staff report for this appeal. A substantial issue
hearing before the Commission is tentatively scheduled for August 13, 1992. If you have
any questions, please call.

Thank you.
1%“ﬂ-'n&JkL( Wluu»}yyfmli, K o~ Sincerely,
FYT David Loomis
Tw shoct Cc stkf lpelieves Assistant District Director
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