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Good Morning Ruemel,
Attached are some additional comments to add to our first set of comments on the referenced
project.
We are requesting that you submit this project to the Planning Commission for a hearing and
evaluate whether this project will require a CDP.  
Please confirm that you received this.
Thank you
-Anne
Anne C. Martin

March 26, 2021

Ruemel Panglao, Project Planner
Planning & Building Department
455 County Center, 2d Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
Re: Additional Comments PLN2021-00090 Tree Removal Miramar Drive APN 048-076-120 (“TEG
Parcel”)
Dear Ruemel,
We are residents of 620 Miramar Drive. On March 23, we submitted an initial set of comments
opposing this project. We wish to add some additional comments.
Our first set of comments opposed the tree removal on the grounds that this was an attempt to
piecemeal a larger project, risks of erosion and landslides and a questionable arborist report
about “poor condition” of a group of trees in an area where Applicant wishes to build a road.
We requested that an independent arborist be brought out to inspect the trees and render his
or her opinion on their condition and the risk they pose to neighboring properties.
On reviewing county regulations, the Arborist Report and application submitted by Applicant,
we have the following additional comments


We request that Applicant’s permit application be referred to the Planning
Commission for a hearing since Applicant’s parcel is within the Scenic Corridor.
Under Sec 12,002.1 of the County tree ordinance, any tree removal permit “which
involves substantial alteration of vegetation within a scenic corridor shall be acted
upon by the Planning Commission.”
The removal of nine large trees from the northern portion of Applicant’s lot is a
substantial alteration of vegetation within a scenic corridor – especially when one
considers Applicant’s tendency to strip virtually all vegetation when cutting trees.
In January 2021, Applicant’s crew removed virtually all vegetation and over 34 live
trees from the commonly owned median on Miramar Drive. A few of the removed
trees may have required a permit (VIOL2021-00012). Based on their past behavior
and their desire to build a road in that vicinity, it’s reasonable to assume that
Applicant will clear entire northern border of their lot of all vegetation. This falls
within the ordinance definition of “substantial alteration of vegetation.”

Attachment A is a photo of our hill as seen from across Highway 1 after the January
clearing of the median. The gap in the tree canopy created by Applicant exposes the
unsightly water tank and a cell tower. If Applicant is granted this permit, he will
create another unsightly gap permanently altering the scenic beauty of our hills.


Applicant’s Arborist Report incorrectly implies that CAL Fire considered the trees
to be removed a hazard.
Deputy Seely of the CAL Fire who issued the Oct 28 notice has confirmed to me in
Attachment B that the notice only required removal of dead trees and did NOT
require removal of live trees. As of today, there are 10 dead trees on Applicant’s lot
which have not been removed and are not included in this application.



Applicant’s Project May Require a Coastal Development Permit
Since Applicant’s parcel lies within the Coastal Zone and his project involves the
“removal of major vegetation” under Sec 6238.3(h) of the Coastal Development
regulations, he should be required to apply for a CDP. Clearing a portion of a steep
hill of a group of nine significant trees along with smaller trees and other vegetation
would appear to fall within the definition of development under the Coastal
regulations.

In summary, we request that the county (1) arrange for an independent arborist to inspect
Applicant’s trees and (2) submit Applicant’s application to the Planning Commission for a public
hearing and (3) evaluate whether this application requires a CDP.
Thank you

Sincerely,
Anne C. Martin
Richard L. Martin

Anne Martin

Re: Extensive tree cutting and clearing on public property
1 message
Seely, Austin@CALFIRE <Austin.Seely@fire.ca.gov>
Wed, Jan 13, 2021 at 1:41 PM
To:
"
>
Cc: Diana Shu <dshu@smcgov.org>, CALFIRE CZU Coastside Fire Marshal Office <cfpdfiremarshal@fire.ca.gov>

Anne,
We issued a correction notice for APN 048-076-120 on October 28th, 2020. I have attached the
notice to the email, for further clarification. It details all the specifications that we require. Nowhere
in our ordinance does it require the removal of live trees. We require limbing up low branches to 6ft
above the ground, and removal of dead trees. This written letter is the only communication we
have had with the owner. No verbal exchanges or agreements were made. This correction notice
is only valid for the parcel in question, not surrounding parcels.

Austin Seely
Deputy Fire Marshal

CAL FIRE

San Mateo County Fire
Office: (650) 573-3846
Cell: (650) 477-0327

From: Riddell, John@CALFIRE <John.Riddell@fire.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2021 9:34 AM
To: CALFIRE CZU Coastside Fire Marshal Oﬃce <cfpdfiremarshal@fire.ca.gov>
Subject: Fw: Extensive tree cu ng and clearing on public property

Aus n not sure if you were on this email chain.

John Riddell
Deputy Fire Marshal

CAL FIRE
San Mateo County
Coastside Office (650) 726-5213
San Mateo Office (650) 573-3846
Coastside Fax (650) 726-0132
San Mateo Fax (650) 573-3850
john.riddell@fire.ca.gov

From: Diana Shu <dshu@smcgov.org>
Sent: Wednesday, January 13, 2021 8:30 AM
To: Anne Mar n

>

Cc: Chris na Corpus <CCorpus@smcgov.org>; Riddell, John@CALFIRE <John.Riddell@fire.ca.gov>; Lisa Aozasa
<laozasa@smcgov.org>
Subject: RE: Extensive tree cu ng and clearing on public property
Warning: this message is from an external user and should be treated with caution.

Hi Anne
I believe what I sent you stated:
A. Roads were never dedicated to the county – private
B. Roads were never accepted by the county – private
C. Since no single user owns the road, you all may create a homeowners associa on as you all jointly have
interest in the road in this subdivision. You may contact a land a orney to do this.
D. Once you have a HOA you can determine what responsibility the homeowners have and what fees you wish to
charge each homeowner for their use of the road including vegeta on management, drainage, paving, etc. .
E. You may also wish to contact CalFire to see what requirements they would impose on the homeowners for ﬁre
protec on along these roads.
F. You may contact the sheriﬀ’s oﬃce if you have con nued disturbance
Public Works does not issue permits on private roads.
Tree removal permits are issued by the Planning Department for trees over 12” diameter at breast height. Erosion –
would be another area that the Code Enforcement Oﬃcer can review.
Best
Diana

From: Anne Mar n <
>
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2021 10:52 PM
To: Diana Shu <dshu@smcgov.org>
Subject: Re: Extensive tree cu ng and clearing on public property
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and know
the content is safe, do not click links, open a achments or reply.

Dear Diana
Thank you so much for responding so promptly to my email.
Can you please provide me with the documenta on that shows that all neighbors have a right to use this private
road? We can't ﬁnd any informa on in our deeds and when the Sheriﬀ was called out by the majority of the
neighbors about the extensive cu ng and clearing, the Singhs claimed that they owned it mul ple mes.
You also men oned that there was a permit issued for this work. The Singhs never men oned they had a permit and
the gentleman whom I spoke to in enforcement didn't men on it. Could you please tell me where I can get a copy of
this permit and who reviewed the applica on for this project. I am shocked that the neighbors never received no ce
of a project that has completely altered the character of their neighborhood and appears to create a signiﬁcant
erosion problem since the hill above a por on of this private road was literally stripped of vegeta on.
A ached are pictures that I took of the hill above are road that has been stripped of vegeta on.
Thank you so much.

On Tue, Jan 12, 2021 at 4:18 PM Diana Shu <dshu@smcgov.org> wrote:
Hi Ann
Sco asked me to respond to you regarding this situa on.
My understanding is that county code enforcement reviewed their project and determined that they could cut
down trees less than 12” diameter at breast height without permit.
If greater than 12” in diameter, then they would need a tree removal permit.
The right of way on Miramar Ave between Terrace and End of Road is a private road. As residents, all the neigbhors
have a right to use this road for access. So Singh and Choudhry could cut down the trees unless a majority of
neighbors protest. If Singh and Choudhry con nue, then you will need to sue them for damages.
As we have no jurisdic on over this por on of roadway, I suggest you contact your neighbors to send them a
pe on to cease and desist.
Best
Diana

From: Anne Mar n < >
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2021 2:49 PM
To: Sco Burklin
Subject: Extensive tree cu ng and clearing on public property
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of San Mateo County. Unless you recognize the sender's email address and
know the content is safe, do not click links, open a achments or reply.

Dear Sco
I am wri ng to inform you that two individuals in our neighborhood – TJ Singh and Trip Choudhry have been
cu ng trees and clearing brush on publicly owned land despite my and several other neighbors’ strong
objec ons. This has had the eﬀect of transforming a signiﬁcant por on of our neighborhood into a barren treeless
wasteland. Singh and Choudhry are owners of APN 048 076 120 – an undeveloped parcel in the neighborhood.
A ached are maps that show the lots in the neighborhood and a survey showing the wedge shaped piece of
property that is the median on which work is being done.Work is also being done on public property close to the
Miramar Tank owned by CCWD.
This started Saturday Jan 9 when I saw that a crew from Orchard started cu ng trees on the publicly owned
median which faces the front of my home at 620 Miramar Drive. This was without any no ce to me or the
majority of the other neighbors on our block except for the family living at 600 Miramar.
I had been told in Sept 2020 by Mr. Rasmussen, County Roads Manager the Median and Miramar Drive is a
publicly owned right of way under county management. The property was dedicated by the developer as public
property.

Singh claimed that he owns the median and said he was “maintaining the median” pursuant to requests from
neighbors (who he wouldn’t name) to remove the brush and small trees since they were a ﬁre hazard. He also said
CAL ﬁre had directed him to do this work. He said he was afraid of being sued for damage caused by a tree from
the median falling on someone’s house or car.
Because he was planning to cut down trees directly in front of my home, I called the sheriﬀ. A er the Sheriﬀ spent
4 hours in our neighborhood, he was not able to conclusively establish who owned the median. He did get Singh
to agree to refrain from cu ng any trees on the median in front of 610, 620 and 630 Miramar Drive un l
ownership of the median is determined. The neighbors at those addresses agreed to get a survey and also stated
they wanted to maintain the publicly owned median.
A er doing a signiﬁcant amount of tree cu ng and clearing on the southern por on of the median on Saturday,
Singh and Choudhry’s crew returned early Monday morning and proceeded to cut more trees and clear more
brush from public property on the median and also on public property going up the hill adjacent to the CCWD
water tank. This was despite strong opposi on from the majority of neighbors in the neighborhood.
Today the crew returned again to clear brush on the southern end of the median and cut more trees on public
property. As I write the crew is con nuing to cut trees and clear brush. The Sheriﬀ has been called to this
neighborhood by irate neighbors numerous mes as they con nue to cut tree and create a treeless barren
landscape in our neighborhood. We are concerned about erosion problems since the hillside over the retaining
wall has been stripped of a lot vegeta on.
I am wri ng to ask that the County provide me with wri en evidence that the public right of way and median in
front of my home is property dedicated to the public. A ached are several maps which we showed Singh which
show that he does not own this property. He dismissed it as inconclusive and demanded we give him deﬁnite proof
that this area is public property and un l then he will con nue to work on that property.
I am reques ng wri en documenta on from the county Miramar Drive – both the paved and dirt por on going up
the hill and the median on Miramar Drive are publicly owned property.
John Bologna in Planning said that he thought this work would require an encroachment permit. I am not aware
that any permit has been obtained.
Since Singh has been doing work on this property which he does not own, which signiﬁcantly alters the character
of our neighborhood over the objec on the majority of the neighbors, I request that you issue a cease and desist
order prohibi ng him from doing any work on public property in this neighborhood.
Please call me at
-Anne
Anne C. Martin

-Anne
Anne C. Martin

if you have any ques ons.
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Carrie Blanton
Ruemel Panglao
Comments on PLN2021-00090
Wednesday, March 24, 2021 12:57:54 PM
20210324 Letter Regarding PLN2-21-00090 Tree Removal Permit (Blanton).pdf

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

Dear Ruemel,
Attached please find our comments on the Significant Tree Removal Permit
(PLN2021-00090).  
The comments include:
1. A letter from us outlining our concerns and comments
2. Diagrams with pictures showing the location of trees for removal and dead trees
not marked for removal.
3. A Coastside Fire Notice
4. An excerpt from a geotechnical report
5. A full geotechnical report containing the above-referenced excerpt.
Please confirm receipt of this email, and please reach out to us if you have any
questions.
Sincerely,
Carrie and Paul Blanton
655 Miramar Drive, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

Paul and Carrie Blanton
655 Miramar Drive
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
March 24, 2021
Ruemel Panglao, Project Planner
Planning and Building Department
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 94063
Dear Mr. Panglao,
We are writing to express concerns about the notice we received for a Coastal Significant Tree
Removal Permit application (PLN2021-00090) for a vacant parcel in unincorporated Miramar
(APN: 048-076-120) in a Coastal Zone and a Scenic Corridor. We live at 655 Miramar Drive
(APN: 048-076-130). The permit is to remove nine trees, one DBH Monterey Pine, and eight
DBH Tasmanian Blue Gum eucalyptus. We are concerned about this permit for the following
reasons:
1. The permit does not address any of the ten dead trees on the vacant parcel. We are
concerned that the owners of APN: 048-076-120 did not apply for a permit to remove any
of the ten dead trees on their vacant parcel. On January 19, 2021, during a rainstorm, a
dead tree fell close to our fence (see Figure 3). Fortunately, there was no damage, but we
are concerned that the remaining dead trees are hazardous. All of the trees identified for
removal are alive. We have attached a map showing the approximate location of the trees
identified for removal (green indicators), dead trees on the vacant parcel (red indicators),
and before and after photos of the tree that fell close to our fence (see Figures 2 and 3).
Given that they claim to have an arborist report, they must know about the dead trees on
their vacant parcel. We ask that the county complete an arborist evaluation and
determine the risk level from the existing dead trees.
2. The permit does not address the fire hazards on the vacant parcel. The owners of the
vacant parcel (APN: 048-076-120) have referenced a Coastside Fire Correction Notice to
justify removing trees in the past. Based on the correction notice, they need to remove
any growth that is capable of being ignited. They have not cleared the dead underbrush
or dead trees, a fire concern (see Figures 3-10). I have attached the Coastside Fire
Correction Notice, which indicates that the risk is related to debris level (see Figures 14
and 15). We ask that the county complete an arborist report and fire risk evaluation to
determine the level of risk of the existing dead trees and underbrush.
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3. Erosion concerns. We are concerned that removing the nine trees will lead to an erosion
issue that will degrade our ability to access our property and other landowners' homes.
We access our property using the upper portion of Miramar Drive (see Figure 1). Based
on the attached geotechnical report completed in 1991 for subdivision purposes, we know
that any cutting or filling could create an unstable condition in the area; the report
recommends an investigation to reduce any risk (see Figure 13). We ask that the county
complete an evaluation to determine if the nine trees' removal on the vacant parcel will
lead to erosion issues for upper Miramar Drive and the surrounding homes and families
(see Figure 12).
4. A pattern of misconduct by the owners of the vacant parcel (APN: 048-076-120).
Finally, we are concerned that the past actions of the individuals applying for the tree
removal permit indicate that they will not comply with any requirements from the County
Planning and Building Departments. They used contractors to remove trees on the center
median of the community's private road (VIO2021-00012). They did not seek consent
for the tree removal from the neighbors, and when asked about their behavior, they cited
the Coastside Fire Correction Notice. Again, the Coastside Fire Correction notice is
attached and references their vacant parcel, not the median. Additionally, they have yet
to comply with a violation related to an unpermitted fence (VIO2017-00054) on their
vacant parcel (APN: 048-076-120). We are concerned that given their disregard for the
County Planning and Building Department's violation notices and the neighboring
families' concerns, they will not adhere to the requirements for replanting trees in our
Coastal Zone and Scenic Corridor.
In summary, we are concerned that this permit has little to do with removing trees in poor
condition and serves their desire to develop the vacant parcel while adversely affecting the
adjacent home residents. If the permit application is an honest attempt by the vacant parcel
owners to remove trees in poor condition, they would begin by removing the numerous dead
trees and debris.
We ask that the Community Development Director, the Planning Commission, and the Board of
Supervisors complete an evaluation on the effect that the proposed tree removal will have on
surrounding areas and complete a timely follow-up evaluation to ensure code compliance.

Sincerely,
Paul Blanton

Carrie Blanton

Homeowners of 655 Miramar Drive
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Figure 1: Area of Focus
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Figure 2: Trees marked for removal and dead trees on the vacant parcel (APN:048-076-120)
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Figure 3: Dead Tree #1
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Figure 4: Dead Tree #2
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Figure 5: Dead Tree #3
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Figure 6: Dead Tree #4
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Figure 7: Dead Tree #5
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Figure 8: Dead Tree #6
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Figure 9: Dead Tree #7
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Figure 10: Dead Tree #8 & #9
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Figure 11: Dead Tree #10
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Figure 12: Trees Marked for Removal
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Figure 13: Geotechnical Engineering Report referencing cutting or filling

Geotechnical Engineering Study, Proposed Subdivision of Nine Single Family Residences
Blocks 2, 3, and 6 on "Map of Subdivision Block 10 Miramar Terrace" Miramar Drive and
Hermosa Avenue, Miramar, California, Steve Deal Associates, Watsonville, CA 95076, Job
No. 91-K15, November 24, 1991.
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Figure 14: Coastside Fire Notice (Page 1 of 2)
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Figure 15: Coastside Fire Notice (Page 2 of 2)

17 | P a g e

