COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: February 13, 2019
TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Planning Staff

SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Certification of an Initial Study and Mitigated
Negative Declaration, and Coastal Development, Design Review,
Resource Management, and Grading permits, as well as a Lot Line
Adjustment, to construct four single-family residences, located on
Vallemar Street at Juliana Avenue, in the unincorporated Moss Beach
area of San Mateo County. This project is appealable to the California
Coastal Commission.

County File Number: PLN 2015-00380 (Moss Beach Associates, LLC)

PROPOSAL

The applicant proposes to merge and adjust seven existing legal vacant lots into four
lots, and to construct four new single-family residences, with detached two-car garages
(as described in the table below).

Lot 1 Lot 2 Lot 3 Lot 4
Parcel Size 23,473 sq. ft. 22,220 sq. ft. | 24,211 32,324 sq. ft.
House Size 4,020 sq. ft. 4,072sq.ft. | 4,018 sq. ft. 4,020 sq. ft.
Total Grading 250 cly cut 300clycut | Oclycut 50 cly cut
400 cly fill 500 cly fill 1100 cly fill 1100 cly fill
Tree Removal 1 9 9 11

Across all four lots, to be located between the west facing sides of the residential
development and the lots’ westernmost property lines (which includes much of the trail
along the ocean bluffs), is proposed a Conservation and Open Space Easement
(Easement) (covering approximately 36% of the project site) and will permanently
protect and restore the coastal prairie grassland and other rare plant species located on
and near the site, as well as access to and along the bluff top trail (and to accommodate
its relocation to due bluff erosion) to the west of the proposed development. The
Easement will be granted to a non-profit conservation organization/land trust and
preclude development and other activities that would degrade the biotic, scenic and



recreational resources and values, while obligating the project property owners to fund,
protect and manage these resources and values.

RECOMMENDATION

Certify the Mitigated Negative Declaration and approve the Coastal Development,
Design Review, Resource Management District Development Review, Grading Permits,
and Lot Line Adjustment (County File No: PLN 2015-00380).

SUMMARY

Setting. The undeveloped project site is zoned RM-CZ (Resource Management District-
Coastal Zone), surrounded to the north, east and south by single-family residential
zoning where the minimum parcel size is 5,000 square feet. The County Parks
Department’s Fitzgerald Marine Reserve lies between the project site’s westernmost
boundary, which includes the coastal bluff tops and extends to the beach below the
bluffs. A long-established trail runs along the westerly bluff top, which is mostly located
on the easterly half of the abandoned The Strand right-of-way, with a minor portion
located within the County’s Reserve area. The area in between the bluff-top trail and
the Monterey Cypress trees on the project sites eastern portion is generally comprised
of coastal prairie grasslands and other native and non-native species of groundcover
and other rare California native plants. Located just off and west of the project site
(west of the bluff-top trail on the Reserve land) is located a very rare plant species, the
Coast yellow leptosiphon CYL), recently listed as “endangered” under the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA).

Compliance with Design Review Standards. The project was considered by the
Coastside Design Review Committee (DRC) at three meetings. At the last meeting
(October, 2017), the DRC recommended approval, with the DRC Moss Beach
representative expressing concerns relative to the Design Review standard: “Building
Mass, Shape and Scale.” The issue of the size and scale of the four homes was also of
concern to several residents who commented on the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration (IS/MND) and is addressed in detail by the staff report, which concludes
that the project is in compliance with Design Review standards.

Compliance with General Plan, Local Coastal Program (LCP), RM-CZ, Grading and Lot
Line Adjustment Policies and Requirements. The project has been found to comply with
all applicable policies, criteria and regulations. The project was reviewed and found to
be consistent with LCP policies, including those under the “Sensitive Habitats,” “Visual
Resources,” “Hazards” and “Shoreline Access” (specifically access to and protection of
the bluff top trial into perpetuity) components.

Environmental Review. An IS/MND was prepared for this project and circulated from
January 17 through February 15, 2018. In response to the first circulation, comments
were received by the Midcoast Community Council, California Coastal Commission
(CCCQC), several nearby residents and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(F&W). F&W’s comments focused on the document’s impact conclusions and
associated mitigation measures (MMs) with regard to the rare plant species on and
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near the project site, and most specifically, the project’s potential impacts to the CYL,
known to occur on the west, adjacent County-owned Reserve and which was under
consideration as an “endangered” plant species pursuant to the CESA, it has since
been so designated. The CCC echoed similar concerns around adequate protection of
these plant species. In response to these concerns, a more comprehensive study of the
CYL and other identified rare plants was undertaken, and a revised IS/MND was
recirculated from October 10 through November 8, 2018.

The recirculated IS/MND added and expanded MMs to ensure better protection and
preservation of the CYL and other rare plants, as well as to ensure access and
preservation of the bluff top trail (together with the Easement, Habitat Management Plan
and Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions). In response, the CCC provided feedback
supportive of the project and F&W did not provide additional comments. Revised MMs
and conditions were also added in response to the Native American Heritage
Commission’s comments to ensure compliance with State law, and to address the
Department of Public Works’ comments regarding compliance with the Half Moon Bay
Airport ALUCP.

Several comments received from some neighbors (and echoed in the Midcoast
Council’'s comments) assert that the size, scale and height of the four houses are out of
character with the surrounding single family development, and will have an adverse
visual impact as seen from the beach down below the bluffs and from points along
Highway 1, Vallemar and Juliana. Concerns also included the number of Monterey
cypress trees to be removed.

Staff concludes that while the size of the four single-family dwellings (SFDs) are larger
than those in the surrounding (R-1/S-17) neighborhood, the project SFDs are located
on lots whose total size range 4.4 to 6.4 times the R-1 District’'s minimum lot size of
5,000 sq. ft., and thereby proportional to the project site. The four SFDs have been
located as far east on the project site as is feasible, both to mitigate issues around
future bluff top erosion and to protect the site’s sensitive habitat and visual resources.
The SFDs take access from and front onto Vallemar and maintain the minimum 50-foot
front and 20-foot side yard setbacks required by the RM-CZ development standards.
The number of Monterey cypress trees being removed and trimmed is due to the shear
density of the tree grove on that portion of the project site where the SFDs can best be
located to take access from Vallemar and protect environmentally and visually sensitive
areas area to the west.
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: February 13, 2019
TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Planning Staff

SUBJECT: Certification of an Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, and consideration
of Coastal Development, Design Review, Resource Management permits,
pursuant to Sections 6328.4, 6565.20 and 6903, respectively, of the
County Zoning Regulations, a Grading Permit, pursuant to Section 9283
of the County Building Regulations (Division VII, Chapter 5), and a Lot
Line Adjustment, pursuant to Section 7125 of the San Mateo County
Subdivision Regulations, to construct four single-family residences, with
associated grading, tree removal and installation of all required access
and utilities, located on Vallemar Street at Juliana Avenue, in the
unincorporated Moss Beach area of San Mateo County. This project
is appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

County File Number: PLN 2015-00380 (Moss Beach Associates, LLC)

PROPOSAL

Four new single-family dwellings (SFDs) are proposed on a 2.48 acre property,
currently comprised of seven parcels. The SFDs are proposed on four parcels that

will be reconfigured from the existing seven legal parcels via the Lot Line Adjustment
(LLA). The development proposed on each of the reconfigured lots is described below.

Lot 1: Construction of a new two-story, 4,020 sq. ft., single-family residence (with a

191 sq. ft. “catwalk” area providing access to a roof deck), with an attached (by

covered walkway) two-car 576 sq. ft. garage, including 510 sq. ft. of covered decks and
494 sq. ft. of exterior uncovered decks, located on a 23,473 sq. ft. parcel. Construction
of this residence includes the removal of one (1) significant (Monterey cypress) tree and
associated grading (250 cubic yards (cu/yds) of cut and 400 cu/yds of fill; net import
150 culyds).

Lot 2: Construction of a new two-story, 4,072 sq. ft. single-family residence (with

a 284 sq. ft. “catwalk”/conditioned floor area providing access to a roof deck), with

a 586 sq. ft. attached two-car garage, including 409 sq. ft. of covered decks and

291 sq. ft. of exterior uncovered decks, located on a 22,220 sq. ft. parcel. Construction
of this residence includes the removal of nine (9) significant and two (2) non-significant



(Monterey cypress) trees and associated grading (300 cu/yds of cut and 500 cu/yds of
fill; net import 200 cu/yds).

Lot 3: Construction of a new two-story, 4,018 sq. ft. single-family residence (with a
190 sq. ft. “catwalk” providing access to a roof deck), with an attached (by covered
walkway) 576 sq. ft. two car garage, including 502 sq. ft. of covered decks and 654 sq.
ft. of exterior uncovered decks, located on a 24,211 sq. ft. parcel. Construction of this
residence includes the removal of nine (9) significant (Monterey cypress) trees and
associated grading (0 cu/yds of cut and 1,100 cu/yds of fill; net import 1,100 cu/yds).

Lot 4: Construction of a new two-story, 4,020 sq. ft. single-family residence (includes a
189 sq. ft. “catwalk” providing access to a roof deck), with a 576 sq. ft. attached (by
covered walkway) two-car garage, including 477 sq. ft. of covered decks and 760 sq. ft.
of exterior uncovered decks, located on a 32,324 sq. ft. parcel. Construction of this
residence includes the removal of eleven (11) significant (Monterey cypress) trees and
associated grading (50 cu/yds of cut and 1,100 cu/yds of fill; net import 1,050 cu/yds).

In addition to the residential development described above, the project includes a
comprehensive plan for protecting, restoring, and maintaining the valuable natural and
recreational coastal resources that exist to the west of the proposed homes. A
Conservation and Open Space Easement (Easement) is proposed on all four lots (in
depths ranging from 97 feet to 173 feet), between the west facing sides of the
residential development and the mid-point of The Strand right-of-way, including the land
on which the trail along the ocean bluffs exists.) The size of the easement area is
approximately 0.92 acres, and the purpose of the easement is to permanently protect
and restore the Coastal Prairie Grassland and other rare plant species located within
this area. The easement also recognizes and protects the public’s ability to access the
bluff top trail, among other ways by providing for its potential future relocation to the
east, in the event that future bluff top erosion necessitates this move. Deed restrictions
requiring future owners to allow continued lateral access and future relocation of the trail
have been proposed by the applicant and must be recorded concurrently with the final
map. . The Easement will be granted to a non-profit conservation organization
acceptable to the Community Development Director, and will preclude any development
or other activities that would degrade the biotic, scenic and recreational resources and
values of the easement area. The Easement also obligates the future owners of the
developed properties to be members of the Moss Beach Homeowners Association
(HOA). The Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CCRs) of this HOA require future
owners to fund, protect and manage these resources, among other ways by
implementing the Habitat Management Plan (HMP) required by a recommended
condition of approval.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning Commission certify the Mitigated Negative Declaration and
approve the Coastal Development, Design Review, Resource Management District
Development Review and Grading Permits, and Lot Line Adjustment (County File



No: PLN 2015-00380), by making the required findings and adopting the conditions
of approval identified in Attachment A.

BACKGROUND

Report Prepared By: Dave Holbrook, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-1837
Applicant/Owner: Moss Beach Associates, LLC

Location: Vallemar Street at Julianna Avenue, Moss Beach. APNs: 037-086-230, -240,
-250, -260, -270, -280 and -290; 2.48 acres (combined parcels).

Size: 2.48 acres (Project Site)
Zoning: Resource Management District-Coastal Zone/Design Review (RM-CZ/DR)
General Plan Designation: Open Space - Urban

Parcel Legality: Legal parcels, created via 1989 Lot Line Adjustment (File No. LLA
89-21); to be reconfigured with the proposed LLA included with this project.

Existing Land Use (of all subject parcels): Undeveloped, except for trail along bluff tops
Water Supply/Sanitary Sewer Supply: Montara Water & Sanitary District

Flood Zone: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map designation indicates parcel as Zone X,
Area of Minimal Flooding, Community Map No. 06081C0138E, dated October 16, 2012.

Environmental Evaluation: An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
(ISIMND) was prepared for this project and initially circulated from January 17 through
February 15, 2018. A second and revised IS/MND was circulated from October 10
through November 8, 2018.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The undeveloped project site is zoned RM-CZ,
surrounded to the north, east and south by single-family residential zoning (R-1/S-
17/DR) where the minimum parcel size is 5,000 square feet. The property is bordered
to the east by Vallemar Street (with Cabrillo Highway parallel and just east of that), to
the south by Julianna Avenue (Vallemar and Juliana are County-maintained roadways),
to the west by the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve (which begins on the westerly half of The
Strand right-of-way (ROW) and which includes the coastal bluffs above the beach and
Pacific Ocean), and to the north by R-1/S-17 zoned and developed parcels. The
property lies within the Cabrillo Highway County Scenic Corridor. The project site
slopes to the southwest at an average slope of approximately 10% and ranges from
about 26% near Vallemar to about 3% closer to the bluffs.



Along the project site’s easterly side (closest to and generally parallel with Vallemar) is
a dense grove of Monterey cypress trees. A long-established trail runs along the
westerly bluff top. The trail, which has been historically used by the public to access the
bluff top and enjoy the expansive coastal views, is primarily located on the easterly half
of an unimproved right-of-way (r-o-w) known as "the Strand”, the eastern half of which is
owned by the applicant, and the western half of which is owned by County Parks. The
majority of the trail is on the eastern portion of the Strand r-o-w owned by the applicant.
A small portion of the trail is located within the County owned portion of the r-ow at the
north (west of Lot 1) and south (coming off its entrance from Juliana) of the project site.
The area in between the existing bluff-top trail and Monterey Cypress trees is generally
comprised of coastal prairie grasslands and other native and non-native species of
groundcover, as well as a single population of California Wild Strawberry, a unique
species of sensitive habitat as defined in the Local Coastal Program (LCP), and two
other rare California native plants. Located just off and westerly of the project site
(primarily west of the bluff-top trail on the County Parks managed Fitzgerald Marine
Reserve land) is located a California rare plant species, the coast yellow leptosiphon
(CYL, Leptosiphon croceus), which has recently been designated by the California
Department of Fish & Wildlife (F&W) as “endangered” under the California Endangered
Species Act..

The only development currently on the property is a domestic well that was approved
and drilled in 1999 (Case No. CDP97-0016/RMD97-0013). That well has subsequently
been capped, but not formally abandoned pursuant to the standards of the County
Department of Environmental Health Services. The recommended conditions of
approval prohibit this well from being reactivated and used for either domestic or
landscaping water purposes.

Project Scope Evolution: Prior to this project’s formal application submittal, a Major
Development Pre-Application meeting was held in conjunction with the Midcoast
Community Council’s December 9, 2015 meeting. At that time, the proposal was for six
residences on the existing seven lots. There were several comments regarding that
project’s potential impacts on bluff-top erosion, bluff-top trail preservation, visual
resources, and on the CYL and other rare plant species known to occur on and near the
project site. As a result, and prior to the project’s first submittal before the Coastside
Design Review Committee, the project was reduced down to the four residences
described above.

DISCUSSION

A. KEYISSUES

1. Conformance with the General Plan

The applicable General Plan (GP) Policies cited below are drawn from the
General Plan’s following Chapters: “Vegetative, Water, Fish and Wildlife,”
“Visual Quality,” “Historical and Archaeological Resources,” “Park and
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Recreation Resources,” “Urban Land Use,” “Water Supply,” “Wastewater,”

and “Natural Hazards.”

Vegetative, Water, Fish and Wildlife. In this GP Chapter, the project
invokes Policies 1.27 (Regulate Development to Protect Sensitive Habitats),
1.28 (Establish Buffer Zones) and 1.30 (Uses Permitted in Buffer Zones).
Because these policies are covered by similar policies in the LCP’s
“Sensitive Habitat” Component, please see the detailed discussion under
the LCP Conformance Section of this report.

Visual Quality. The project invokes Policies 4.14 (Appearance of New
Development), 4.16 (Protections for Coastal Features), 4.21 (Scenic
Corridors), and 4.25 (Urban Area Design Concept). Because these policies
are covered and exceeded by policies in the LCP’s “Visual Resources”
Component, please see the detailed discussion under the LCP
Conformance section of this report.

Historical and Archaeological Resources. The project invokes Policies 5.15
(Protection of Historical Resources/Character of New Development), 5.20
(Protection of Archaeological/Paleontological Resources; Site Survey), 5.21
(Site Treatment). During the initial circulation of the IS/MND, the project
was referred to the Sonoma State University Northwest Information Center.
Their response identified that there was no indication or need for further
archaeological study or survey at this time. See the discussion in the
“‘Environmental Review” Section of this report for additional discussion in
response to comments received from the Native American Heritage
Commission, including revised Mitigation Measures (MMs) and added
conditions of approval (Attachment A) to ensure compliance with these
policies.

Park and Recreation. The project invokes Policy 6.18 (County Park and
Recreation Facilities: Regulation of Encroachment). Because this policy is
covered and exceeded by policies in the LCP’s “Recreation/Visitor Serving
Facilities” Component, please see the detailed discussion under the LCP
Conformance Section of this report.

Urban Land Use. The project invokes Policies 8.14 (Residential Land Use
Compatibility), and 8.31 (Overcoming Constraints to Development).
Because these policies are covered and exceeded by policies in the LCP’s
“Locating and Planning New Development” Component, please see the
detailed discussion under the LCP Conformance section of this report.

Water Supply and Wastewater. The project invokes Policies 10.10 (Water
Suppliers in Urban Areas), 10.25 (Efficient Water Use), and 11.4
(Wastewater Management in Urban Areas). Because these policies are

covered and exceeded by policies in the LCP’s “Locating and Planning New




Development” Component, please see the detailed discussion under the
LPC Conformance section.

Natural Hazards. The project invokes Policies 15.4 and 15.5 (Definitions of
Natural and Geotechnical Hazards), 15.12 (Locating New Development in
Areas Which Contain Natural Hazards), 15.14 (Disclosure of Natural
Hazards). Because these policies are covered and exceeded by policies in
the LCP’s “Hazards” Component, please see the detailed discussion under
the LPC Conformance section of this report.

Taken together with associated MMs and conditions of approval listed in
Attachment A, staff concludes that the project complies with these GP
policies.

Conformance with the Montara/Moss Beach/El Granada Community Plan

The Community Plan includes goals and policies regarding “Land Use
(Residential)”, “Transportation (Trails)”, “Conservation and Open Space”,
and “Community Appearance.” The applicable goals and policies are cited
in the table below, with references to the appropriate sections of this report,
where discussion around the project’s compliance with such issues are
addressed.

Corresponding LCP Component and
Other Sources of Discussion

Community Design Manual

Natural Resource Protection Sensitive Habitats; IS/MND

Design Characteristics

Visual Resources; DR Conformance & IS/MND

Development Patterns Visual Resources; DR Conformance

Potential Trail Locations Shoreline Access; ISIMND

Housing Design Visual Resources; DR Conformance

Open Space/Preservation of Resources

Sensitive Habitats & Visual Resources; IS/IMND

Urban Design/Preserving Community Character

Visual Resources; DR Conformance

Preserving Natural Amenities.

Sensitive Habitats & Visual Resources; IS/IMND

Protection of Scenic Vistas

Visual Resources; IS/MND

Preservation of Landforms and Vegetation

Visual Resources; DR Conformance

Regulation of Appearance/Community Design Manual.

Visual Resources; DR Conformance

Conformance with the Local Coastal Program

The applicable Local Coastal Program (LCP) policies are discussed below,
and are contained within the following LCP Components: “Locating and

Planning New Development,” “Sensitive Habitats,

LIS

Visual Resources,”

“Hazards,” “Shoreline Access,” and “Recreation/Visitor Serving Facilities.”




Locating and Planning New Development

Policy 1.5 (Land Uses and Development Densities in Urban Areas).
Subsection a. permits, in urban areas, land uses designated on the
LCP Land Use Plan Map, up to the densities specified in Table 1.3.
The use and amount of development allowed on a parcel, including
in areas designated “General Open Space” (in this case, “Open
Space - Urban”) within the urban boundary in the Coastal Zone, shall
be limited to the uses and to the amount, density and size of
development permitted by the LCP.

With regard to these land use and density issues (including the density
credit requirements of Policy 1.8c., subsection (c) and Table 1.3), the
RM-CZ zoning regulations allow a single family residence, as
discussed further in Section A.4 of this report. Table 1.3 (first
paragraph) states that “all legal parcels shall accumulate...one density
credit.” As cited in the discussion of LCP Policy 1.28, the original
seven parcels (adjusted to four lots with the proposed LLA) were
legally created; thus each of the four proposed lots (with one density
credit each), are able to each accommodate a SFD, and do not
exceed the density limits of the LCP, which allow for up to seven new
residences under the existing lot configuration.

Policy 1.18 (Location of New Development) directs development to
existing urban areas in order to: (1) discourage urban sprawl, (2)
maximize the efficiency of public facilities, services and utilities, (3)
minimize energy consumption, (4) protect and enhance the natural
environment, and (5) concentrate new development in urban areas by
requiring the “infilling” of existing residential subdivisions.

The project is consistent with the LCP directives to focus new
development within existing urban areas. The project site is located
within, and surrounded by, long-standing residential subdivisions, in
an area where all public facilities, services and utilities currently exist.
The project protects and enhances the natural environment, as the
four SFDs are on relatively large parcels that range in size from
22,220 to 32,324 sq. ft., enabling the houses to be set back a good
distance easterly of the bluff top trail and thereby protect sensitive
habitats and provide for the trail’s continued use. A good portion of
the existing Monterey cypress grove on the east side of the project site
will also be preserved, and the proposed Conservation and Open
Space Easement (between the SFD development and the trail and
bluffs beyond) will protect sensitive habitats and the open space
quality of the site.



Policy 1.19 (Ensure Adequate Public Services and Infrastructure

for New Development in Urban Areas) stipulates that no permit for
development in the urban area shall be approved unless the project
will be served with adequate water supplies and wastewater treatment
facilities. In this area, the Montara Water and Sanitary District (MWSD)
provides both services. Water and sanitary service to the project site
is consistent with the MWSD Public Works Plan and all other policies
of the LCP, and the ability to serve these parcels has been confirmed
by MWSD.

Policy 1.23 (Timing of New Development in the Midcoast) limits the
number of new dwelling units in the urban Midcoast to 40 units each
calendar year. To date, counting all such units for 2018 (which include
new SFDs, Second Dwelling Units and Multiple Dwelling Units), 24
building permits have been issued. Looking back in past years, the
average annual number has ranged from 15 to 30. Projecting ahead,
it's not expected that the number of new residential units constructed
in 2019 or 2020 will go beyond the current average.

Policy 1.25 (Protection of Archaeological/Paleontological Resources).
The Mitigation Measures and Conditions of Approval associated with
this project will ensure consistency with this policy. See the
discussion in the Environmental Review Section of this report
(response to the Native American Heritage Commission’s comments
to the IS/MND).

Policy 1.28 (Conforming Legality of Parcels)
Policy 1.29 (Legalizing Parcels)

Policy 1.30 (Coastal Development Permit Standards of Review for
Legalizing Parcels)

The seven subject parcels (to be adjusted to four with the Lot Line
Adjustment (LLA)) are legal parcels by virtue of the previously
approved LLA. Thus, these policies do not apply to the project. See
the discussion in the Environmental Review section of this report
(response to Coastal Commission’s comments to the first circulated
IS/IMND), as well as the LLA Conformance section for compliance with
the LLA criteria.

Policy 1.35 (All New Land Use Development and Activities

Shall Protect Coastal Water Quality Among Other Ways By):

(1) implementing appropriate site design and source control best
management practices (BMPs), (2) preventing pollutants from
entering stormwater runoff , (3) using natural features and stormwater



treatment systems, (4) minimizing the introduction of pollutants into
coastal waters, (5) minimizing the amount of impervious surfaces of
new development and maximizing on-site infiltration of runoff, and

(6) avoiding development of areas that are susceptible to erosion

and sediment loss where feasible and incorporating BMPs to minimize
erosion and sediment loss.

The County Geotechnical Section has reviewed the project’'s 2017
Preliminary Storm Drainage Report (by Mesiti-Miller Engineering, Inc.,
Attachment P), the 2016 Geotechnical Investigation (by Haro,
Kasunich and Associates; Attachment S), together with the 2018
Geotechnical Investigation Update (Attachment S.1), and concluded
that these plans are consistent with the policies cited above.
Additionally, the IS/IMND includes several MMs that will ensure that all
measures are implemented per the approved plans and maintained,
both during project construction and post-construction.

Policy 1.36 (Half Moon Bay Airport Influence Area Requirements),
states that new development and land uses must comply with all
relevant Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) standards and criteria;
in this case around safety. The project site is within the “Half Moon
Bay Airport Influence Area” (LCP Map 1.5). As a result, the project
was reviewed against the 2014 County Half Moon Bay Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP), with specific attention given (around
safety criteria) to airport generated noise impacts.

The project site is located about 2,500 lineal feet (0.47 miles) north of
the Half Moon Bay Airport, a public airport operated by the County
Department of Public Works. Development within certain proximities
of the airport are regulated by applicable policies and requirements of
ALUCP, as adopted in 2014. The project site is located approximately
2,625 lineal feet north of the airport’s Airport Overlay Zone and
approximately 3,000 feet north of the “Runway Protection Zone,” both
as shown in the ALUCP (Exhibit 2E), as well as outside and north of
the “Extremely Noise-Sensitive Areas” (Exhibit 2J).

Also, per the ALUCP’s Figure 2G (Projected Yr 2032 Noise Exposure
Contours), the project site lies in an area subjected to noise levels of
less than 60 CNEL and the heights of the four residences, averaging
around 28 feet, are well under the Plan’s Airspace Terrain Penetration
zone (which dictates height limits for structures, trees and other
objects) of 216 feet.

Given the ALUCP’s Table 4B shows that the project site is not located
within the HMB Airport’s 65 decibels CNEL or higher and pursuant to
California Public Utilities Code (CPUC) Section 21669.5, the project



doesn’t meet the definition of a “noise-sensitive land use.” As such,
recordation of an Avigation Easement is not required.

Finally, per Exhibit 4C (Safety Zones) (Attachment DD.1), the project
site lies just outside of and north of the “Outer Approach/Departure
(Zone 4),” which is aligned with runways 30 (identified at south end)
and 12 (at north end). However, since the project site is within the
“Airport Influence Area (AlA) (Zone 7),” Table 4B (Safety Criteria
Matrix) applies, which stipulates criteria and conditions for various
uses. For uses within the AIA, while there are no limits to residential
density (dwelling units per acre), the applicable criteria here is that
Development Conditions require an “Airport Disclosure Notice.” To
this end, the ALUCP’s Appendix D includes a “California Real Estate
Disclosure Notice” that states (per the California Business and
Professions Code, Section 11010(b)(13)) that for owners of subdivided
property within an airport influence area as adopted by the airport land
use committee [per the cited ALUCP], the location of the airport must
be disclosed. By law, the following statement must be included in the
notice of disclosure:

NOTICE OF AIRPORT IN VICINITY

The property is presently located in the vicinity of an airport, within
what is known as an airport influence area. For that reason, the
property may be subject to some of the annoyances or incon-
veniences associated with proximity to airport operations (i.e., noise,
vibration, or odors). Individual sensitivities to those annoyances can
vary from person to person. You may wish to consider what airport
annoyances, if any, are associated with the property before you
complete your purchase and determine whether they are acceptable
to you.

In order to carry out LCP Policy 1.36 and comply with the use and
safety criteria cited in the ALUCP, the recommended conditions of
approval requires that the above cited “Airport Disclosure Notice” be
recorded on the deeds of the four lots.

Public Works Component

Policy 2.52 (Traffic Mitigation for all Development in the Urban
Midcoast) requires applicants for new development that generates any
net increase in vehicle trips on Highways 1 and/or 92. This
requirement does not apply to the development of SFDs on existing
legal lots and therefore is not applicable to the project.
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Sensitive Habitats Component

Policy 7.1 (Definition of Sensitive Habitats). Pursuant to the
documentation of the McGraw Biological Survey (Attachment T), and
meeting the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (F&W)
definition as “rare and endangered,” Coastal Prairie Grassland, the
endangered coast yellow leptosiphon (CYL) and other rare plant
species (Johnny nip, harlequin lotus and Blasdale’s bent grass) exist
either on or near the project site; all meeting the definition of “Sensitive
Habitat per this policy.

Policy 7.3 (Protection of Sensitive Habitats) prohibits any land use or
development which would have significant adverse impact on sensitive
habitat areas. Pursuant to the documentation found in the McGraw
Biological Survey (Attachment T), the discussion in the revised
IS/IMND’s “Biological Resources” section, and the associated MMs,
together with the proposed Easement (intended to preserve and
protect the coastal prairie grass land and other identified rare plant
species on the project site; the CYL is located off and just west of the
site), staff concludes that the project is consistent with this policy.

Policy 7.4 (Permitted Uses in Sensitive Habitats) permits only
resource-dependent uses in sensitive habitats. All of the sensitive
habitat areas contained on the site are included in the proposed
easement area. The types of activities permitted within the easement
area are limited to “resource-dependent” uses; thus the project is
consistent with this policy. With regard to the CYL and other rare plant
species occurring off the project site and on the ocean side of the bluff
top trail, MM 7 requires future property owners to cooperate with the
County on the restoration and management of these habitat areas in a
manner that makes them indistinguishable from the adjacent sensitive
habitat areas covered by the easement, and that allows for continued
lateral coastal access while preserving sensitive plant habitats.

There is no riparian vegetation or wetlands (per LCP Definitions cited
in Policies 7.7 and 7.14, respectively) on or near the project site

Policy 7.22 (Designation of Marine and Estuarine Habitats)
designates the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve (adjacent to and west of the
project site) as requiring protection. The Project site is adjacent and
east of the Reserve. The project’s design minimizes impervious
areas, and includes a stormwater drainage plan (Attachment P) that
provides for the implementation of Best Management Practices during
construction. Implementation of these plans and measures ensure
that impact to the coastal bluffs will be minimal. As such, the project is
consistent with this policy.
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Policy 7.31 (Sea Cliffs — Development Standards) restricts pedestrian
traffic in bluff and cliff areas for safety and resource protection
purposes. The “pedestrian traffic” in this case consists of those
walking along the long existent bluff top trail (listed in LCP Table 10.2
as a trail to which the public has likely established a prescriptive right
to use). MM 7 addresses future management of the trail to ensure that
its continued use is consistent with the protection of public safety and
sensitive habitats. The discussion of applicable LCP policies within
the Shoreline Access Component also concludes that the project is
consistent with this and other policies that seek to protect and
enhance coastal access opportunities in a safe and environmentally
sustainable manner.

Policy 7.32 (Designation of Habitats of Rare and Endangered
Species)

Policy 7.33 (Permitted Uses)
Policy 7.34 (Permit Conditions)

While there are no known rare or endangered animal species on

or near the project site, previous discussion in this section has
acknowledged that the CYL and other identified rare plants are
located on and near the project site. And while there is surrounding
habitat that supports these plants, there are also identified areas of
invasive plants that possibly threaten the rare and endangered plants.
As discussed above, the MMs contained in the IS/MND and the
recommended conditions of project approval ensure consistency with
these three policies.

Policy 7.35 (Preservation of Critical Habitats) requires preservation of
all habitats of rare and endangered species using criteria including,
but not limited to, the RM-CZ District’s Development Review criteria,
as referenced in Section A.5 of this report. The previous discussion in
this Sensitive Habitats Section of this report describes how the MMs
contained in the IS/MND and the recommended conditions of project
approval achieve consistency with this policy.

Visual Resources Component

Policy 8.4 (Cliffs and Bluffs) requires all development and associated
landscaping to be set back sufficiently to ensure that it is not visually
obtrusive when viewed from the shoreline, except in highly developed
areas where adjoining development is nearer the bluff edge.
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The proposed four SFDs are set back from their western property line
boundaries by a distance of 97 to 173 feet, with an additional distance
between the four lots’ westernmost boundaries to the bluff top, as
shown in the table below:

Lot 1 Lot 2 Lot 3 Lot 4
Westernmost Varies: Varies: Varies: Varies:
Property Line to ~35ft.-60ft. | ~5ft.-60ft. | ~12f.-25ft. | ~30 ft. — 70 ft.
Bluff Edge
Bluff top Trail to Varies: Varies: Varies: Varies:
Bluff Edge ~10ft.-351f. | ~5ft.—35ft ~5ft.—20ft. | ~20 ft. — 50 ft.

The top portions of all four of the proposed SFDs will be visible as
viewed from the beach below the bluffs. However, pursuant to the
gualifications of this policy, the project site is located in and
surrounded by a relatively highly developed area. Additionally,
based on the set back of the four SFDs from the bluff top, their
partial visibility from the beach vantage point is not obtrusive. Thus,
the project is consistent with this policy.

Policy 8.5 (Location of Development) applies to urban parcels larger
than 20,000 sq. ft. (of which all four subject parcels exceed), and
requires that new development (1) is least visible from State and
County Scenic Roads; (2) is least likely to significantly impact views
from public viewpoints, (3) is consistent with all other LCP require-
ments and best preserves the visual and open space qualities of the
parcel overall.

The project site is within the Highway 1 County Scenic Corridor, and
potentially impacts public views as seen from Highway 1, as well as
from Vallemar and Juliana streets, generally looking westward. The
development will also be visible from the beach below the bluff top,
looking up and eastward, as well as from the bluff top trail looking
eastward (directly at the proposed four SFDs). Portions of the
detached garages and residence rooflines would be visible as seen
from Highway 1, although the portion of the Monterey cypress grove
to be preserved will minimize that impact. From Vallemar looking
westward, the current view to the beach is blocked with the dense
cypress grove. The development, once complete (with portions of the
cypress grove removed), will reveal the detached garages and the
upper portions of the SFDs behind them, from some of these easterly
vantage points. This is, on balance, the most protective of important
coastal resources because locating the SFDs as far eastward on their
respective lots is necessary to protect sensitive habitat on the project
site, as previously discussed.
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The project also complies with the RM-CZ’s minimum required 50 ft.
front and 20 ft. side setbacks. While the four SFDs will be clearly
visible from the bluff top trail looking eastward, the development is set
well back from the trail as shown (in approximate distances) in the
table below:

Lot 1 Lot 2 Lot 3 Lot 4

Distance (ft.) from trail to west-

facing vertical side of SFDs ~90-100 ft. | ~90-100ft. | ~95-100 ft. ~120+ ft.

Distance from trail to closest edge
of west-facing (grade-level) outside ~851t. ~75 ft. ~70 ft. ~100 ft.
deck area

Depth of Conservation and Open
Space Easement (from
westernmost SFD development to
lots’ westernmost boundaries)

~95-120 ft. | ~105-120 ft. | ~105-150 ft. | ~155-195 ft.

The visual impacts of the four SFDs will also be softened by the
remaining Monterey cypress grove to be preserved. The top most
portions of the four SFDs will be visible from some vantage points
down on the beach below the coastal bluffs (as shown on the Photo
Simulations provided in Attachment O.). However, the SFDs have
been set back as far as reasonably possible on the proposed lots,
while meeting minimum setback requirements. Finally, the proposed
Easement (with its depths shown on the table above) will result in a
permanent open space-protected area), which will serve to mitigate
the views of the SFDs as seen from the trail. On balance, the project
protects the most significant coastal resources on the parcel, and
minimizes its visual impacts consistent with this policy.

Policy 8.8 (Natural Features-Vegetative Features) defines vegetative
forms as either naturally occurring or introduced vegetation. The
previous discussion in the Sensitive Habitat section, together with the
McGraw Biological Survey, documents both the native and introduced
vegetative features. The Monterey cypress grove, which will be
thinned in order to accommodate the project, is an introduced species,
while native grassland species will be preserved within the proposed
easement area. As such, the project is consistent with this policy.

Policy 8.9 (Trees) seeks to locate new development to minimize tree
removal (of “significant” size per the Significant Tree Ordinance) and
protect trees specifically selected for their visual prominence and their
important scenic qualities.

The dense Monterey cypress grove covers the easterly portion of the
project site, adjacent to Vallemar. The location of the four SFDs
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toward the site’s far eastern side will require the removal of

30 significant trees (see Moss Beach Tree Survey; Attachment V),
with several others being trimmed and preserved, pursuant to the
discussion in the IS/MND’s “Biological Resources” Section and

cited MMs. The number of trees being removed is necessary to
accommodate the four SFD’s and the setbacks required to: (1) protect
sensitive coastal prairie habitat and provide the minimum 50 ft. front
setback from Vallemar to the SFDs; (2) allow adequate driveway
access from Vallemar to the garages, (3) accommodate the grading
required to locate the SFDs on this steeper portion of the project site,
and (4) meet minimum fire safety clearance distances. In light of
these factors, and the inclusion of native tree species in the landscape
plan, the project is consistent with this policy.

Policy 8.12 (General Regulations): (a) applies the Design Review
(DR) Zoning District to urban areas in the Midcoast, including the
design standards in Section 6565.20, and (b) seeks to locate and
design new development and landscaping so that ocean views are not
blocked from public viewing points such as public roads and publicly-
owned lands.

As discussed in the Design Review Conformance section (A.6.) of this
report, the project was considered by the Coastside Design Review
Committee (C-DRC) on three occasions, where it was reviewed
against all DR standards applicable for all Midcoast residential
development (as required by the RM-CZ District regulations). The
review of the location and design of all four SFDs took into
consideration policy directives that require the blockage of ocean
views from public viewing points to be minimized. The C-DRC found
that the project complied with these and other applicable DR
standards and voted (2-1) to recommend approval (see Attachment
W.). While the Moss Beach representative (as well as other local
residents) did not support such a decision, their primary comments
centered more on the size and scale of the four SFDs relative to those
in the surrounding area (as discussed in the “Environmental Review”
section of this report). The C-DRC’s recommendation, together with
staff’'s analysis of these issues, concludes that the project is consistent
with this policy.

Policy 8.13 (Special Design Guidelines for Coastal Communities). In
the Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada-Miramar area, the following
criteria apply:

(1) Design structures that fit the topography of the site and do not
require extensive cutting, grading, or filling for construction.
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(2) Employ the use of natural materials and colors that blend with
the vegetative cover of the site;

(3) Use pitched roofs that are surfaced with non-reflective materials
except for the employment of solar energy panels;

(4) Design structures that are in scale with the character of their
setting and blend rather than dominate or distract from the
overall view of the urbanscape;

(5) To the extent feasible, design development to minimize the
blocking of views to or along the ocean shoreline from Highway
1 and the sea.

Both the C-DRC’s recommendation and staff's analysis, as presented
in Section A.6. of this report (DR Conformance), concludes that the
project is consistent with Subsections (1) through (5) above. With
further regard to item (4), please see the discussion in the
“‘Environmental Review” Section of this report (Resident comments to
ISIMND), which responds to the “scale” issue that was primary and
common to many of the comments received.

Policy 8.32 (Regulations of Scenic Corridors in Urban Areas) applies
the regulations of the DR Zoning Ordinance, as previously discussed
in reference to Policies 8.12 and 8.13.

This policy includes all applicable DR Standards as part of the
standard of review. The C-DRC reviewed the project against these
standards and recommended approval. As discussed in the analysis
of project compliance with LCP Policy 8.12, the project is consistent
with requirements of Policies 8.13 and 8.32.

Hazards Component

Policy 9.1 (Definition of Hazard Areas)

Policy 9.2 (Designation of Hazard Areas)

Policy 9.3 (Regulation of Geologic Hazard Areas) applies several RM
Development Review criteria, the most applicable being “Hazards to
Public Safety” (Section 6324.6).

The project site is adjacent to a coastal bluff with limited stability due

to factors including sea rise levels, erosion caused by stormwater
runoff, and liquefaction issues affecting the southerly portion of the
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site. As a result, the project site meets the LCP definition of, and is
designated as, a “Hazard Area.”

Policy 9.8 (Regulation of Development on Coastal Bluff Tops) permits
bluff and cliff top development only if design and setback provisions
are adequate to assure stability and structural integrity for the
expected economic life span of the development (at least 50 years)
and if the development (including storm runoff, foot traffic, grading,
and irrigation) will neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion
problems or geologic instability of the site or surrounding area. This
policy also requires the submittal of a site evaluation report prepared
by a soils engineer/certified engineering geologist demonstrating that
the soil is stable enough to support the proposed development.

As discussed in the Geology/Soils section of the IS/MND (Attachment
AA), and in compliance with Policy 9.8 a. and b. cited above, the
“Vallemar Bluffs Coastal Hazards Assessment”, prepared by
Environmental Science Associates (Attachment Q.) provides an
updated coastal bluff recession study (incorporating more
conservative sea-rise estimates in league with the California Coastal
Commissions standards) to the applicant’s initially submitted report
(Attachment P). With the reduction of the original project scope from
six to four SFDs, and the large setback easterly from the bluff top
edge, issues around bluff top erosion affecting the proposed four
SFDs was significantly remediated. Additionally, the “Geotechnical
Investigation Update” by Haro, Kusinich & Associates (which was
based on geotechnical soils borings and testing on all four lots;
Attachment S.1), together with the “Preliminary Storm Drainage
Report” by Mesiti-Miller Engineering (Attachment P.), ensures that
stormwater drainage will be captured and filtrated on-site, preventing
any significant impacts from stormwater drainage on the bluff tops, as
well as recommending foundation types (specifically on southerly Lot
4) to mediate any potential liquefaction impacts.

All reports cited above have been reviewed by the County’s
geotechnical engineer and found consistent with all policies cited here
(including with Policy 9.10; Geologic Investigation of Building Sites).
Additionally, pursuant to Policy 9.8 c. (prohibiting new structures that
would require the need for bluff protection work), and consistent with
the California Coastal Commission’s comments to the IS/MND (as
cited in the Environmental Review Section of this report), a new
condition of approval has been added that includes a deed restriction
prohibiting any future bluff protection measures. As a result, and
together with the other applicable MMs associated with this policy, the
project is consistent with the cited “Hazards Component” Policies.
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Shoreline Access Component

Policy 10.1 (Permit Conditions for Shoreline Access) requires some
provision for shoreline access as a condition of granting development
permits for any private development permits between the sea and the
nearest road.

Policy 10.3 (Definition of Shoreline Access) defines shoreline access
as the provision for the general public from a public road to and along
the shoreline, both vertical and lateral access.

Policy 10.4 (Designation of Shoreline Access) designates lateral
(shoreline destinations) access to the applicable policies of this
Component, as well as to the designation and assessment of the bluff
top trail as found in Tables 10.1 (Assessment of Access Trails and
Shoreline Destinations), 10.2 (Preliminary Analysis of Likelihood of
Prescriptive Rights in the Midcoast), and 10.6 (Site Specific
Recommendations for Shoreline Destinations).

The above three policies are applicable to the project. As stated in the
beginning of this report, a bluff top trail runs generally parallel to the
bluffs (constituting “lateral access”), located primarily on the eastern
half of abandoned Strand roadway, whose ownership lies with the
applicant (although some portion of the trail lies within the directly
adjacent and County-owned Fitzgerald Marine Reserve). This trail is
accessed from the westerly end of Juliana Ave. and traverses
northerly along the project site, to where it turns easterly and outfalls
at Vallemar St. This trail is also acknowledged on all three tables cited
in Policy 10.4.

While there is access down to the beach (Fitzgerald Marine Reserve)
below the project site’s coastal bluffs at the end of Juliana Ave., such
access is not authorized nor maintained by the County Parks
Department; the access actually occurs across private property. Nor
is such access to the beach below (at this point) recognized in the
LCP tables cited above. The Parks Department’s formal and
managed access point down to the beach is located about a 1/3 of a
mile to the south, at North Lake Street and California Avenue.

Policy 10.9 (Public Safety) seeks to provide safe access to shoreline
destinations (as just described) which are large enough to
accommodate public service improvements and public use, i.e. bluff
areas which are large/wide enough and of a physical character to
accommodate safety improvements and which provide room for public
use as a vista point.
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Portions of the subject bluff top trail, due to its proximity to bluff tops
that are expected to erode (from weather, age and expected sea rise)
will in the future inevitably need to move easterly. Staff anticipates
this occurrence and recommends that MM 7 be revised to require that
the conservation easement accommodate any necessary future
relocation of the trail into the easement area.

Policy 10.17 (Lateral Access — Shoreline Destinations with Coastal
Bluffs) seeks to provide a pathway with a right-of-way at least 25 feet
in width, which allows feasible unobstructed public access along the
top of the bluff when no such access is provided in the area between
the mean high tide and the base of the bluff.

Policy 10.23 (Development Standards for Protecting Public Safety —
Access Trails) gives preference to providing access trails in level, safe
areas, and where no safe areas exist, fences along the edges of
narrow bluffs be considered.

Policy 10.24 (Development Standards for Protecting Fragile
Resources — Access Trails in Fragile Resource Areas) seeks to
conduct studies by a qualified person to determine the least disruptive
method of constructing access trails and associated improvements.
Consider in the study and implement appropriate levels of
development and management practices to protect resources.

Policy 10.26 (Access Trails in Sensitive Habitats) seeks to provide
improvements and management practices in sensitive habitats and
their buffer zones adequate to protect the resources, which may
include interpretive trails posted with educational signs which minimize
public intrusions and impacts.

With regard to Policies 10.9, 10.17, 10.23, 10.24 and 10.26, there is
public access (from the County’s managed access point about 1/3
mile south) along the beach down below at the base of the bluffs.
However, regarding the bluff top trail, the recommended conditions of
approval require the current and future owners to maintain lateral bluff
top access in a manner that is consistent with public safety and with
the protection of sensitive habitats. This will be achieved through the
required agreement with the County Parks Department; the terms of
the conservation easement, HMP, and CC&R’s; and, the enforcement
of these terms, and the conditions of permit approvals, by the
easement interest holder and the County.

Further, the coastal bluffs, due to their erosive features, would be

considered a “fragile resource” as are the coastal prairie grassland
and other rare plants (which also represent sensitive habitats) near
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and on the subject site. As previously stated, when any portion of the
bluff top trail requires relocation, the plan for relocation will require
assessment by a biologist, and will be executed and managed as
necessary to avoid any adverse impact on sensitive habitats, including
through the use of signage and fencing. With these conditions, the
project is consistent with the cited policies.

Compliance with State Coastal Act, Chapter 3, Article 2 (Public
Access). Chapter 3, Article 2 (commencing with Section 30200)
stipulates that every coastal development permit issued for any
development between the nearest public road and the sea or the
shoreline of any body of water located in the coastal zone (as is the
case with this project) shall include a specific finding that the
development is in conformity with the public access and public
recreation policies of this part.

Section 30212 (New Development Projects) states that public access
from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast
shall be provided in new development projects except where: (1) it
is inconsistent with public safety or the protection of fragile coastal
resources, or (2) adequate access exists nearby. Dedicated
accessway shall not be required to be opened to public use until a
public agency or private association agrees to accept responsibility
for maintenance and liability of the accessway.

As previously cited in the discussion to Policy 10.4, the access down
to the beach (Fitzgerald Marine Reserve) at the end of Juliana is not
authorized and can result in potentially adverse impacts to coastal
resources; formal and authorized access to the Research and beach
is provided about 1/3-mile to the south. Conditions of project approval
that memorialize the applicant’'s commitment to maintain and preserve
the existing bluff top trail carry out the cited Coastal Act policies.

Policy 10.27 (Development Standards for Protecting Adjacent Land
Uses — Residential) seeks to provide separation between shoreline
access and adjacent residential uses to protect the privacy and
security of houses. The existing bluff top trail's distance away from
the westernmost side of residential development on the four lots
ranges from 70 to 120. Thus, even with the potential need to move
portions of the trail easterly (in the event of future bluff top erosion),
there will be ample setback to ensure consistency with this policy.

Policy 10.38.b. (California Coastal Trail (CCT)) states that segments
of the California Coastal Trail shall be development consistent with the
County Parks Department. Subsection (5), “CCT Siting and Design
Standards”, states that the trail should be sited and designed to be
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located along or as close to the shoreline where physically possible.
In this case, a continuous trail cannot be placed right along the
shoreline/coastal bluffs, as lateral coastal access along the existing
bluff top trail terminates at its intersection with private property to the
north. Accordingly, this policy allows the CCT to be located along and
within a public road right-of-way, and County Parks has indicated that
the west side Vallemar right-of-way is identified as a link to further and
complete the CCT. As a result, a Condition of Approval has been
added that prior to issuance of any of the building permits for the four
residences, the applicant shall work with the County Parks and Public
Works Departments towards the planning and implementation of that
segment of the CCT that would run along either side (but within the
Vallemar road right-of-way), taking into consideration the minimum
required trail width and any striping/signage standards set and allowed
by those departments. The trail section shall be completed, to those
departments’ satisfaction, prior to the final building permit approval of
the last of the four residences. As such, the project is consistent with
this policy.

Conformance with Resource Management-Coastal Zone/Design Review
(RM-CZ/DR) (Midcoast) Development Standards

Residential structures within an RM-CZ District and located within the
Midcoast LCP Update Project Area (Section 6908A) are regulated by the
standards shown (with project compliance indicated) in the table below:

Maximum Minimum Maximum Maximum Covered
Allowable Required Allowable Floor | Allowable Parking?:
Height!: Setbacks: Area: Impervious
Surface AreaZ:
28 50’ front 6,200 sq. ft. 10% Parcel 2 covered
20’ sides & rear Size (for parking

structures <18” | spaces
above grade)

Lot 1 4,020 sq. ft. 0%
Lot 2 4,072 sq. ft. 2.2%
All Comply All Comply All Comply
Lot 3 4,018 sq. ft. 1.8%
Lot 4 4,020 sq. ft. 1.4%

TWhile all four proposed houses do not exceed this limit, it's important to note that height calculation (in the RM-
CZ, as opposed to the R-1/S-17 District) is based on the height as measured from each respective lot's average
grade to the mid-point between the topmost gable and the topmost roof peak (see Attachment EE).

2Pyrsuant to Section 6908D, the runoff equivalent of 10% (from non-porous driveways, decks, patio, walkways)
can be achieved by directing runoff to on-site porous areas or through the use of detention basins, both of which
are proposed by the project.

3 Covered parking is compliant pursuant to the Parking Regulations, Section 6119.
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Further, pursuant to the DR overlay element of the RM-CZ District, the
proposed development was subject to the Midcoast DR standards, including
review and recommendation by the Coastside Design Review Committee,
as occurred pursuant to the discussion in Section A.6 of this report.

Conformance with the RM-CZ Development Review Criteria

The RM-CZ regulations require that a RM Development Review permit be
obtained for development, to ensure compliance with the Development
Review Criteria cited in Chapter 20A.2.(Section 6324) of the Zoning
Regulations. The applicable Development Review criteria are cited in the
table below, with references to the equivalent LCP Component policies as
cited and discussed in the LCP Conformance section of this report, as well
as other sources in the report. Pursuant to that discussion and cited MMs
and Conditions of Approval, the project complies with Development Review
standards.

RM Development Criteria Corresponding LCP Component & Other
Sources of Discussion

Environmental Quality Criteria Sensitive Habitats; IS/MND

Utilities Visual Resources

Site Design Criteria Visual Resources; IS/IMND

Water Resources Criteria Locating and Planning New Development

Cultural Resources Criteria Locating and Planning New Development (also

discussed in General Plan Conformance and
Environmental Review Sections)

Primary Scenic Resources Areas Criteria Visual Resources; IS/IMND (also discussed in
Section A.4.. Conformance with DR Standards)

Ocean Shoreline Criteria Shoreline Access
Primary Natural Vegetative Areas Criteria | Sensitive Habitats; IS/MND
Slope Instability Area Criteria Hazards; IS/MND

Conformance with the Design Review Standards

The Project Site is located in the RM-CZ/Design Review (DR) zoning
district, whereby the DR requires consideration and a recommendation by
the Coastside Design Review Committee (C-DRC). The project was
considered by the C-DRC on three occasions: July 25, September 26, and
October 31, 2017. At the last meeting, the C-DRC recommended approval
on a 2-1 vote (Attachment W.), with the minority member (the Moss Beach
representative) continuing to express concerns about the overall size of the
four residences.
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Critical standards considered by the C-DRC for the project included
“Neighborhood Definition & Character,” “Site Planning & Structure
Placement,” “Elements of Design,” and “Landscaping, Paved Areas,
Fences, Lighting & Noise.” Despite the C-DRC’s subsequent
recommendation for approval, it was the standard under “Building Mass,
Shape & Scale” (of “Elements of Design”), that consistently - throughout all
three DR meetings triggered the greatest concerns as posed by neighbors,
as well as by the C-DRC Moss Beach representative. That standard reads:

“New...homes should respect the scale of the neighborhood though building
dimensions, shape and form, facade articulation, or architectural details that
appears proportional and complimentary to other homes in the
neighborhood”

With regard to this standard, it's important to understand the maximum
allowable floor area and height limits imposed by the RM-CZ District in
Midcoast area. The RM-CZ (Midcoast) Zoning Regulations limit floor area
to 6,200 sq. ft. for parcels exceeding 11,698 sq. ft., as is the case for the
subject lots.

While the floor areas of all four residences are larger than the average size
of single family residences in the surrounding R-1/S-17 areas (a comparison
submitted by neighbors for 13 other houses located north along Vallemar to
the end of Julianna cited an average house size at nearly 2,100 sq. ft.), the
lot sizes of the four project sites range, respectively, range from 4.7 to 6.4
times the size of the surrounding R-1/S-17 zoning whose minimum lot size
is 5,000 sq. ft. The residences’ height calculation is based on the height as
measured from each respective lot's average grade to the mid-point
between the topmost gable and the topmost roof peak (see Attachment Z).
While all four houses comply with the maximum allowable limit measured in
this fashion, the houses are slightly higher than the maximum allowable
height applied to the surrounding houses, given the method of measurement
in the R-1/S-17 zoning district (see Attachment EE.). While the C-DRC’s
decision found that all four residences conformed with the Design Review
standards, they were not unanimous in their charge to control house size
given some neighbors’ (as well as the CDRC’s Moss Beach representative)
concern that their size was not in scale with other homes in the immediate
R-1/S-17 zoned neighborhood.

With regard to the issues of size and scale, please see the discussion in the

“‘Environmental Review” Section of this report (Local Residents’ Comments
to IS/MND)
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7.

Conformance with the Grading Requlations

The grading required to construct the project is quantified in the following
table:

Cut Fill Grading Distance from Vallemar to
Total Lots’ Westernmost
Edge/Average Slope
Lot 1 250 cly 400 cly 650 cly 135 ft./13.3%
Net Import: 150 cly*
Lot 2 300 cly 500 cly 800 cly 120 ft./15.8%
Net Import: 200 cly*
Lot 3 Ocly 1,100 cly 1,100 cly 140 ft./16.4%
Net Import: 1,100 c/y*
Lot 4 50 cly 1,100 cly 1,150 cly 140 f£./15%
Net Import: 1,050 c/y*
* Net import of fill means that the use of cubic yards of cut is not adequate to contribute the proposed
and necessary fill; the net import amount is brought to the site from off-site sources.

Most of the grading involved for each of the residences (as shown in the
table above) occurs in the area where the project site’s slope is greatest,
and is necessary to accommodate driveways from Vallemar (at an incline
not to exceed 20%), where the easterly-facing sides of the garages maintain
the RM-CZ Zoning District’s requisite 50-foot front setback.

The purpose of the Grading Regulations is to promote the conservation of
natural resources, including topography and vegetation, as well as to protect
health and safety, which includes the reduction or elimination of erosion,
siltation and flooding. Any grading associated with construction of a building
that exceeds 250 cubic yards (c/y) requires a Grading Permit. All applica-
tion requirements of the Grading Regulations (including grading plans with
engineer’s estimate of the quantity of materials, an erosion and sediment
control plan, dust control plan, cross sections detailing the grading to occur),
have been submitted and reviewed by the County Department of Public
Works and the County Geotechnical Section and deemed compliant with the
applicable requirements. Further, the following findings are required and
can be made:

That this project, as conditioned, will not have a significant adverse effect on
the environment. The project has been reviewed by Planning staff and the
Department of Public Works, which found that the project can be completed
without significant harm to the environment as conditioned.

Review of the grading and erosion control plans — together with the County

Geotechnical Section’s review of submitted soils study, bluffs hazard
assessment and drainage reports - was critical to ensure that that: (1) the
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development and its associated grading during construction and post-
construction stormwater drainage (for the four residences) was adequately
contained on their respective four lots, and did not adversely affect or
increase erosion as it could affect the bluff top, trail or other resources. In
addition to the discussion of these issues and impacts in the revised
ISIMND (Attachment AA), the associated mitigation measures of that
document, together with the conditions of approval will ensure that the
project can be completed without significant harm to the environment.

That this project, as conditioned, conforms to the criteria of the San Mateo
County Grading Ordinance and is consistent with the General Plan.
Planning staff and the Department of Public Works have reviewed the
project and have determined its conformance to the criteria of Chapter 8,
Division VII, San Mateo County Ordinance Code, including the standards
referenced in Section 8605 and the San Mateo County General Plan.

Pursuant to the County Department of Public Works and Geotechnical
Sections review and conditioned approval of the grading plans, as well as
the discussion and associated MMs cited in Section 9 (Hydrology and Water
Quiality) of the revised IS/MND, the project complies with the Grading
Ordinance.

Conformance with the Lot Line Adjustment Criteria and Requirements

The project includes a Lot Line Adjustment (LLA), effectively

reconfiguring and reducing the original seven legal lots down to four lots
(see Attachment FF.). The County Subdivision Regulations (Chapter 10,
Section 7126) cite the following criteria against which Lot Line Adjustments
are reviewed with staff response:

a. Conformity with applicable General Plan, specific plan (e.g., the
Montara/Moss Beach/El Granada Community Plan), LCP, and Zoning
and Building Regulations.

The subject LLA complies with applicable policies in the General
Plan and the Montara/Moss Beach/El Granada Community Plan, as
referenced in Sections A.1 and A.2 of this report, which directs to a
broader discussion of issues in the LCP Conformance (specifically
around Policies 1.28, 1.29, and 1.30), as well as the Environmental
Review (Response to California Coastal Commission Comments on
IS/MND) sections of this report.

b. Suitability of building sites created by the LLA.

The LLA will reduce the existing seven lots down to four, with resultant
lot sizes ranging from 22,220 sq. ft. through 32,324 sq. ft. The
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proposed development of a single-family residence on each lot meets
minimum front side and rear setbacks as required by the RM-CZ
regulations, resulting in building sites that are suitable for the
proposed development.

Provision for adequate routine and emergency access.

All four proposed lots front onto and take direct driveway access
from Vallemar Street, a fully improved County-maintained roadway
intersecting with Highway 1 just south of the project site, providing
adequate routine and emergency access to the lots.

Provision of adequate water supply and sewage disposal.

Water and sewage disposal service connections are available to serve
all four lots; connections will occur from existing main trunk lines along
Vallemar Street.

Avoiding or minimizing impacts upon scenic corridors, wetlands,
coastal resources, or authorized coastal development.

The Project site is located within the Highway 1 County Scenic
Corridor, with the proposed four lots oriented generally perpendicular
to the Highway and Vallemar. Due to the downward topographic slope
from the lots’ easterly edge (closest to Vallemar), together with the
Monterey cypress grove that will be retained, the visibility of the
houses (e.g., the top of the detached garage roofs) as seen from
Highway 1 will be minimized. Primary coastal resources existent and
affecting areas both on and near the project site include sensitive
habitats (coastal terrace prairie grass, CYL and other rare plants),
visual (views of proposed houses as seen from Highway 1 looking
westerly, and from along the coastal bluff top trail and the beach down
below the bluffs looking easterly), hazards (inevitable bluff top erosion)
and shoreline access (ensuring the bluff top trail remains intact and
accessible from Juliana Avenue). As discussed at length in the LCP
Conformance and Environmental Review sections of this report, the
proposed LLA will avoid or minimize impacts to these coastal
resources.

Pursuant to Section 7128.1 (Standard Condition for All Lot Line
Adjustments), the project includes Parcel Map option (subsection (c)),
whereby the recordation of such map will be required as a Condition of
Approval once all other required permit approvals have been provided.
As also discussed earlier in this report, the recordation of the LLA
Parcel Map will include with it the final, approved versions of the
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Conservation and Open Space Easement, the Habitat Management
Plan, and associated CC&Rs.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

An Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) was prepared for
this project and circulated from January 17 through February 15, 2018.
Comments were received from the Midcoast Community Council, California
Coastal Commission, County Departments, California Department of Fish &
Wildlife (F&W), as well as many location residents and interested parties. While
initially released and circulated for a 20-day period (to have ended on February 5,
2018), the County extended the review period for another ten days pursuant to
F&W'’s request for additional time for comments due to their concurrent
consideration of designating a particular rare plant (coast yellow leptosiphon;
CYL), located just off and westerly of the project site) as “endangered”. As a
result, the County extended the review period to February 25, 2018.

Several comments were received from some neighbors regarding the size of the
four houses, as well as comments from the California Coastal Commission (CCC).
However, F&W also sent a letter challenging the efficacy of the IS/MND,
specifically regarding the document’s discussion, impact conclusions and
associated mitigation measures cited in the document’s “Biological Resources”
section around the status of the CYL known to be present on the adjacent County-
owned property, as well as other rare plant species located on the subject site.
This was due to their pending consideration of a petition (submitted by Toni
Corelli, a local biologist) to designate the CYL as “endangered” under the
California Endangered Species Act. In addition, the CCC'’s letter echoed similar
concerns around the protection of these plant species. As a result, staff agreed to
have the applicant provide additional study on the CYL and other rare plants, and
to recirculate an appropriately revised IS/MND.

Soon after the F&W'’s letter and in response to those comments, on March 20,
2018, County staff, the applicant and his biologist, the County Parks Department
biologist and the CCC’s biologist met with F&W staff at their Yountville office. The
outcome of that meeting was to determine some basic parameters for a new
biological survey (on and off the project site) regarding the CYL and other rare
plants, and the scheduling of a joint visit which occurred on April 5, 2018 (which
included the applicant’s biologist (Jodi McGraw), and staff from F&W, Coastal
Commission, County Parks Department, and County Planning Section, as well as
Toni Corelli.

As a result of Ms. McGraw’s broader and comprehensive study of the CYL and
other identified rare plant species, both on and off the subject site, a revised
IS/IMND was recirculated for a 30-day review period, from October 10 through
November 8, 2018 (Attachment AA.). The only other section that was revised in
this recirculated IS/MNG was the discussion in the “Geology & Soils” Section,
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which provided an update of issues around expansive soils and project-related
drainage per the review and approval of the County’s Geotechnical Engineer.

What follows is a summary of the comments received, each followed by staff
response. Where appropriate or required, the mitigation measures as they initially
appeared with the Negative Declaration have been revised. All mitigation
measures recommended by the Negative Declaration (including those revised)
have been included as Conditions of Approval in Attachment A.

Local Residents. Upon circulation of the first IS/MND (January/February 2018),
responses from eight area residents (see Attachment AA for full emails/letters
and, where included, photos) were received (with addresses provided where
known). While most appreciated the reduction of the number of houses to four,
preservation of the heavily used bluff-top trail and the proposed conservation
easement to further provide setback relief of development and providing
protection for much of the on-site coastal prairie grass and rare plants, they all
expressed a great love and appreciation for the beauty and varied public use that
this bluff-top property has provided in the past and the strong desire to preserve it
as such for the future. The table below summarizes their critical concerns and
comments:

Resident Names Critical Concerns/Comments

Deana and Michael Histand - Reduce height of homes by deleting third floor “catwalks”, so that they are less
(200 Wienke Way, obtrusive on bluff;

Moss Beach) - Reduce number of Monterey Cypress to be removed.

Stephanie Sills - Houses are imposing and obtrusive as seen from the beach below; their design

feels out of scale and character,;

- Eliminate third level, lowering roof line to two stories like other homes in
neighborhood;

- Preserve more Monterey Cypress trees (and the raptors that next in them);
e.g., preserving tree numbers 161, 167, 169 and 170 would help obscure the
dominance of these homes;

- Implement eco-friendly solutions to mitigate water pooling and runoff issues.

Gail Erwin and Paul Smith - Reduce size and height of homes; the ‘mezzanine’ is a third floor; the size will
(21 Julianna Avenue, change the character of our neighborhood, encouraging weekend, part-time
Moss Beach) residents rather than permanent residents;

- Outdoor patio configurations feature fireplaces and increase footprints of
homes;

- Any future armoring of the coastal cliffs should be prohibited;

- The bluff-top (public use) trail should be a protected area subject to
reconfiguration due to erosion.

Mike Schelp - The homes are too large and does not fit in with the neighborhood; disagrees
(210 Wienke Way, with DRC member who stated that DRC’s purpose is not to evaluate size but
Moss Beach) only design.

- Echoed Gail and Paul Smith’'s comments.

Debbie McCarthy - The homes' size and overall design scale are out of character with and will
adversely impact the neighborhood,;
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- Based on where the project’s westernmost boundary would be, there is little
room left for public use of the bluff-top trail;

- Story poles misrepresented visual impact of project, due to significant tree
removal;

- Remove the third floor, keeping the height of homes more like those in
immediate neighborhood;

- Keep as many Monterey cypress trees as possible; they are home to raptors
and would give each home more privacy.

Donna Croix - Reduce the size of the homes to fit in with the other homes in the area;
(Wienke Way, Moss Beach) - Preserve more of the Monterey cypress grove for the nesting birds and
animals;

- Eliminate the third level and lower the roof line to two stories; the nocturnal
animals will appreciate less light.

James and Katherine Lockhart - ‘Biological Resources’ Section not checked [this was corrected in Revised
circulated IS/MND]

- Aesthetics (both relative to discussion in IS/MND and with applicable LCP
policies). Project will have a significant adverse impact on views from existing
residential areas, public lands (Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, including from
Wienke Cove Beach) and roadways (Highway 1, Vallemar, Juliana, Wienke
Way).

- Intrusion into naturally scenic area with Monterey cypress grove, many of which
will be removed.

- Conservation Easement description (boundaries, language) should be
formalized and recorded prior to granting of CDP.

- Mitigations should include: (a) elimination of third floor “catwalks,” (b)
substantial lowering of rooflines, (c) elimination of all external seaside patio
fireplaces and associated tall chimneys, (d) elimination of second story portion of
the two-story garages, and (e) reduce number of trees to be removed.

Staff Response: The above concerns and suggestions have been addressed in in
the LCP Conformance section of this report, and are summarized below:

1.  While the size (floor area and scale) of the four SFDs are certainly larger
than those of the surrounding (R-1/S-17 zoned) neighborhood, they are
also located on lots whose size (including the Easement area) range 4.4 to
6.4 times (in the case of Lot 4) the R-1/S-17 District’'s minimum lot size of
5,000 sq. ft.

2.  While several residents commented that the removal of the third-story
mezzanine/catwalk (leading to a west-facing upper deck) would reduce
height and scale, this mezzanine area actually occurs within the upper
clearstory area of the second story floor. The project architect concludes
that its presence does not result in the roof line being any higher;
conversely, removing it would not affect the roof line. This issue was
discussed at some length in the C-DRC process, and removing the
mezzanine area and/or lowering the roof line was not recommended by the
C-DRC’s (with due respect to the C-DRC’s Moss Beach representative who
took issue with the size and height of the proposed residences).
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3. The four residences have been located as far east on the project site as is
feasible, both to mitigate issues around future bluff top erosion and to
accommodate the proposed easement (which will protect and preserve
critical sensitive habitat and identified rare plants on the project site).
Additional constraints included the need to take access from Vallemar, while
maintaining the minimum 50 ft. front (from Vallemar) and 20 ft. side yard
setbacks required by the RM-CZ development standards.

4.  As aresult of the locational criteria cited above, the project does result in the
removal of 30 significant trees, with others being trimmed (to also ensure
minimum fire suppression clearance requirements) to accommodate the four
SFDs. Several native trees will also be planted, a MM that was supported by
the CCC. The project also includes MMs requiring the assessment of such
trees for nesting birds/raptors prior to any disturbance.

5. The bluff top trail’s access by the public is ensured via the documents and
MMs discussed in this report.

6.  Concerns regarding the project’s visibility from viewing points at the beach
below the bluffs, and from points along Highway 1, Vallemar, and Juliana
are, discussed in the LCP Conformance (Visual Resources) Section of this
report. Some of the residents’ comments were accompanied by a picture
taken when the story poles were up early in the C-DRC process that clearly
shows the four SFDs. Since then, more recent visual simulations
(Attachment O) show the houses in the location they were moved back to,
and with other changes that the C-DRC required. While the topmost roof
elements of the SFDs will be visible from Highway 1 and (to a greater
degree) from Vallemar and Juliana, that is because the houses have been
moved back as easterly on the property (with the garages detached to
reduce their massing) to accommodate access from Vallemar while still
complying with minimum required front setbacks. Tree removal and
trimming will certainly increase their visibility from these roadways, but
many of the trees will remain (with new trees planted) to reduce the visual
impacts. Taken altogether, the visual impacts from all cited public viewing
points will not be significant.

Midcoast Community Council (MCCC). Upon circulation of the first IS/MND
(January/February 2018), the MCCC provided comments (letter dated January 24,
2018; Attachment Z.); they did not provide any additional comments to the second
circulation of the IS/MND. However, their initial comments are summarized as
follows:

* Biotic Easement: The biotic easement (since referred to as the Conservation
Easement) should have a deadline on when it must be finalized.

30



* Perimeter Fence and Public Trail: A Condition of Approval should be added
requiring a determination by the County Parks Department to determine a safe
minimum distance for the public trail, between the cliff edge and private property
boundary fence.

* Coastal Hazard: Require a: (a) prohibition of future shoreline armoring; (b)
removal of development if it becomes unsafe to occupy due to threat of coastal
(bluff erosion) hazards; (c) removal of debris that falls from the bluff top onto the
beach below; (d) assumption of all risks of coastal hazards, waiver of liability and
indemnification agreement; and (e) recordation of deed restriction imposing
coastal hazards as covenants, conditions and restrictions (CC&Rs) on the use
and enjoyment if the property.

Response: Regarding the “Biotic Easement”, MM 4 requires that the Easement
document, together with the other cited documents in that mitigation, be amended,
reviewed and finalized prior to the commencement of any site disturbance or
construction.

Regarding “Perimeter Fencing and Public Trail”, see the discussion about this
issue in the LCP Conformation Section of this report (e.g., Policies 10.9, 10.17,
10.23 through 10.26. MMs 4 through 7 have been revised to require current and
future owners to relocate the trail eastward as may be required due to bluff top
erosion). If it becomes necessary to move the trail, the relocation plan must
address any potential impacts to existing populations or replantings of coastal
terrace prairie grassland and the other identified rare plants occurring within the
Easement area. The trail relocation plan would also address the potential need to
adjust habitat protection fencing, and could include additional signage to educate
the public about the importance to protect such resources and to stay on the
designated trail.

Regarding the “Coastal Hazard” issue and prohibiting future armoring of the
shoreline bluffs (and in furthering the broader intent of and compliance with LCP
(Hazards) Policy 9.8.d.), the following Condition of Approval has been added
(Attachment A):

The construction of any shoreline protective device(s) for the purpose of
protecting the development approved in this project including, but not limited to,
the approved building and associated foundation, and all future development on
this property in the event that these structures are threatened with imminent
damage or destruction from coastal hazards including, but not limited to, episodic
and long-term shoreline retreat and coastal erosion and bluff and geologic
instability is prohibited. Prior to the issuance of the building permit for this project,
the property owner shall record a deed restriction on the subject property
prohibiting the construction of any shoreline protective devices for the subject
project and any future development on the subject property and submit a copy of
the recorded document to the Planning and Building Department.
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With regards to the other requests cited under the “Coastal Hazard” comment, the
recommended conditions of project approval accomplish the objectives
recommended by the MCC and CCC.

California Coastal Commission (CCC) — First Comment Letter. Upon
circulation of the first IS/MND, the CCC provided comments (letter dated March 1,
2018; Attachment W), within which they cited issues and concerns summarized as
follows:

* More adequate protection of the coastal prairie grassland and coast yellow
leptosiphon (CYL), pursuant to the measures discussed in the project’s “Adaptive
Management and Monitoring Plan” and “Conservation Strategy” (on and near the
project site), including a revised biological survey that would include performance
criteria and quantitative-based measures (to the standards cited by F&W), to
ensure protection of these resources, with discussion of and compliance with
applicable LCP (Sensitive Habitats) Policies.

* More expanded analysis in the revised biological survey as to plant species
within the “Transitional Area” and associated protection measures, including better
guantification and identification of non-exotic (non-native) and native areas to be
affected by development.

* More adequate measures for the protection of the coastal terrace prairie
grassland and CYL and establishment of sensitive habitat buffers, both during and
after all ground disturbance activities, including identifying staging, access routes
and temporary construction fencing to be implemented during such activities and
marked on the project plans and reviewed by F&W.

* Acknowledging that the project’s Tree Protection Plan will help to mitigate the
views of the four houses as seen from Highway 1 and from the western portion
(along trail) of the bluff, the Plan should maximize the planting of native species to
replace removal of Monterey cypress.

* Expanded analysis and discussion of the project (given bluff-impacting geologic
hazards and project-related drainage) as it would affect bluff top erosion, including
that project will not allow for the construction of any shoreline protection to armor
the development against future erosion and sea-level rose, to ensure consistency
with LCP (Hazards) Policy 9.8.

* Adequacy of measures to ensure compliance with LCP (Locating and Planning
New Development) Policy 1.35, including analysis and discussion that site
drainage will not be adversely impacted from grading and construction of houses,
including discussion of water quality impacts with respect to sensitive habitat on
the project site, in adjacent bluff top areas, and the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve.
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* Insuring that project has adequate water and wastewater service, road access
public services and infrastructure (LCP Policy 1.19) and that the four residences
will not exceed the 40 new units permitted per year in the Midcoast (LCP Policy
1.23).

* Provide evidence that the proposed project qualifies as a lot line adjustment
under, and is otherwise consistent with all applicable laws in effect when in 1989
the 40 original lots (of the 1908 Moss Beach Highlands Subdivision) were merged
and lines altered to result in the seven current lots/parcels. This shall include
discussion of the seven lots’ legality and demonstrate that the proposed lot line
adjustment (LLA) is consistent with Policies 1.28, 1.29 and 1.30.

Response: With regard to the legal status of the existing seven parcels (to be
reduced via a LLA to four parcels as part of this project), the County processed
and recorded a previous LLA in 1980-1991. That action established the parcels
being adjusted as part of this project as legal parcels, as further described below
(also see Attachment EE for a complete zoning and parcel creation history).

1. Applicable (1989) State Map Act Provisions. The State Map Act (CA Govt.
Code 66412(d)) provision, as it applied to LLAs, was different in 1989 than it
currently reads. The 1989 version states:

“This division shall be inapplicable to:...(d) A lot line adjustment [LLA] between
two or more existing adjacent parcels, where the land taken from one parcel is
added to an adjacent parcel, and where a greater number of parcels than
originally existed is not thereby created, provided the LLA is approved by the local
agency... A local agency...shall limit its review and approval to a determination of
whether or not the parcels resulting from the LLA will conform to local zoning and

”

building ordinances....”.

In 1989, the proposed LLA was seen as an adjustment between two or more
parcels (of the 41 lots of record representing a portion of the recorded 1908 Moss
Beach Heights subdivision). That LLA effectively adjusted the 41 lots down to
seven lots. Thus, the LLA did not create a “greater number of parcels than
originally existed”. Also, since the above cited section required that the LLA
comply with local zoning, the issue of the subject site’s zoning is relevant.

2. RM-CZ Zoning District Regulations. In 1989, County deemed that the subject
2.48-acre was comprised of 41 legal lots of record as described above. While this
property had been consolidated into two APNs (037-086-160 and -170 by the time
the 1989 LLA application was submitted, such APNSs reflected parcels for tax
assessment purposes; they were not considered legal “parcels” for the purpose of
the criteria put forth by the above-cited Government Code Section. Relative to the
code section’s mandate that the LLA comply with zoning, the RM-CZ District
regulations (Section 6901, Paragraph 3), state:
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“All parcels 5 acres or larger in size which were legally in existence at the time of
the enactment of this ordinance [in or around 1980] shall continue to be legal
parcels. Parcels smaller than 5 acres in size shall continue to be legal parcels
only if no adjacent property was in the same ownership at the time of enactment
of this ordinance, or if a potable on-site water supply had been developed on the
parcel at the time of enactment of this ordinance [no such water supply, e.g., a
well, had been developed]. When such parcels can be aggregated to a minimum
of 5 acres, each 5-acre aggregation shall constitute one legal parcel.”

Critical to the last sentence is the implication that of the total 2.48-acre site (the
41 lots of record), the County should have aggregated or merged those lots “to
a minimum of 5 acres,” leading to what would have been a single merger of

the 41 lots in one legal (albeit less than 5 acre) parcel. In 1989, the County
Subdivision Ordinance stated (Section 14.5; Parcel Mergers; Subsection 14.5.2;
Mergers Required): “If any one of two or more contiguous parcels held by the
same owner does not conform to standards for minimum parcel size to permit
use or development under a zoning, subdivision or other ordinance of the
County...then such parcel shall be considered merged for the purpose of this
Chapter.”

Relative to the above-cited RM-CZ section — and critical to the portion of the
above-quoted Merger section - the County determined that the RM-CZ regulations
do not inherently mandate a minimum parcel size. Additionally, at the time, the
only areas mandated for merger in the LCP (Policy 1.21; Lot Consolidation)
pursuant to the LCP Land Use Map, was as follows: “...consolidate contiguous
lots, held in the same ownership, in residential subdivisions in Seal Cove to
minimize risks to life and property and in Miramar to protect coastal views and
scenic coastal areas.” The only other mergers to have occurred involved several
parcels in the Montara Estates area, whereby a single owner of many such
parcels voluntarily merged parcels in 1979. The LCP did not identify either the
subject site or other similarly configured or zoned properties as mandated for
merger. As a result, the RM-CZ reference to merging parcels was not deemed
legally effective.

3. LLA Process in 1989. Finally, it's important to understand that the County’s
certified LCP exempted LLAs, with no qualifications. That said — and pursuant to
the above rationale — the County followed the LLA procedural policy that was
deemed appropriate at the time (since the State Map Act did not mandate
process, nor were LLA’s yet included and discussed in the County Subdivision
Ordinance in effect at that time).

California Coastal Commission (CCC) — Second Comment Letter. Upon
circulation of the second revised IS/MND, the CCC provided comments (letter
dated November 15, 2018; Attachment X), whereby they cited issues and
concerns summarized as follows:
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* Biological Resources. The CCC acknowledged that the revised IS/MND’s
discussion and associated MMs (arising primarily from the McGraw Botanical
Survey Report; Attachment S), together with the revised (more detailed and
resource protective) Habitat Management Plan (included within the “Vallemar
Bluffs Conservation and Development Project Management Planning
Framework”), Conservation and Open Space Easement, and Draft CC&Rs
(Attachments S.1, S.2, and S.3, respectively), appeared to ensure far greater
protection and result in no significant impacts to sensitive habitat (as previously
cited and described) in the project area.

However, the CCC recommends that the County provide full discussion to

ensure consistency with LCP Policies 7.3 and 7.5. With regard to MM 7, the
CCC suggested that the County require the applicant to clearly identify to whom
monitoring reports (of the effect of the recreational use of the bluff-top trail) will be
submitted and that those reports meet the requirements of F&W to ensure
protection of the sensitive species identified in the project area.

The MPF provides the basis for development of and integration into a Habitat
Management Plan “following approval” of the project and prior to issuance of
building permits. The CCC suggested that the County require that this occur prior
to issuance of the proposed CDP. Also, with regards to MM 4, they suggested
that the CCC staff be included in the review of the Easement together with the
Habitat Management Plan and associated CC&Rs prior these documents’
recordation with the LLA/Parcel Map.

Response: Staff has provided a full discussion of the project’s consistency with
the applicable LCP (Sensitive Habitat) policies in the LCP Conformance section of
this report and agrees with the suggestions regarding to MMs 4 through 7, which
have been revised to address the CCC’s comments.

Geologic Hazard. The CCC reiterated their comment from their March 2018 letter
regarding the prohibition of the placement of any bluff protection in the future.

Response: As stated in staff’s response to that comment, a Condition of Approval
has been added prohibiting any such future bluff protection, in the form of a deed
restriction prior to issuance of any building permits.

Visual. CCC recommends that the project be evaluated for consistency with

LCP Policies 8.12 and 8.13 (including its special design guidelines for coastal
communities), due to the project’s location between the first public road and the
sea. Specific discussion shall address Policy 8.13’s requirement that structures
be designed to fit the topography of the site and do not require extensive cutting,
grading or filling for construction, are in scale with the character of their setting
and blend rather than dominate or distract from the overall view of the landscape.
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Response: See the LCP Conformance and DR Conformance sections of this
report for a full discussion responding to these policies.

Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC). Upon circulation of the
second and revised IS/MND (October/November 2018), the NAHC provided a
letter (dated 10/22/2018; Attachment CC), that included the following summary
comments:

* In the Discussion section of “Tribal Resources” [in the IS/MND], the conclusion
that the project is not subject to AB [Assembly Bill] 52 is inaccurate. While the
tribal consultation requirements portion of AB52 are not applicable because tribes
have not submitted letters requesting contact for projects, other portions of AB52
do apply to the project.

* Mitigation for inadvertent finds of human remains in Mitigation Measure (MM) 31
[found in discussion in the IS/MND] is inaccurate. There is no time limit on when
the inspection by the MLD [Most Likely Descendant] can take place. The MLD
has 48 hours from the time they are given access to the site to make recom-
mendations. Please refer to California Public Resources Code (CPRC) Section
5097.98 for the process of designating a MLD for human remains determined to
be Native American.

Response: Prior to the IS/MND’s initial circulation in January/February of 2018,
staff was aware of AB52 (adopted in 2014 and effective July 2015), which
stipulated statutory and CEQA guidelines and procedures for inadvertent
discoveries of Native American burials. Prior to the first circulation of the IS/MND,
staff submitted (on 11/14/2017) to the NAHC a “Sacred Lands File and Native
American Contacts List Request.” Planning had concluded that applicability of
AB52 was dependent on California Native American (CNA) tribes requesting that
they be notified by lead agencies through formal notice of proposed projects in the
geographic area where the tribe is traditionally and culturally affiliated; no
response to the “List Request” was received from the NAHC.

However, in an effort to comply with the intent of AB52, staff both emailed and
send certified mail notice to a listing of seven CNA tribes that the NAHC had
subsequently sent to other Planning staff, requesting comments as well as any
additional or revised MMs. As of the date of this report’s writing, three of the tribal
contacts have responded that the project site is outside of their tribal jurisdiction;
and one tribe (Mewekma/Ohlone Indian Tribe) responded with extensive
information on that tribe’s legal recognition by the US Bureau of Indian Affairs and
the State of California; however, no other comments were added. And no other
tribes have responded back with comments. Any late comments will be presented
to the Planning Commission at the hearing, with staff’'s recommendation to revise
or add any new MMs as deemed necessary to ensure compliance with AB52.
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Additionally, and in response to the NAHC's initial comment cited above, MM 31
has been revised to change the cited 24-hour notice requirement to 48 hours
(NAHC's stipulated contact time limit), in the event that any human remains are
found during any project-related ground disturbance activities. Additionally, both
MMs 29 and 31 have been revised to add the following language (as recom-
mended by the notified representative of the Amah Mutsun Tribal Band):

“Confirm to the satisfaction of the Community Development Director that, prior to
the commencement of any ground disturbance activities, they have hired an
archaeologist to provide adequate training to any construction crew that will be
performing any such activities to ensure that they are aware of how to identify any
potential archaeological or human remains and associated burial items
encountered.”

Staff has added eight MMs to comply with CPRC Section 21084.3(b), as cited in
the NAHC’s response letter. With these revised MMs and added Conditions of
Approval, staff concludes that the project will meet the intent of AB 52.

San Mateo County Department of Public Works. In response to the
recirculated IS/MND of October/November 2018,the Director of the Department
of Public Works provided a comment letter (Attachment DD) that due to the
project site’s being located directly under the departure path for Runway 30,
“any new residences in this location will be markedly impacted by aircraft
departure noise.” As a result, the Director requested that aircraft noise impacts
be added to Section 5(d) of the IS/MND.

Response: To reiterate the discussion in the LCP Conformance section of this
report (relative to the project’s consistency with LCP Policy 1.36), pursuant to the
ALUCP’s Exhibit 4C (Safety Zones), the project site lies just outside of and north
of the “Outer Approach/Departure (Zone 4)”, which is aligned with runways 30
(identified at south end) and 12 (at north end) (Attachment DD.1). However, since
the project site is within the “Airport Influence Area (AlA) (Zone 7)”, associated
Table 4B (Safety Criteria Matrix) applies, which stipulates criteria and conditions
for various uses. For uses within the AIA, while there are no limits to residential
density (dwelling units per acre), the Development Conditions require an “Airport
Disclosure Notice”. To this end, and as discussed and specified in the LCP
Conformance section, while the project doesn’t trigger the need for an Avigation
Easement, nor additional construction or sound attenuation measures (beyond
those cited in the Uniform Building Code, Title 24), staff does recommend that a
Condition of Approval be added to require that a “California Real Estate
Disclosure Notice” (entitled: “Notice of Airport in Vicinity”) be added upon the sale
of any of the proposed four lots.

As a result, staff recommends the addition of a condition of approval that will
require that all four residences be constructed with adequate and effective sound
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attenuation materials to ensure that the impact from aircraft noise is less
significant.

C. MIDCOAST COMMUNITY COUNCIL REVIEW

The Midcoast Community Council provided their formal recommendation on this
project in a letter dated January 24, 2018 (Attachment Z) in response to the
IS/IMND. Their comments are summarized, with staff response, in the
Environmental Review section of this report.

D. COUNTY DEPARTMENT AND OTHER AGENCY REVIEW

Department of Public Works

Building Inspection Section (no comments)
Department of Parks

Environmental Health Services

County Counsel

Midcoast Community Council

California Coastal Commission

California Department of Fish and Wildlife
Committee for Green Foothills

Coastside Fire Protection District
Montara Water & Sanitary District

ATTACHMENTS

A Findings and Conditions of Approval

B Location Map*

C Project Site Plan*

D Site Sections*

E Existing Vegetation (See Attachments E.1 thru E.4 for Updated Plant Types) *
E.1 McGraw Survey — Existing Plant Communities

E.2 McGraw Survey — Existing Rare Plants

E.3 McGraw Survey — Proposed Conservation & Development Areas

E.4 McGraw Survey — Conservation & Restoration Areas

F Tree Removal and Tree Replacement Plan*

G Tree and Shrub Planting Plan on House Sites (see Attachment T.2. for Vegetation
Plan on Conservation and Open Space Easement Area)*

Grading Plans*

Drainage Areas* (also see Attachment P)

Erosion Control Plan*

Site Plan and Elevations (Lot 1)*

Site Plan and Elevations (Lot 2)*

Site Plan and Elevations (Lot 3)*

Site Plan and Elevations (Lot 4)*

Project Photo Simulations*

oOzzrxe~I

38



>N < X <
PN<XE:

oy
w0

CC.

DD.

Preliminary Storm Drainage Report, Mesiti-Miller Engineering, Inc. (April 26, 2017)
Coastal Bluff Recession Study, Haro, Kasunich and Associates (April 24, 2015)*
Vallemar Bluffs Coastal Hazards Assessment, Environmental Science Associates
(October 26, 2016)*

Geotechnical Investigation, Haro, Kasunich and Associates (August 2016)*
Geotechnical Investigation Update, Haro, Kasunich and Associates (June 18,
2018)*

Biological Survey Report, Jodi McGraw Consulting (August 2018)*

Habitat Management Plan (Vallemar Bluffs Conservation and Development
Project Management Planning Framework) (August 2018)*

Proposed Conservation and Open Space Easement

Draft Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (CC&RS)

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Letter (June 6, 2017)*

California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Memorandum to Fish and Game
Commission (December 7, 2017)*

(New) California Department of Fish and Wildlife Letter/Response (February 7,
2018)*

Moss Beach Tree Survey (May 2015)*

Coastside Design Review Committee Recommendation (October 12, 2017)*
California Coastal Commission Letter/Response to IS/IMND (March 1, 2018)*
California Coastal Commission Letter/Response to Revised IS/MND (11/15/2018)
Midcoast Community Council Comments (January 24, 2018)

Revised Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

(Review Period: 10/10/2018 - 11/8/2018)

Neighbor/Resident Comment Letters and Photos Received in Response to Initially
Circulated IS/MND (Review Period: 1/27/2018 — 2/15/2018).

Native American Heritage Commission Response Letter (October 22, 2018)
Department of Public Works Response Letter (January 23, 2018)\

DD.1.Half Moon Bay Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (2014); Safety Zones

EE.
FF.

GG.

*

Height Measurement Diagram (R-1/S-17 vs. RM-CZ Regulations)
Zoning and Parcel History of Project Site
Lot Line Adjustment/Parcel Map

These documents can be found at the Planning and Building office or on-line on the
Planning and Building Department’s website at: http://planning.smcgov.org/major-
projects. Under Major Projects; go to the “Four Residences on Vallemar at Julianna,
Moss Beach’, where these documents are located (and downloadable) under labeled
.pdf files.

DH:pac - DJHDDO0003_WPU.DOCX
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Attachment A

County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Department

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit or Project File Number: PLN 2015-00380 Hearing Date: February 13, 2019

Prepared By: David Holbrook For Adoption By: Planning Commission

Project Planner

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

For the Environmental Review, Find:

1.

That the Planning Commission does hereby find that this Mitigated Negative
Declaration reflects the independent judgment of San Mateo County

That the Mitigated Negative Declaration is complete, correct, and adequate and
prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and
applicable State and County Guidelines.

That, on the basis of the Initial Study, comments received hereto, 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.

That the Mitigation Measures (hnumbered 1 through 36) in the Mitigated Negative
Declaration and agreed to by the owner and placed as conditions on the project
have been incorporated into the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan in
conformance with the California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.

For the Coastal Development Permit, Find:

5.

That the project, as described in the application and accompanying materials
required by Section 6328.7 and as conditioned in accordance with Section
6328.14, conforms to the plans, policies, requirements and standards of the
San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.

That the project conforms to the specific findings required by policies of the
San Mateo County Local Coastal Program. The legalization will not affect any
sensitive habitats, visual resources, or public access to and along the coast.

That the project conforms to the applicable policies of the Local Coastal Program
(LCP) as discussed.
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8.  The development is in conformity with the public access and public recreation
policies of Chapter 3 of the State Coastal Act (commencing with Section 30200),
as discussed in the sections of this report addressing bluff top access.

For the Design Review Permit, Find:

9.  That the project has been reviewed under and found to be in general compliance
with the Design Review Standards for One-Family Development in the Midcoast,
pursuant to Section 6565.20 of the County Zoning Regulations.

For the Resource Management District Development Review Permit, Find:

10. That the project complies with the applicable criteria and standards, as required
by Section 6324 of the County Zoning Regulations.

For the Grading Permit, Find:

11. That this project, as conditioned, will not have a significant adverse effect on
the environment. The project has been reviewed by planning staff and the
Department of Public Works, which found that the project can be completed
without significant harm to the environment as conditioned.

12. That this project, as conditioned, conforms to the criteria of the San Mateo County
Grading Ordinance and is consistent with the General Plan. Planning staff and
the Department of Public Works have reviewed the project and have determined
its conformance to the criteria of Chapter 8, Division VII, San Mateo County
Ordinance Code, including the standards referenced in Section 8605 and the San
Mateo County General Plan.

For the Lot Line Adjustment, Find:

13. That the Lot Line Adjustment conforms to the General Plan, LCP, and Zoning and
Building Regulations.

14. That the Lot Line Adjustment creates suitable building sites with provisions for
adequate routine and emergency access.

15. That the Lot Line Adjustment accommodates provisions for adequate water supply
and sewage disposal.

16. That the Lot Line Adjustment avoid or minimize impacts upon scenic corridors,
wetlands, coastal resources, or authorized coastal development.
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RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Current Planning Section

1.

This approval applies only to the proposal as described in the plans, supporting
materials and reports approved by the Planning Commission on February 13,
2019. Minor revisions or modifications to the project may be made subject to the
review and approval of the Community Development Director, if they are
consistent with the intent of and in substantial conformance with this approval.

This permit shall be valid for one year. Any extension of this permit shall require
submittal of an application for permit extension and payment of applicable permit
extension fees 60 days prior to expiration.

The applicant shall submit a check in the amount of $2,404.75, payable to

San Mateo County, prior to and required for filing of the Mitigated Negative
Declaration’s ‘Notice of Determination’ with the County Clerk’s office, as required
by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife ($2,354.75 + $50 County Clerk
processing fee).

Prior to issuance of any of the building permits for the four residences, the
applicant shall submit, for the review and approval of the County Parks and Public
Works Departments, plans for construction of the segment of the California
Coastal Trail (CCT) within the Vallemar Street road right-of-way adjacent to the
project. The plans shall, among other things, satisfy the trail width, striping, and
signage requirements established by these departments. The trail section shall
be completed to the departments’ satisfaction prior to the final building permit
inspection of the last of the four residences.

The construction of any shoreline protective device(s) for the purpose of
protecting the development approved in this project is prohibited. This includes,
but is not limited to, the construction of any seawall or revetment for the purpose
of protecting the approved buildings and associated foundations, in the event that
these structures are threatened with imminent damage or destruction from coastal
hazards such as episodic and long-term shoreline erosion, and bluff and geologic
instability. Prior to the issuance of the building permit for this project, the property
owner shall record a deed restriction, to the satisfaction of the Community
Development Director, which informs all future property owners of this prohibition.

At the building permit application stage, the project shall demonstrate compliance
with the Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (WELO) and provide the required
forms. WELO applies to new landscape projects equal to or greater than

500 sq. ft. A prescriptive checklist is available as a compliance option for projects
under 2,500 sqg. ft. WELO also applies to rehabilitated landscape projects equal to
or greater than 2,500 sq. ft. The following restrictions apply to projects using the
prescriptive checklist:
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10.

a. Compost: The project must incorporate compost at a rate of at least four
(4) cubic yards per 1,000 sq. ft. to a depth of 6 inches into the landscape
area (unless contra-indicated by a soil test).

b. Plant Water Use (Residential): Install climate adapted plants that require
occasional, little, or no summer water (average WUCOLS plant factor 0.3)
for 75% of the plant area excluding edibles and areas using recycled water.

C. Mulch: A minimum 3-inch layer of mulch should be applied on all exposed
soil surfaces of planting areas, except in areas of turf or creeping or rooting
groundcovers.

d.  Turf: Total turf area shall not exceed 25% of the landscape area. Turfis not
allowed in non-residential projects. Turf (if utilized) is limited to slopes not
exceeding 25% and is not used in parkways less than 10 feet in width. Turf,
if utilized in parkways, is irrigated by sub-surface irrigation or other
technology that prevents overspray or runoft.

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

No grading activities shall commence until the property owner has been issued a
grading permit (issued as the “hard card” with all necessary information filled out
and signatures obtained) together with the building permit by the Current Planning
Section.

No grading shall be allowed during the winter season (October 1 to April 30) to
avoid potential soil erosion. An applicant-completed and County-issued grading
permit “hard card” is required prior to the start of any land disturbance/grading
operations. Along with the “hard card” application, the applicant shall submit

a letter to the Current Planning Section, at least two (2) weeks prior to
commencement of grading, stating the date when grading operations will begin,
anticipated end date of grading operations, including dates of revegetation and
estimated date of establishment of newly planted vegetation.

Prior to any land disturbance and throughout the grading operation, the property
owner shall implement the erosion control plan, as prepared and signed by the
engineer of record and approved by the Planning Commission. Revisions to the
approved erosion control plan shall be prepared and signed by the engineer and
submitted to the Community Development Director for review and approval.

Prior to issuance of the grading permit “hard card,” the property owner shall
submit a schedule of all grading operations to the Current Planning Section,
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subject to review and approval by the Current Planning Section. The submitted
schedule shall include a schedule for winterizing the site. If the schedule of
grading operations calls for the grading to be completed in one grading season,
then the winterizing plan shall be considered a contingent plan to be implemented
if work falls behind schedule. All submitted schedules shall represent the work in
detail and shall project the grading operations through to completion.

The property owner shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater
Pollution Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision
Guidelines,” including, but not limited to, the following:

a. Delineation with field markers of clearing limits, easements, setbacks,
sensitive or critical areas, buffer zones, trees, and drainage courses within
the vicinity of areas to be disturbed by construction and/or grading.

b. Protection of adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction
impacts using vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes,
mulching, or other measures as appropriate.

C. Performing clearing and earth-moving activities only during dry weather.

d. Stabilization of all denuded areas and maintenance of erosion control
measures continuously between October 1 and April 30.

e.  Storage, handling, and disposal of construction materials and wastes
properly, so as to prevent their contact with stormwater.

f. Control and prevention of the discharge of all potential pollutants, including
pavement cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals,
wash water or sediments, and non-stormwater discharges to storm drains
and watercourses.

g. Use of sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering
site and obtain all necessary permits.

h.  Avoiding cleaning, fueling, or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in a
designated area where wash water is contained and treated.

I. Limiting and timing application of pesticides and fertilizers to prevent
polluted runoff.

J- Limiting construction access routes and stabilization of designated access
points.

k.  Avoiding tracking dirt or other materials off-site; cleaning off-site paved
areas and sidewalks using dry sweeping methods.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

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

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

n. Failure to install or maintain these measures will result in stoppage of
construction until the corrections have been made and fees paid for staff
enforcement time.

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

For the final approval of the grading permit, the property owner shall ensure

the performance of the following activities within thirty (30) days of the completion
of grading at the project site: (a) The engineer shall submit written certification
that all grading has been completed in conformance with the approved plans,
conditions of approval/mitigation measures, and the Grading Regulations, to the
Department of Public Works and the Planning and Building Department’s
Geotechnical Engineer, (b) The geotechnical consultant shall observe and
approve all applicable work during construction and sign Section Il of the
Geotechnical Consultant Approval form, for submittal to the Planning and
Building Department’s Geotechnical Engineer and Current Planning Section.

Applicant shall prepare a Stormwater Management Plan (SWMP) that includes, at
a minimum, exhibit(s) showing drainage areas and location of Low Impact
Development (LID) treatment measures; project watershed; total project site area
and total area of land disturbed; total new and/or replaced impervious area;
treatment measures and hydraulic sizing calculations; a listing of source control
and site design measures to be implemented at the site; hydro-modification
management measures and calculations, if applicable; NRCS soil type; saturated
hydraulic conductivity rate(s) at relevant locations or hydrologic soil type (A, B, C
or D) and source of information; elevation of high seasonal groundwater table; a
brief summary of how the project is complying with Provision C.3 of the MRP; and
detailed Maintenance Plan(s) for each site design, source control and treatment
measure requiring maintenance.

LID treatment measures to be shown on final improvement or grading plans shall
not differ materially from the LID treatment measures presented on the project’s
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16.

17.

Lot Line Adjustment/Parcel Map Map, without written approval from the Planning
Department.

Project construction activities shall comply with all requirements of the
Municipal Regional Stormwater NPDES Permit Provision C.3. Please refer to
the San Mateo Countywide Water Pollution Prevention Program’s (SMCWPPP)
C.3 Stormwater Technical Guidance Manual for assistance in implementing
LID measures at the site.

(Mitigation Measure 1): All development on all four proposed lots shall
comply with the plans approved by the Coastside Design Review Committee on
October 12, 2017, and shall include the following revisions to the project on the
plans submitted in conjunctions with the required building permit applications:

a. Revise the variable color scheme to be neutral so as to blend with the
immediate landscape so that the structures’ exteriors weather naturally.
Weathered (pickled) wood, stucco or cementitious hardy sidings are
acceptable options. Any such changes shall require the submittal of
material samples for review by the Community Development Director.

b.  Submit revised plans to show modified deck specifications to include the
floor area pf the mezzanine decks (for all houses that include such
decks) pursuant to the second revision plans presented [to the DRC] on
October 12, 2017 (definitive deck square footage was delineated only for
entry, rear, and garage decks in all versions of previously submitted plans).

c.  Any additional exterior lighting (in addition to the single fixture shown at the
entry and garage locations) shall be dark sky compliant fixtures, which shall
be mounted or recessed under the soffits at other openings and allowed
only as required by building code (for safety). No additional site, building,
or landscape lighting is proposed.

d. All paved pathways and patios shall be shown as dimensioned, on the
plans, with identified materials [which shall be of a pervious nature].

e. The applicant shall provide “finished floor elevation verification” to certify
that the structure is actually constructed at the height shown on the
submitted plans. The applicant shall have a licensed land surveyor or
engineer establish a baseline elevation datum point in the vicinity of the
[four] construction sites.

(1) The applicant shall maintain the datum point so that it will not be

disturbed by the proposed construction activities until final approval
of the building permit.
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(2) This datum point and its elevation shall be shown on the submitted
site plan. This datum point shall be used during construction to verify
the elevation of the finished floors relative to the existing natural or to
the grade of the site (finished grade).

(3) Prior to Planning approval of the building permit application, the
applicant shall also have the licensed land surveyor or engineer
indicate on the construction plans: (a) the natural grade elevations at
the significant corners (at least four) of the footprint of the proposed
structure on the submitted site plan, and (b) the elevations of
proposed finished grades.

(4) In addition, (a) the natural grade elevations at the significant corners
of the proposed structure, (b) the finished floor elevations, (c) the
topmost elevation of the roof, and (d) the garage slab elevation must
be shown on the plan, elevations, and cross-section (if one is
provided).

(5) Once the building is under construction, prior to the below floor
framing inspection or the pouring of the concrete slab (as the case
may be) for the lowest floor(s), the applicant shall provide to the
Building Inspection Section a letter from the licensed land surveyor
or engineer certifying that the lowest floor height, as constructed, is
equal to the elevation specified for that floor in the approved plans.
Similarly, certifications on the garage slab and the topmost elevation
of the roof are required.

(6) If the actual floor height, garage slab, or roof height, as constructed,
is different than the elevation specified in the plans, then the applicant
shall cease all construction and no additional inspections shall be
approved until a revised set of plans is submitted to and subsequently
approved by both the Building Official and the Community
Development Director.

f. All new power and telephone utility lines from the street or nearest existing
utility pole to the project structures on the property shall be placed
underground.

(Mitigation Measure 2): The applicant shall submit an Air Quality Best
Management Practices Plan to the Planning and Building Department prior to the
issuance of any grading “hard card” or building permit that, at a minimum, includes
the “Basic Construction Mitigation Measures” as listed in Table 8-1 of the
BAAQMD California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (May 2011).
These measures shall be implemented prior to beginning any grading and/or
construction activities and shall be maintained for the duration of the project
grading and/or construction activities:
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19.

All exposed surfaces (e.g., parking areas, staging areas, soil piles, graded
areas, and unpaved access road) shall be watered two times per day.

All haul trucks transporting soil, sand, or other loose material off-site shall be
covered.

All visible mud or dirt track-out onto adjacent paved roads shall be removed
using wet power vacuum street sweepers at least once per day. The use of
dry power sweeping is prohibited.

All vehicle speeds on unpaved roads shall be limited to 15 miles per hour
(mph).

Roadways and building pads shall be laid as soon as possible after grading
unless seeding or soil binders are used.

Idling times shall be minimized either by shutting equipment or vehicles
off when not in use or reducing the maximum idling time to 5 minutes
(as required by the California airborne toxics control measure Title 13,
Section 2485 of California Code of Regulations). Clear signage shall be
provided for construction workers at all access points.

All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned in
accordance with manufacturer’s specifications.

Minimize the idling time of diesel powered construction equipment to two
minutes.

(Mitigation Measure 3): The applicant shall submit a dust control plan to the
Planning Department for review and approval prior to the issuance of a building
permit for the project. The approved plan shall be implemented for the duration of
any grading, demolition, and construction activities that generate dust and other
airborne particles. The plan shall include the following control measures:

a.

b.

Water all active construction areas at least twice daily.

Water or cover stockpiles of debris, soil, sand, or other materials that can be
blown by the wind.

Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand and other loose materials or require all
trucks to maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.

Apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all
unpaved access roads, parking and staging areas at construction sites.
Also, hydroseed or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers to inactive construction
areas.
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20.

21.

e. Sweep daily (preferably with water sweepers) all paved access roads,
parking and staging areas at construction sites.

f. Sweep adjacent public streets daily (preferably with water sweepers) if
visible soil material is carried onto them.

g. Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply non-toxic soil binders to exposed
stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.).

h. Limit traffic speeds on unpaved roads within the project parcel to 15 mph.

I. Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to
public roadways.

J- Replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

(REVISED Mitigation Measure 4): The project developer, and all future
owners, shall be responsible for protecting and maintaining the environ-
mentally sensitive habitat areas that exist on the project site in perpetuity.
To this end, a final Habitat Management Plan (HMP), Conservation and Open
Space Easement, and associated Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions
(CC&Rs), shall be submitted for the review and approval of the Community
Development Director prior to commencement of grading or construction,
and, upon approval, recorded with the Final Lot Line Adjustment/Parcel
Map. The purpose of the easement and the CCR’s shall be to restrict the
use and development of the easement area in a manner that protects
sensitive habitats, identify the ongoing responsibilities of the property
owners to protect and maintain these habitat areas, and allow for the lateral
public coastal access trail to be relocated within the easement areas in the
event the existing trail is undermined by erosion. The easement shall be
conveyed from the Project owner to the Golden State Land Conservancy or
other entity acceptable to the Community Development Director, who will be
responsible for ensuring compliance with the easement’s provisions and
effective implementation of the approved Habitat Management Plan.

(Mitigation Measure 5): Prior to the final building inspection of any of the four
residences, a permanent fence — not to exceed three (3) feet in height and of a
construction and nonsolid design (i.e., wood split-rail) as approved by the
Community Development Director — shall be placed along all the boundaries of
the easement area, to include respective access points on its eastern boundaries
adjacent to the west-facing building site areas for each of the four lots. Said
fencing shall include the installation of interpretive signs (not to exceed 3 feet in
height) that provide information about the conservation area, subject to the
Community Development Director’s review and approval of the of the signs design
and content.
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22.

23.

24,

25.

(Mitigation Measure 6): The CC&Rs for the parcels as well as the Conservation
Easement shall prohibit all forms of access and development within the Easement
area that are not compatible with conservation, restoration, and management of
native coastal terrace prairie plants and habitats. Examples of prohibited uses
and activities include: installation of permanent or semi-permanent infrastructure
or equipment such as outdoor furniture (e.g., patio furniture, picnic tables,
umbrellas), play equipment (trampolines, play structures, etc.) or other items that
intensify use or otherwise modify the structure and species composition of the
grassland.

(REVISED Mitigation Measure 7). Prior to the recordation of the final map,
the permittee shall enter into an agreement with the County Parks
Department that identifies the actions to be taken by current and future
owners of the property on which the project is located to maintain lateral
public access along the entire length of the coastal bluff, in a manner that is
consistent with the protection of rare plants and their habitats. These
measures may include, but shall not be limited to the installation of erosion
control and trail improvements, relocation of trail segments threatened by
coastal erosion, and installation of signage and temporary fencing where
needed to protect natural resources. The agreement shall identify the
improvements that will be installed by the current owner, which shall be
completed to the satisfaction of the Parks Department prior to a final
building inspection, and shall include a monitoring program that specifies
the circumstances under which future actions will be taken.

(Mitigation Measure 8): The respective building plans for each of the four
residences shall include a landscape plan that identifies tree removal, new trees,
shrubs and other landscaping, and (if applicable) irrigation. Landscaping shall be
with plant species native to the San Mateo Coast, to limit the potential for the
spread of non-native species into the adjacent habitat, and limit the need for
irrigation and pesticide use, which could influence nearby natural communities.
The landscape plans shall be reviewed by the applicant’s biologist and incorporate
the biologist’s recommendations, prior to being submitted for the review and
approval of the Community Development Director, which must occur prior to the
issuance of the building permit.

(Mitigation Measure 9): Prior to the issuance of any respective building permit
for the four residences, the applicant shall submit to the Planning Department for
review and approval an erosion control plan (to be included in each respective
set of building plans for the four residences) that shows how the transport and
discharge of soil and pollutants from and within the project site shall be minimized
on each respective lot, as tailored to the approved development on that lot. The
plan shall generally follow the Erosion Control Plan as included and shown on
Page C6.0, C7.0 of the Project Plans, and shall be designed to minimize potential
sources of sediment, control the amount of runoff and its ability to carry sediment
by diverting incoming flows and impeding internally generated flows, and retain
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sediment that is picked up on the project site through the use of sediment-
capturing devices. The plan shall minimize impacts from stormwater and urban
runoff on the biological integrity of the natural drainage systems leading to and
within the adjacent Fitzgerald Marine Reserve. The plan shall also limit
application, generation and migration of toxic substances, ensure the proper
storage and disposal of toxic materials, and apply nutrients at rates necessary to
establish and maintain vegetation without causing significant nutrient runoff to
surface waters. Such measures shall be confirmed to have been implemented (by
a qualified contractor and under the supervision of the project’s civil engineer)
prior to the issuance of the respective building permits for the four residences, to
the satisfaction of the Planning and Building Department. The County will monitor
compliance of this mitigation measure by conducting weekly construction
inspections during the rainy season (October 1 through May 1) for the period
covering all land disturbance activities, as required by the State Water Board’s
Special Protections. Such measures shall be kept in place for each of the lots
through the duration of the construction activities on that lot, up to the final
inspection approval of the respective building permit for development on that lot.
Said plan shall adhere to the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Program “General Construction and Site Supervision Guidelines,”
including:

a. Sequence construction to install sediment-capturing devices first, followed
by runoff control measures and runoff conveyances. No construction
activities shall begin until after all proposed measures are in place.

b. Minimize the area of bare soil exposed at one time (phased grading).
C. Clear only areas essential for construction.

d.  Within five (5) days of clearing or inactivity in construction, stabilize bare
soils through either non-vegetative best management practices (BMPSs),
such as mulching, or vegetative erosion control methods, such as seeding.
Vegetative erosion control shall be established within two (2) weeks of
seeding/planting.

e. Construction entrances shall be stabilized immediately after grading and
frequently maintained to prevent erosion and control dust.

f. Control wind-born dust through the installation of wind barriers such as hay
bales and/or sprinkling.

g. Soil and/or other construction-related material stockpiled on-site shall be

placed a minimum of 200 feet from all wetlands and drain courses.
Stockpiled soils shall be covered with tarps at all times of the year.
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26.

Intercept runoff above disturbed slopes and convey it to a permanent
channel or storm drains by using earth dikes, perimeter dikes or swales, or
diversions. Use check dams where appropriate.

Provide protection for runoff conveyance outlets by reducing flow velocity
and dissipating flow energy.

Use silt fence and/or vegetated filter strips to trap sediment contained in
sheet flow. The maximum drainage area to the fence should be 0.5-acre or
less per 100 feet of fence. Silt fences shall be inspected regularly and
sediment removed when it reaches 1/3 the fence height. Vegetated filter
strips should have relatively flat slopes and be vegetated with erosion
resistant species.

(Mitigation Measure 10): Prior to commencement of any project-related site
disturbance, grading/clearing, tree removal/trimming or construction activities, and
in conjunction with an approved Erosion Control Plan, the applicant shall place
adequate temporary construction fencing along all boundaries of the proposed
Conservation Easement and surrounding all limits of the four building sites. No
such activity shall extend beyond that fenced perimeter. All environmentally
sensitive areas shall be clearly flagged. Additional measures shall also be
included in the plan narrative and implemented as follows:

a.

Entrance and exit from the construction site by construction equipment and
other vehicles shall occur from Vallemar Street, and the point of access
shall be clearly identified.

An excavator with a swivel bucket shall be used during construction. The
excavator will have “street” tracks to minimize site disturbance.

Construction lay down areas shall be located on the building envelopes not
under active construction or within other portions of the construction
footprint.

Spoil material that will be hauled away may first be stored either on the
building envelopes not in active construction or on the paved parking area
on Vallemar Street, subject to an encroachment permit from San Mateo
County Public Works.

A biological monitor will be present during ground disturbing activities to
ensure that encroachment into the flagged environmentally sensitive areas
does not occur. The biological monitor will have the authority to stop work in
the event construction activities are encroaching into environmentally
sensitive areas.
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27.

(Mitigation Measure 11): The erosion control plan for the project shall include
the following best management practices (BMPs) and shall be implemented and
maintained (under the supervision of the project civil engineer) as described:

a.

Control and prevent the discharge of all potential pollutants, including
pavement cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals,
washwater or sediments, rinse water from architectural copper, and non-
stormwater discharges to storm drains and watercourses.

Store, handle, and dispose of construction materials/wastes properly to
prevent contact with stormwater.

Do not clean, fuel, or maintain vehicles on-site, except in a designated area
where wash water is contained and treated.

Train and provide instruction to all employees/subcontractors regarding
construction BMPs.

Protect all storm drain inlets in vicinity of site using sediment controls such
as berms, fiber roles, or filters.

Limit construction access routes and stabilize designated access points.
Perform clearing and earthmoving activities only during dry weather.

Use sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering and
obtain all necessary permits.

Trap sediment on site, using BMPs such as sediment basins or traps,
earthen dikes or berms, silt fences, check dams, soil blankets or mats,
covers for soil stockpiles, etc.

Divert on-site runoff around exposed areas; divert off-site runoff around the
site (e.g. swells and dikes).

Protect adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction
impacts using vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes,
mulching, or other measures as appropriate.

No land clearing operations where grading operations may take place
between October 15 and April 15 unless a separate winter erosion control
plan is approved prior to beginning such construction.

Erosion is to be controlled at all times. The specific measures shown are to

be implemented at all times. Additional measures will be required for
construction between October 15 and April 15.
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29.

30.

31.

(Mitigation Measure 12): Site all construction materials and staging areas in
converted (i.e., paved), ruderal, or planted, areas within the portion of the property
proposed for development, to avoid impacts to special-status communities and
species.

(Mitigation Measure 13): Implement measures to prevent indirect effects of the
development project on the adjacent coastal terrace prairie community and rare
species during construction, including:

a. Fence the project disturbance envelop during construction using ESA
fencing to clearly delimit the area of work;

b. Erect signs on the fences and in other areas to prevent workers from
entering them during construction;

C. Conduct worker awareness training to educate construction personnel about
the sensitive communities and special-status species, as well as the
measures that must be implemented to protect them;

d. Prevent erosion and manage drainage during construction to prevent
concentrated runoff and sediment deposition in the coastal terrace prairie,
including by installing, silt fences where needed;

e. Monitor compliance with the protection measures during construction, to
ensure that fences and signage remain in places, and that the areas outside
of the disturbance envelope are not disturbed or otherwise utilized during
construction;

f. Monitor the site throughout construction period (and in perpetuity, per
Mitigation Measure 5 below) and using early-detection/rapid response to
eradicate any new occurrences of exotic plant species.

(Mitigation Measure 14): Prior to disturbing any portion of the development
footprint area that supports coastal terrace prairie dominated or co-dominated by
native plants (2018 McGraw Survey; Figure 6), including the stormwater infiltration
spreader areas and limits of grading, salvage the sod, topsoil, seed, and individual
native plants, where appropriate and feasible. Use the salvaged material to
restore areas of temporary disturbance; if the salvaged area is to be permanently
impacted, use the material to restore other highly degraded habitat on site (e.g.,
ice plant mats) where appropriate.

(Mitigation Measure 15): Minimize the potential for indirect impacts to coastal
terrace prairie and rare plant species that could result from landscaping, by:
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Avoiding landscaping elements that could degrade adjacent habitat,
including pesticides, herbicides, fertilizers, and irrigation beyond that
required to establish plantings; and

Installing plants native to the coastal terrace prairie, coastal strand, and
coastal scrub communities in San Mateo County. For plant species found in
the native communities in the study area, use container stock from local
(coastal San Mateo County) sources to avoid disrupting locally adapted
genetic complexes (i.e., causing genetic erosion or outbreeding depression)
within the adjacent remaining habitat on-site and in the adjacent FMR.

32. (Mitigation Measure 16): Compensate for the impacts of the project on coastal
terrace prairie by implementing the following measures:

a.

Permanently protect 0.92 acres of coastal terrace prairie, through dedication
of a perpetual conservation easement (as required in Mitigation Measure 4)
to a tax exempt nonprofit organization qualified under Section 501(c)(3) of
the Internal Revenue Code and qualified to do business in California that
has as its primary purpose the preservation, protection, or enhancement of
land in its natural, scenic, historical, agricultural, forested, or open—space
condition or use.

Restore an estimated 0.71 acres within the conservation easement area that
feature planted/ornamental species (i.e., Monterey cypress), are dominated
by exotic plant species, and/or have been previously disturbed and feature
unnatural topography or materials (e.g., wood chips). Table 9 and Figure 8
(2018 McGraw Survey) illustrate the acreages and approximate locations of
restoration treatment areas. The restoration should follow a specific
restoration plan that addresses the anthropogenic factors that have degrade
native plant community structure and species composition. The restoration
plan will also describe how the areas in the conservation easement area
that were graded and installed with spreaders will be restored. It will critically
evaluate and use, where appropriate, the following approaches:

(1) Removing the planted/ornamental plant species and ice plant mats;

(2) Removing wood chips, base rock, or other non-native material
covering the soill;

(3) Recreating the natural topography in areas where mounds or swales
were created through prior excavation;

(4) Controlling other invasive plants (e.g., Italian rye grass and prickly sow
thistle) that outcompete native plant species;
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(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

Managing the abundance of disturbance-adapted native plants such
as coastal tarweed, where they are dominant (e.g., in the southeastern
corner of the property) to promote the establishment and growth of a
broader diversity of native grasses and forbs;

Establishing native plants in areas previously used as trails to access
the bluff trail;

Salvaging seed and topsoil from coastal terrace prairie and areas
supporting harlequin lotus prior to any ground-disturbing activities and
using the material in on-site restoration, where appropriate; and

Increasing the cover and diversity of native coastal terrace prairie
plant species by sowing native plant seed (or spreading topsoil, where
available) into restoration areas.

Manage and monitor, in perpetuity, the entire 0.92-acre conservation area
to address anthropogenic factors that degrade native plant community
structure and species composition. Management elements should be
identified in a management plan developed for the conservation area based
on the site conditions and the literature documenting relevant conservation
and management strategies, which are anticipated to include the following:

(1)

(2)

Controlling exotic plants, and preventing the invasion and spread of
new exotic plant species;

Managing recreation and access on and adjacent to the conservation
area, including by:

(@) Installing fencing and signage to deter public access within the
conservation area;

(b) Recording in the CC&Rs for the site and in the conservation
easement, prohibitions against recreational use and access that
are not compatible with conservation and management natural
community structure and species composition in the coastal
terrace prairie and populations of rare native plants. Installation
of permanent or semi-permanent infrastructure and play
equipment such as law chairs, umbrellas, trampolines, or any
other items that intensify use in one area should be prohibited,;

(c) Siting, constructing, and managing any public trails that are all or
partially within the conservation area so that the recreational use
is compatible with the protection of coastal terrace prairie and
adjacent costal bluff habitat;
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33.

(d) Monitoring compliance with the measures to prevent trampling
associated with recreational use and taking steps to increase
compliance when/if negative impacts are observed.

(3) Monitoring natural community structure and species composition and
rare plant populations within coastal terrace prairie, to gauge the
effectiveness of management and inform adjustments as part of the
adaptive management framework.

(Mitigation Measure 17): The erosion control plan for the project shall include
the following BMPs and shall be implemented and maintained (under the
supervision of the project civil engineer) as described:

a.

Control and prevent the discharge of all potential pollutants, including
pavement cutting wastes, paints, concrete, petroleum products, chemicals,
washwater or sediments, rinse water from architectural copper, and non-
stormwater discharges to storm drains and watercourses.

Store, handle, and dispose of construction materials/wastes properly to
prevent contact with stormwater.

Do not clean, fuel, or maintain vehicles on-site, except in a designated area
where wash water is contained and treated.

Train and provide instruction to all employees/subcontractors regarding
construction BMPs.

Protect all storm drain inlets in vicinity of site using sediment controls such
as berms, fiber roles, or filters.

Limit construction access routes and stabilize designated access points.
Perform clearing and earthmoving activities only during dry weather.

Use sediment controls or filtration to remove sediment when dewatering and
obtain all necessary permits.

Trap sediment on site, using BMPs such as sediment basins or traps,
earthen dikes or berms, silt fences, check dams, soil blankets or mats,
covers for soil stockpiles, etc.

Divert on-site runoff around exposed areas; divert off-site runoff around the
site (e.g. swells and dikes).
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34.

35.

k. Protect adjacent properties and undisturbed areas from construction
impacts using vegetative buffer strips, sediment barriers or filters, dikes,
mulching, or other measures as appropriate.

l. No land clearing operations where grading operations may take place
between October 15 and April 15 unless a separate winter erosion control
plan is approved prior to beginning such construction.

m.  Erosion is to be controlled at all times. The specific measures shown are to
be implemented at all times. Additional measures will be required for
construction between October 15 and April 15.

(Mitigation Measure 18): The applicant shall implement the drainage
improvement recommendations of the Mesiti-Miller Engineering, Inc., (2017)
Preliminary Storm Drainage Report to limit impacts to the Coastal Terrace Prairie
grass, erosive bluff edge, and the near-shore marine environment (within the
Fitzgerald Marine Reserve adjacent and just west of the project site, including the
surveyed area of the endangered coast yellow leptosiphon on the coastal bluff
promontory just west of the project site’s westernmost property line) utilizing
(within the Easement Area as shown) infiltration trenches with overflow spreaders
on each lot to disperse the runoff over wide areas and maintain existing hydrology
and soil moisture on the site, and using pervious pavers and detention areas to
control peak runoff. The respective building permits for each of the four
residences shall include a drainage plan that incorporates and implements all
drainage measures cited in the report by Mesiti-Miller Engineering, Inc. The
project shall minimize alteration of the site’s hydrology, including by using
permeable pavers (in all driveways, walkways and patio areas) to increase
infiltration of rainfall, and installing overflow spreaders in trenches to diffuse runoff.

(Mitigation Measure 19): Prior to any ground disturbing activities, including
vegetation/tree removal or tree trimming, that would occur during the nesting/
breeding season of native bird species potentially nesting/roosting on the site
(typically February 1 through August 31 in the project region), a survey for nesting
birds shall be conducted by a qualified biologist experienced with the nesting
behavior of bird species of the region. The intent of the survey would be to
determine if active nests of special-status bird species or other species protected
by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the California Fish and Wildlife Code

are present in the construction zone or within 500 feet of the construction zone.
The surveys shall be timed such that the last survey is concluded no more

than 2 weeks prior to initiation of construction or tree removal work. If ground
disturbance activities are delayed, then an additional pre-construction survey shall
be conducted such that no more than 2 weeks will have elapsed between the last
survey and the commencement of ground disturbance activities.

If active nests are found in areas that could be directly affected or subject to
prolonged construction-related noise, a no-disturbance buffer zone shall be
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36.

37.

created around active nests during the breeding season or until a qualified
biologist determines that all young have fledged. The size of the buffer zones and
types of construction activities restricted within them will be determined through
consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), taking
into account factors such as the following:

a. Noise and human disturbance levels at the construction site at the time of
the survey and the noise and disturbance expected during the construction
activity;

b. Distance and amount of vegetation or other screening between the
construction site and the nest; and

C. Sensitivity of individual nesting species and behaviors of the nesting birds.

Limits of construction to avoid an active nest shall be established in the field with
flagging, fencing, or other appropriate barriers and construction personnel shall be
instructed on the sensitivity of nest areas. A qualified biologist shall serve as a
construction monitor during those periods when construction activities would occur
near active nest areas of special status bird species and all birds covered by the
Migratory Bird Act to ensure that no impacts on these nests occur.

(Mitigation Measure 20): The new trees indicated on the applicant’s Tree
Replacement Plan and Tree and Shrub Replanting Plan (found in the Project
Plans) shall be planted prior to Planning final approval of the respective building
permits for the four residences. Tree removal (identified by tree numbers), new
trees and shrubs, additional landscaping, and tree preservation shall be shown on
the submitted building plans for each of the four respective residences. The
landscaping plan (for tree replacement and all other proposed landscaping) shall
include plants that are pest- and/or disease-resistant, drought-tolerant, and
attractive to beneficial insects. Upon implementation of the plan (for each of the
four residences), the use of quick-release fertilizers shall be minimized. The
associated irrigation system shall be designed to efficiently distribute water and
minimize runoff. The planting of all new trees shall occur pursuant to the
standards for such planting (depth of holes dug, fertilizing at planting and watering
for respective tree types) and under the observation of a qualified, licensed
arborist. The arborist shall confirm (via letter and/or email) that this has occurred
for all trees prior to final inspection approval of the respective building permits for
the four residences, to the satisfaction of the Community Development Director.

(Mitigation Measure 21): Any plan modifications to the subsequent
development on the four lots (assuming they are deemed “minor” by the
Community Development Director) that occur post issuance of any of the
respective building permits for the four residences shall be reviewed by the
arborist to assess any potential impacts to existing trees, trees that are being
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

preserved, and/or new trees to be planted affecting trees should be reviewed by
the project consulting arborist (arborist) with regard to tree Impacts.

(Mitigation Measure 22): The submitted building plans for each of the four
respective residences shall demarcate a Tree Protection Zone, to be established
for all trees to be preserved, in which no disturbance is permitted. These plans
shall indicate the method and measures of such protection (i.e., 6-foot high
fencing placed at the trees’ dripline) pursuant to the design and confirmed
observation by the arborist. All such tree protection measures shall be reviewed
and approved by the Community Development Director prior to issuance of the
respective building permits for the four residences. No grading, excavation,
construction or storage of materials, equipment, spoils, waste or wash-out water
may be deposited, stored, or parked within the Tree Protection Zone. All
underground services, including utilities, sub-drains (and other drainage features),
irrigation lines, water and sewer laterals, shall be routed around the Tree
Protection Zone. All tree protection measures shall be confirmed by the County to
have been implemented prior to the issuance of any of the respective building
permits for the four residences. All tree protection measures shall remain until all
construction on each respective lot is completed.

(Mitigation Measure 23): Any herbicides placed under paving materials must be
safe for use around trees (as determined and confirmed by the arborist) and
labeled for that use.

(Mitigation Measure 24): All tree pruning shall be done by skilled tree or
landscape contractors pursuant to the specific standards (adhering to the latest
edition for Best Management Practices — and Tree Pruning as published by the
International Society of Arboriculture), directions and under the supervision of the
arborist.

(Mitigation Measure 25): Prior to the initiation of any site disturbance activities
(prior to issuance of the building permits), the project contractors working in the
vicinity of trees to be preserved shall meet with the arborist at the site to review all
work procedures, access routes, storage areas and tree protection measures.

(Mitigation Measure 26): Upon issuance of the building permits, any excavation
within the dripline or other work that is expected to encounter tree roots should be
approved and monitored by the arborist. Any roots requiring cutting (including the
type of backfill soil, compaction, fertilizing and watering) shall be the standards
and under the supervision of the arborist to ensure that such root cutting does not
damage the long term health of the tree.

(Mitigation Measure 27): Should any tree or its roots be damaged during

construction, it should be evaluated as soon as possible by the arborist so that
appropriate treatments can be applied.
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44.

45.

46.

47.

(Mitigation Measure 28): Any additional or unanticipated tree pruning needed for
clearance during construction shall be performed to the standards and under the
supervision by the arborist.

(REVISED Mitigation Measure 29): In addition to Mitigation Measures 34, 35, &
36, and prior to building permit issuance for construction of residences on all or
any of the respective lots, the applicant shall (a) confirm to the satisfaction of
the Community Development Director that, prior to the commencement of
any ground disturbance activities, they have hired an archaeologist to
providing adequately training to any construction crew that will be
performing any such activities to ensure that they are aware of how to
identify any potential archaeological resources encountered, and (b)
incorporate, via a note on the first page of the building construction plans, that in
the event that archaeological resources are inadvertently discovered during
construction, work in the immediate vicinity (within 25 feet) of the find must stop
until a qualified archaeologist can evaluate the significance of the find.
Construction activities may continue in other areas beyond the 25-foot stop work
area. A qualified archaeologist is defined as someone who meets the Secretary
of the Interior's Professional Qualifications Standards in archaeology. The
Community Development Director shall be notified of such findings, and no
additional work shall be done in the stop work area until the archaeologist has
recommended appropriate measures, and those measures have been approved
by the Current Planning Section and implemented. Disposition of Native
American remains shall comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e).

(Mitigation Measure 30): In the event that paleontological resources are
inadvertently discovered during construction, work in the immediate vicinity (within
25 feet) of the find must stop until a qualified paleontologist can evaluate the
significance of the find. The Community Development Director shall be notified of
such findings, and no additional work shall be done in the stop work area until the
paleontologist has recommended appropriate measures, and those measures
have been approved by the Current Planning Section and implemented.

(REVISED Mitigation Measure 31): The applicant confirm to the satisfaction
of the Community Development Director that, prior to the commencement of
any ground disturbance activity, they have hired an archaeologist to provide
adequately training to any construction crew that will be performing any
such activities to ensure that they are aware of how to identify any potential
human remains and associated burial items encountered. Should any human
remains be discovered during construction, all ground disturbing work shall cease
and the County Coroner be immediately notified, pursuant to Section 7050.5 of
the State of California Health and Safety Code. Work must stop until the County
Coroner can make a determination of origin and disposition of the remains
pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. If the County
Coroner determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American
Heritage Commission shall be contacted within 48 hours. A qualified
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48.

49.

archaeologist, in consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission,
shall recommend subsequent measures for disposition of the remains.

Whenever the California Native American Heritage Commission receives
notification of a discovery of Native American human remains from a county
coroner pursuant to subdivision (c) of Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety
Code, it shall immediately notify those persons it believes to be most likely
descended from the deceased Native American. The descendants may, with the
permission of the owner of the land, or his or her authorized representative,
inspect the site of the discovery of the Native American human remains and may
recommend to the owner or the person responsible for the excavation work
means for treatment or disposition, with appropriate dignity, of the human remains
and any associated grave goods. The descendants shall complete their inspection
and make recommendations or preferences for treatment within 48 hours of being
granted access to the site. Also see Conditions of Approval 52 and 54 (Mitigation
Measures 29 and 31, respectively).

Upon the discovery of Native American remains, the landowner shall ensure that
the immediate vicinity, according to generally accepted cultural or archaeological
standards or practices, where the Native American human remains are located, is
not damaged or disturbed by further development activity until the landowner has
discussed and conferred, as prescribed in this section, with the most likely
descendants regarding their recommendations, if applicable, taking into account
the possibility of multiple human remains. The landowner shall discuss and confer
with the descendants all reasonable options regarding the descendants'
preferences for treatment.

a.  The descendants’ preferences for treatment may include the following:

b.  The nondestructive removal and analysis of human remains and items
associated with Native American human remains.

C. Preservation of Native American human remains and associated items in
place.

d. Relinquishment of Native American human remains and associated items to
the descendants for treatment.

e.  Other culturally appropriate treatment.

f. The parties may also mutually agree to extend discussions, taking into
account the possibility that additional or multiple Native American human
remains, as defined in this section, are located in the project area, providing
a basis for additional treatment measures.

For the purposes of this section, “conferral” or “discuss and confer” means the
meaningful and timely discussion and careful consideration of the views of each
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50.

51.

52.

53.

party, in a manner that is cognizant of all parties’ cultural values, and where
feasible, seeking agreement. Each party shall recognize the other's needs and
concerns for confidentiality of information provided to the other.

Human remains of a Native American may be an inhumation or cremation, and in
any state of decomposition or skeletal completeness. Any items associated with
the human remains that are placed or buried with the Native American human
remains are to be treated in the same manner as the remains, but do not by
themselves constitute human remains.

Whenever the Commission is unable to identify a descendant, or the descendants
identified fail to make a recommendation, or the landowner or his or her
authorized representative rejects the recommendation of the descendants and the
mediation provided for in subdivision (k) of Section 5097.94, if invoked, fails to
provide measures acceptable to the landowner, the landowner or his or her
authorized representative shall reinter the human remains and items associated
with Native American human remains with appropriate dignity on the property in a
location not subject to further and future subsurface disturbance. To protect these
sites, the landowner shall do one or more of the following:

a. Record the site with the Commission or the appropriate Information Center.
b.  Utilize an open-space or conservation zoning designation or easement.

C. Record a document with the county in which the property is located.
The document shall be titled “Notice of Reinterment of Native American
Remains” and shall include a legal description of the property, the name
of the owner of the property, and the owner's acknowledged signature, in
addition to any other information required by this section. The document
shall be indexed as a notice under the name of the owner.

Upon the discovery of multiple Native American human remains during a ground
disturbing land development activity, the landowner may agree that additional
conferral with the descendants is necessary to consider culturally appropriate
treatment of multiple Native American human remains. Culturally appropriate
treatment of the discovery may be ascertained from a review of the site utilizing
cultural and archaeological standards. Where the parties are unable to agree on
the appropriate treatment measures the human remains and items associated and
buried with Native American human remains shall be reinterred with appropriate
dignity, pursuant to subdivision (e).

Notwithstanding Section 5097.9, this section, including those actions taken by the
landowner or his or her authorized representative to implement this section and
any action taken to implement an agreement developed pursuant to subdivision (1)
of Section 5097.94, shall be exempt from the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (Division 13, commencing with Section 21000).
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55.

56.

57.

58.

Notwithstanding Section 30244, this section, including those actions taken by the
landowner or his or her authorized representative to implement this section and
any action taken to implement an agreement developed pursuant to subdivision (1)
of Section 5097.94, shall be exempt from the requirements of the California
Coastal Act of 1976 (Division 20, commencing with Section 30000).

(Mitigation Measure 32): The project design for the development of each of the
four lots (at the time of the submitted respective building permits), shall each
include lot-specific geotechnical reports and shall carefully follow the geotechnical
recommendations presented in the subject Haro, Kasunich and Associates (HKA)
geotechnical report (pages 25 through 46, except where such recommendations
affect Lot 4), covering the following categories: General Site Grading (including
Cut and Fill Slopes); Foundations (including Conventional Spread and Skin
Friction Pier Foundations); Perched Groundwater Drainage (including Concrete
Slab-On-Ground); Retaining Walls (including Lateral Pressures and use of Tie-
Backs); Utility Trenches; Surface Drainage (including use of Curtain Drains);
Pavement Design; and Plan Review, Construction Observation and Testing.
Additionally, and more specifically, the project design for the development on Lot
4 shall carefully follow the recommendations presented in the HKA Geotechnical
Investigation Update, dated June 13, 2018. Specifically, the proposed residence
and other structures on Lot 4 are recommended to be supported by shallow
stiffened grid foundations or structural mat foundations, either of which is capable
of withstanding the estimated liquefaction induced vertical ground settlement (from
an earthquake) and capable of being re-leveled after such an event. Shallow
stiffened foundations are recommended by geotechnical consultants for single
family dwelling construction on sites with potentially liquefiable soils as an
alternative to ground improvements (i.e., stone columns, compaction grouting) or
deep driven piles, either of which would have a much higher environmental impact
to the site. Any such changes to the recommendations by the project
geotechnical engineer presented in this report shall be pursuant to the review and
approval of the County’s geotechnical engineer.

(Mitigation Measure 33): The applicant’s architect shall complete and submit the
County 2013 Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plans (EECAP) Development
Checklist, and shall incorporate applicable measures and performance criteria into
the submitted building plans for each of the four residences.

(Mitigation Measure 34): Should any traditionally or culturally affiliated Native
American tribe respond to the County’s issued notification for consultation, such
process shall be completed and any resulting agreed upon measures for
avoidance and preservation of identified resources be taken prior to
implementation of the project.

(Mitigation Measure 35): In the event that tribal cultural resources are

inadvertently discovered during project implementation, all work shall stop until
a qualified professional can evaluate the find and recommend appropriate
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59.

measures to avoid and preserve the resource in place, or minimize adverse
impacts to the resource, and those measures shall be approved by the Current
Planning Section prior to implementation and continuing any work associated with
the project.

(Mitigation Measure 36): Any inadvertently discovered tribal cultural resources
shall be treated with culturally appropriate dignity taking into account the tribal
cultural values and meaning of the resource, including, but not limited to,
protecting the cultural character and integrity of the resource, protecting the
traditional use of the resource, and protecting the confidentiality of the resource.

Department of Public Works

60.

61.

62.

63.

The applicant 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 stormwater 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. The analysis shall detall
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 and submitted to the Department of Public Works for

review and approval.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or planning permit (if applicable), the
applicant shall submit a driveway “Plan and Profile,” to the Department of Public
Works, showing the driveway access to the parcel (garage slab) complying with
County Standards for driveway slopes (not to exceed 20%) and to County
Standards for driveways (at the property line) being the same elevation as the
center of the access roadway. When appropriate, as determined by the
Department of Public Works, this plan and profile shall be prepared from
elevations and alignment shown on the roadway improvement plans. The
driveway plan shall also include and show specific provisions and details for both
the existing and the proposed drainage patterns and drainage facilities.

The applicant shall submit to the Department of Public Works and the Planning
Department, review, deed restrictions for sensitive habitat, coastal access, as
needed.

Erosion and sediment control during the course of this grading work shall be
according to a plan prepared and signed by the Engineer of Record, and
approved by the Department of Public Works and the Planning Department.
Revisions to the approved erosion and sediment control plan shall be prepared
and signed by the Engineer.
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64.

65.

66.

67.

It shall be the responsibility of the applicant’s engineer to regularly inspect the
erosion control measures and determine that they are functioning as designed
and that proper maintenance is being performed. Deficiencies shall be
immediately corrected.

Prior to the issuance of the Building Permits for each of the four residences,
the applicant will be required to provide payment of “roadway mitigation fees”
based on the square footage (assessable space) of the proposed building per
Ordinance No. 3277.

The applicant shall submit a Lot Line Adjustment/Parcel Map to the Department
of Public Works County Surveyor for review, to satisfy the State of California
Subdivision Map Act. The final map will be recorded only after all Inter
Department conditions have been met.

The applicant shall submit written certification from the appropriate utilities to the
Department of Public Works and the Planning and Building Department stating
that they will provide utility (e.g., sewer, water, energy, communication, etc.)
services to the proposed parcels of this Lot Line Adjustment.

Building Inspection Section

68.

69.

The proposed structures associated with this application shall obtain building
permits.

The proposed structures associated with this application shall be designed and
constructed using the currently adopted and locally amended California Building
Standards Codes, which at the time of this review is the 2016 version.

Environmental Health Services

70.

The applicant shall obtain a well destruction permit (for the existing capped well
on APN 037-083-260; Lot 4) from Environmental Health Services. The well
destruction shall to the standards of and be witnessed by Environmental Health
Services.

Coastside Fire Protection District

71.

Fire Department access shall be to within 150 feet of all exterior portions of the
facility and all portions of the exterior walls of the first story of the buildings as
measured by an approved access route around the exterior of the building or
facility. Access shall be asphalt and be a minimum of 20 feet wide, with roadway
and able to support a fire apparatus weighing 75,000 Ibs. Where a fire hydrant is
located in the access, a minimum of 26 feet is required for a minimum of 20 feet
on each side of the hydrant. Fire Department access less than 26 feet in width
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72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

shall require NO PARKING FIRE LANE CVC 22500 1 posted on both sides of
roadway.

All buildings that have a street address shall have the number of that address on
the building, mailbox, or other type of sign at the driveway entrance in such a
manner that the number is easily and clearly visible from either direction of travel
from the street. Residential buildings shall have internally illuminated address
numbers contrasting with the background so as to be seen from the public way
fronting the building. Residential address numbers shall be at least six feet above
the finished surface of the driveway. An address sign shall be placed at each
break of the road where deemed applicable by the Coastside Fire Protection
District. Numerals shall be contrasting in color to their back-ground and shall be
no less than 4 inches in height, and have a minimum 3/4-inch stroke. Remote
signage shall be a 6-inch x 18-inch green reflective metal sign.

No combustibles shall be on-site prior to required fire protection water supply and
fire department access provided.

Contact the Fire Marshal’s Office to schedule Inspections prior to occupancy and
Final Inspection by a Building Inspector. Allow for a minimum 72-hour notice to
the Fire Department at 650/726-5213. This project will require the formation of a
Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) before final.

A fire flow of 1,000 gallons per minute (gpm) for 2 hours with a 20 pounds per
square inch (psi) residual operating pressure must be available as specified by
additional project conditions to the project site. The applicant shall provide
documentation including hydrant location, main size, and fire flow report at the
building permit application stage. Inspection required prior to Fire’s final approval
of the building permit or before combustibles are brought on site.

Maintain around and adjacent to such buildings or structures a fuelbreak/firebreak
made by removing and clearing away flammable vegetation for a distance of not
less than 30 feet and up to 100 feet around the perimeter of all structures, or to
the property line, if the property line is less than 30 feet from any structure.

The required fire flow shall be available from a Clow 960 Standard 6" Wet Barrel
Fire Hydrant. The configuration of the hydrant shall have a minimum of one each
4 1/2-inch outlet and one each 2 1/2-inch outlet located not more than 250 feet
from the building measured by way of approved drivable access to the project site.

The applicant shall install the proper occupancy separations, as per current
California Building and Residential Codes. Plans at the building permit application
stage shall include listing and construction details. Inspections will occur
throughout construction and prior to Fire’s final approval of the building permit.
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79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

All roof assemblies shall have a minimum CLASS-B fire resistive rating and be
installed in accordance with the manufacturer's specifications and current
California Building and Residential Codes.

Smoke alarms and carbon monoxide detectors shall be installed in accordance
with the California Building and Residential Codes. This includes the requirement
for hardwired, interconnected detectors equipped with battery backup and
placement in each sleeping room in addition to the corridors and on each level of
the residence.

An approved Automatic Fire Sprinkler System meeting the requirements of
NFPA-13D shall be required to be installed for your project. Plans shall be
submitted to the San Mateo County Building Inspection Section for review and
approval by the authority having jurisdiction.

A statement that the building will be equipped and protected by automatic fire
sprinklers must appear on the title page of the building plans.

If applicable, street signs shall be posted at each intersection conforming to the
standards of the Department of Public Works.

DJH:ann/pac — DJHDDO0003_WPU.DOCX
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Vallemar Bluffs Study Area: Plant Communities by Native/Exotic Species Dominance Categories

Coastal Terrace Prairie Assemblages Planted Assemblages
’ Native Dominated ’ Native-Exotic Co-dominated
Native-Exotic Co-dominated ’ Exotic Dominated-Natives Subdominant

Exotic Dominated-Natives Subdominant Exotic Dominated-Natives Present
. . : 7€ .
Exotic Dominated-Natives Present Exotic Dominated-No/Very Low Natives Present é..2 Proposed Conservation Area

Ruderal Assemblages Bluff Trail (Mostly Bare Ground)

Exotic Dominated-Nati P t
xotic Dominated-latives Fresen Dominant Species (Label Descriptions in Table 2)

Jodi McGraw
Consulting

Exotic Dominated-No/Very Low Natives Present Sources: JMc, Ifland Survey
@ Study Area Boundary
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Vallemar Bluffs Rare Plants

Mapped Patches Point Occurrences Moss Beach Associates Project
9 Blasdale's Bent Grass @ Blasdale'<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>