
COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  August 28, 2019 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  Consideration of an After-the-Fact Coastal 

Development Permit and Variance to legalize the construction of a 6-foot 
tall solid redwood fence on a vacant parcel adjacent to 263 Nevada 
Avenue.  The project is located in the unincorporated Moss Beach area 
of San Mateo County.  The project is appealable to the California Coastal 
Commission. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2016-00061 (Gerardo-Lietz) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
In response to a violation (VIO 2015-00530) for unpermitted construction of a 6-foot tall 
solid redwood fence located approximately 22.6 feet from the front property line (per 
survey) on a vacant flag lot along Nevada Avenue, the applicant proposes to legalize 
the unpermitted fence and modify it by removing boards to create 4-inch gaps.  The 
solid redwood fence constructed by the applicant replaced a 6-foot tall post and single-
rope fence located in the same area.  The fence is located within the “pole” portion of 
the flag lot, the area of which is restricted to a maximum 4-foot fence height limit.  The 
parcel fronts Nevada Avenue with the rear portion located along a cliff (The Strand) that 
has partially eroded into the ocean.  The adjacent developed parcel (APN 037-112-140) 
is under common ownership with the subject parcel. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning Commission deny the Coastal Development Permit and Variance, 
County File Number, PLN 2016-00061, by making the required findings listed in 
Attachment A. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
The 6-foot tall solid redwood fence is located on the west side of Nevada Avenue in 
unincorporated Moss Beach, located between Pacific Ocean and Nevada Avenue and 
was constructed without the required Coastal Development Permit and Variance.  The 
adjacent north parcel is under common ownership and developed with a single-family 
residence. 
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The existing solid redwood fence is inconsistent with Local Coastal Program Policies 
8.5 (Location of Development), 8.12 (General Regulations), and 8.13 (Special Design 
Guidelines for Coastal Communities) regarding designing new development so that 
ocean views are not blocked from public viewpoints such as public roads.  Prior to 
construction of the fence, the public viewpoint from Nevada Avenue to the ocean was 
almost entirely unobstructed with exception to a simple post and single rope fence.  As 
currently constructed and proposed, the height and style of fencing obstructs the ocean 
view from the public right-of-way. 
 
Comments from the California Coastal Commission and Midcoast Community Council 
also identified the same policy inconsistencies.  The applicant provided a response to 
staff regarding the agencies comments which are discussed in detail in the staff report. 
 
As proposed, staff recommends denial of the project due to noncompliance with 
applicable Local Coastal Program policies. 
 
Environmental Evaluation:  Statutory Exemption.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15270 
(Projects Which are Disapproved) 
 
OB:pac - OSBDD0371_WPU.DOCX 



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DATE:  August 28, 2019 
 
TO: Planning Commission 
 
FROM: Planning Staff 
 
SUBJECT: Consideration of an After-the-Fact Coastal Development Permit and 

Variance, pursuant to Sections 6328 and 6530 of the San Mateo 
County Zoning Regulations, to legalize the construction of a 6-foot tall 
solid redwood fence located at the front of a vacant parcel adjacent to 
263 Nevada Avenue.  The project is located in the unincorporated 
Moss Beach area of the San Mateo County.  The project is appealable 
to the California Coastal Commission. 

 
 County File Number:  PLN 2016-00061 (Gerardo-Lietz) 
 
 
PROPOSAL 
 
In response to a violation (VIO 2015-00530) for unpermitted construction of a 6-foot tall 
solid redwood fence located approximately 22.6 feet from the front property line (per 
survey) on a vacant flag lot along Nevada Avenue, the applicant proposes to legalize 
the unpermitted fence and modify it by removing boards to create 4-inch gaps.  The 
solid redwood fence constructed by the applicant replaced a 6-foot tall post and single-
rope fence located in the same area.  The fence is located within the “pole” portion of 
the flag lot, the area of which is restricted to a maximum 4-foot fence height limit.  The 
parcel fronts Nevada Avenue with the rear portion located along a cliff (The Strand) that 
has partially eroded into the ocean.  The adjacent developed parcel (APN 037-112-140) 
is under common ownership with the subject parcel. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
That the Planning Commission deny the Coastal Development Permit and Variance, 
County File Number, PLN 2016-00061, by making the required findings listed in 
Attachment A. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Report Prepared By:  Olivia Boo, Project Planner, 650/363-1818 
 
Owner:  Nori Gerardo-Lietz Trust 
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Location:  Adjacent to 263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach 
 
APN:  037-112-130 
 
Size:  10,243 sq. ft. 
 
Existing Zoning:  R-1/S-17/DR/CD (Single-Family Residential/Minimum 5,000 sq. ft. 
parcel/Design Review/Coastal Development) 
 
General Plan Designation:  Medium Density Residential 
 
Local Coastal Plan Designation:  Medium Density Residential 
 
Sphere-of-Influence:  City of Half Moon Bay 
 
Existing Land Use:  Vacant Parcel 
 
Water Supply:  Montara Water and Sanitary District 
 
Sewage Disposal:  Montara Water and Sanitary District 
 
Flood Zone:  Multiple.  FEMA flood Zone X (area of minimal flooding) and Zone VE 
(1% annual chance flood event with additional hazards due to storm-induced velocity 
wave action).  Zone VE is located along the rear portion of the property. 
 
Environmental Evaluation:  Statutory Exemption.  California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) Guidelines Section 15270 (Projects Which are Disapproved) 
 
Setting:  The vacant flag lot parcel is located between two parcels developed with 
single-family residences (north and south).  Eastward of the parcel is existing residential 
development along Nevada Avenue.  Westward is the Pacific Ocean.  The rear of the 
parcel is located along a cliff that has partially eroded into the ocean. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
A. KEY ISSUES 
 
 1. Conformance with the General Plan 
 
  Policy 4.2 (Protection of Shorelines) discusses protecting and enhancing the 

visual quality of and from shorelines and bodies of water including lakes, 
reservoirs, streams, bays, ocean, sloughs and maximize the preservation 
of significant public ocean views.  Policy 4.10 (Definition of Public View) 
defines public reviews as a range of vision from a public road or other public 
facility. 
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  In 2015, a complaint was received for the construction of the solid wood 
fence along the front portion of the flag parcel, facing Nevada Avenue.  
Prior to that time, the view to the ocean from the public right-of-way was 
unobstructed except for the post and single rope fence.  Nevada Avenue is 
approximately 0.19-mile (1,004 feet) in length with access to the Fitzgerald 
Marine Reserve at the southern end of the roadway.  The majority of parcels 
along Nevada are developed with single-family residences and, with 
exception to the public views from dead end streets perpendicular to 
Nevada Avenue (Lake Street, Beach Street, and Ellendale Street), the 
subject vacant lot is the only undeveloped parcel that affords the public a 
view of the ocean from Nevada Avenue.  Construction of the 6-foot solid 
redwood fence obstructs the views from the right-of-way and is inconsistent 
with Policy 4.2, which aims to maximize the preservation of such views.  
Further, the proposed modification to the wood fence, to allow 4-inch 
gaps, is also inconsistent with the policy in that public views are not 
maximized and remain partially obstructed whereas another style of 
fencing (e.g., wrought iron fence of 4 feet) would maximize public views 
to the ocean while discouraging trespassing. 

 
 2. Conformance with the Local Coastal Program 
 
  Visual Resources Component 
 
  Policy 8.5 (Location of Development) requires that new development be 

located on a portion of a parcel where the development is least likely to 
significantly impact views from public viewpoints and is consistent with all 
other Local Coastal Program (LCP) requirements, and best preserves the 
visual and open space qualities of the parcel overall.  Policy 8.12 (General 
Regulations) discusses locating and designing new development and 
landscaping so that ocean views are not blocked from public viewpoints 
such as public roads and publicly owned lands.  Policy 8.13 (Special Design 
Guidelines for Coastal Communities) outlines design guidelines for the 
Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada-Miramar communities which requires, to 
the extent feasible, that development is designed to minimize the blocking of 
views to or along the ocean shoreline from Highway 1 and other public 
viewpoints between Highway 1 and the sea. 

 
  As discussed in Section A.1., above, prior to construction of the solid wood 

fence, the public viewpoint from Nevada Avenue to the ocean was almost 
entirely unobstructed with exception of a simple post and single-rope fence.  
As currently constructed and proposed, the height and style of fencing 
obstructs the ocean view from the public right-of-way in a manner 
inconsistent with these policies.  Further, other fence options are available 
that retain the ocean view from the roadway and provide a level of security 
from trespassers, which may be combined with security cameras on the 
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landowner’s adjacent developed parcel and enforced through local law 
enforcement avenues. 

 
  Shoreline Access Component 
 
  Policy 10.1 (Permit Conditions for Shoreline Access) and Policy 10.17 

(Lateral Access (Shoreline Destinations) with Coastal Bluffs) discuss 
providing shoreline access to the general public as a condition of granting 
development permits for any public or private development permit between 
the sea and the nearest road. 

 
  The rear of the parcel provides lateral bluff top access to the ocean, though 

it is not an established access trail or shoreline destination as noted in 
LCP Table 10.1 (Assessment of Access Trails and Shoreline Destinations), 
nor are there any improvements on the parcel to provide safe access.  
Local Coastal Program Policy 10.8 (Appropriate Locations for Shoreline 
Access) identifies criteria for the establishment of safe access to shoreline 
destinations.  Criteria include bluffs that are large enough and of a physical 
character to accommodate safety improvements and which provide room for 
public use as a vista point.  Although unimproved, unauthorized lateral 
access may be present on the parcel.  However, given the continuing 
erosion at the rear of the parcel, lateral access is better served by the 
established Fitzgerald Marine Reserve access point located 200 feet south 
of the parcel. 

 
 3. Conformance with the Zoning Regulations 
 
  The parcel is zoned R-1/S-17/DR/CD (Single-Family Residential/Minimum 

5,000 sq. ft. parcel/Design Review/Coastal Development).  Pursuant to 
Section 6412 of the Zoning Regulations, fences are subject to a maximum 
height of 4 feet within the front yard and 6 feet along side and rear yards. 

 
  Given the current parcel configuration, the fence proposed to be legalized is 

within the front yard and exceeds the maximum fence height.  As outlined in 
the Definition of Yards for Various Shapes and Location of Lots (adopted by 
the Planning Commission on November 6, 1963 and as amended on June 
27, 1973), the front yard of a flag lot parcel includes the flag “pole” and 
portion of the “flag.”  The location and height of the fence proposed to be 
legalized along the flag pole exceeds the maximum height of 4 feet as 
required by Section 6412 of the Zoning Regulations. 

 
  In the urban Midcoast, proposed fences exceeding the maximum height limit 

within setbacks must apply for a Variance; this has been requested by the 
applicant. 

 



5 

  The purpose of a variance is to allow, under special circumstances, devel-
opment to vary from the requirements of the Zoning Regulations when strict 
enforcement would make it difficult to develop a parcel, cause unnecessary 
hardship to the landowner, or result in inconsistencies with the general 
purpose of the Zoning Regulations. 

 
  In granting a variance, all the following findings must be made.  If the 

Planning Commission is unable to make one or more of the findings, the 
variance is then denied.  Based on the discussion in this report, staff is 
unable to make Finding Nos. 1, 3 and 5. 

 
  a. The parcel’s location, size, shape, topography and/or other physical 

conditions vary substantially from those other parcels in the same 
zoning district or vicinity. 

 
   The parcel is a conforming flag lot with a typical flag lot configuration 

as mapped.  The applicant has expressed a concern for the public’s 
safety due to the coastal erosion occurring at the rear of the parcel, 
similar to adjacent properties, and the need for taller more substantial 
fencing than the post and single rope.  Though staff understands this 
concern, preventing trespassing onto this property can be achieved by 
means other than a 6-foot tall fence (e.g., 4-foot tall fence with 
supplemental security cameras on the adjacent property under 
common ownership).  Staff is unable to support this finding because 
the parcel’s location, size, shape, and physical condition do not vary 
substantially from other parcels in the vicinity such that an increase in 
fence height is warranted. 

 
  b. Without the variance, the landowner would be denied the rights and 

privileges that are enjoyed by other landowners in the same zoning 
district or vicinity. 

 
   Based on Google Earth street view and staff’s visit to the site, the 

majority of properties within the neighborhood are unfenced or have 
4-foot tall wooden fences within their front yard.  The granting of a 
6-foot tall fence would be the exception within the vicinity. 

 
  c. The variance does not grant the landowner a special privilege which is 

inconsistent with the restrictions placed on other parcels in the same 
zoning district or vicinity. 

 
   Fences are allowed accessory structures in residentially zoned 

districts and the option to apply for an exception (variance) is offered 
to all landowners equally, thus requesting an additional 2 feet in fence 
height would not constitute a special privilege.  However, the granting 
of the variance requires other findings that  staff is unable to make.  If 
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the variance were approved, this may constitute a special privilege 
since the project’s inconsistency with LCP policies would afford a 
privilege to this landowner that others proposing similar projects would 
not be granted. 

 
  d. The variance authorizes only uses or activities which are permitted by 

the zoning district. 
 
   Fences are allowed within residentially zoned districts.  
 
  e. The variance is consistent with the objectives of the General Plan, the 

Local Coastal Program (LCP) and the Zoning Regulations. 
 
   Staff is unable to recommend that the Commission make  this finding 

due to the inconsistences with LCP policies relating to visual quality 
identified in this report. 

 
B. PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED 
 
 Staff received comments from the California Coastal Commission, Midcoast 

Community Council, and the applicant.  A summary of the comments followed by 
staff’s response are discussed below. 

 
 California Coastal Commission 
 
 The Coastal Commission recommends that County staff evaluate construction of 

the fence for compliance with Local Coastal Program Policies 8.12 and 8.13, and 
maximum fence height restrictions. 

 
 Staff’s Response:  Please refer to Section A.2 of this report. 
 
 Midcoast Community Council (June 8, 2015 letter) 
 
 The Midcoast Community Council requests that this After-the-Fact CDP fence 

permit be modified to include conditions that the fence be lower and more open to 
restore the view of Fitzgerald from Nevada Avenue.  Policies 8.5 and 8.13 appear 
to be applicable. 

 
 Staff’s Response:  Staff concurs that LCP Policies 8.5, 8.13 as well as 8.12 are 

applicable.  As constructed and proposed to modify the fence (removal of boards 
to create 4-inch gaps), staff recommends denial of the project due to 
nonconformance with these policies. 
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 Applicant’s Letter 
 
 1. The constructed fence is similar to other fences in the neighborhood.  The 

fence serves to discourage trespassing and to provide privacy and security 
around the landowner’s residence.  Any conditions to add spacers or make 
other design changes that would “open” the fence, as suggested by the 
Midcoast Community Council in its letter dated June 8, 2015, would not 
enhance visibility in any material way.  [I]f the fence were to be “opened” to 
a degree that it would meaningfully improve any view, it would wholly 
undermine the primary safety purpose served by the fence. 

 
  Staff’s Response:  Staff concurs that this fence is of similar design and 

material construction albeit at a height greater than other fences found 
within the vicinity.  That said, fencing within the neighborhood, particularly 
along Nevada Avenue, is associated with existing residential development 
and mature vegetation as opposed to a vacant lot.  This flag lot is unique in 
that it is the only undeveloped minimally vegetated parcel that affords ocean 
views from the public right-of-way.  Other fence styles can be implemented 
(e.g., wrought iron) that would both provide for security and visual access to 
the ocean.  Further, fencing can be constructed/designed so as to meet 
minimum safety standards. 

 
 2. The prior interpretation by the County and the California Coastal 

Commission of applicable LCP policies in approving the existing residence 
provides precedent and that new development and landscaping should be 
located so that ocean views are not blocked from public viewing points such 
as public roads. 

 
  Staff’s Response:  The purpose of the Design Review regulations (as 

referenced in LCP Policy 8.13 (Special Design Guidelines for Montara-Moss 
Beach-El Granada-Miramar)) is, to the extent feasible, design development 
to minimize the blocking of views to or along the ocean shoreline from public 
viewpoints between Highway 1 and the sea.  The intent is not to prevent 
development from occurring but to minimize the impacts of development on 
coastal resources.  In this case, the construction of the solid fence does not 
minimize impacts to coastal resources, but instead obstructs the view, 
where, otherwise a fence of another construction type would not. 

 
 3. Every CDP issued for any development between the nearest public road 

and the sea requires a finding that the development is in conformity with the 
public access and public recreation policies of the Coastal Act.  Visitors 
wishing to safely access and view the beach may continue less than 200 
feet down Nevada Avenue to North Lake Street to access the Fitzgerald 
Marine Reserve. 
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  Staff’s Response:  Staff concurs that adequate public access is available 
at the southern end of Nevada Avenue and, due to the proximity of the 
existing access, is not requiring public access through the parcel pursuant to 
Section 30200 of the Public Resources Code (Coastal Act).  That said, all 
findings must be made for permit approval including the finding that the 
project conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and standards of the 
San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.  To this, staff is unable to make 
the finding given the project’s inconsistency with LCP Visual Resources 
policies discussed in this report. 

 
 4. We would note that you have suggested in our prior discussions that a fence 

cannot be constructed on a vacant lot under the R-1 Zoning Regulations, 
which states that accessory buildings and accessory uses appurtenant to a 
residential use are permitted by right, provided, however, that such 
accessory buildings shall not be constructed until the main building shall 
have been constructed.  However, a fence is not a “building” or “use” and 
we have found nothing in the Code that precludes construction of a fence on 
a vacant lot.  Therefore, it is our understanding that the lot merger is not 
required to render the fence “accessory” to the residence as staff has 
suggested, and that the vacant lot, merged or unmerged with the developed 
lot, could potentially be developed with a taller and wider structure than the 
fence. 

 
  Staff’s Response:  Section 6102.1 Definitions of the Zoning Regulations 

identifies terminology used throughout the regulations and identifies the 
word “building” to be inclusive of “structure.”  Chapter 6, R-1 District 
identifies uses permitted in the One-Family Residential District and includes 
the following language regarding accessory buildings and accessory uses:  
Accessory buildings and accessory uses appurtenant to a residential use, 
provided, however, that such accessory building shall not be constructed 
until the main building shall have been constructed.  Given this, a fence is 
an accessory “building,” and must be accompanied by construction of a 
main building else the fence is not “accessory.” 

 
  Staff is aware of incidences of public trespassers accessing the property, 

and general public safety and, in an effort to protect the public and coastal 
resources, Planning will set aside the parcel merger at this time to allow 
a fence, but under any circumstances the fence must comply with the visual 
resources criteria regarding protection of public view points as seen from the 
roadway.  The fence proposed for legalization, even as modified does not 
preserve the ocean view. 

 
 5. The subject fence is of essentially the same height, material and location as 

all of the fences of similarly situated properties and we presume the County 
approved requisite permits for their construction.  The home directly across 
the street of the subject lot had fences installed that were of identical 



9 

construction materials.  Unless there is some rational basis for a difference 
in treatment of our client, the County is required to treat our client and her 
neighbors equally, i.e., permit construction of the fence with reasonable 
conditions. 

 
  Staff’s Response:  Staff has reviewed the submitted photos identifying 

adjacent developed parcels with wood fences of varying heights.  In 
this case, the issue is not that a fence cannot be constructed, but that 
the existing fence exceeds the height limit imposed by zoning and 
violates LCP policies.  Further, if the applicant had applied for a Coastal 
Development Permit and Variance prior to construction, the design of the 
proposed fence would have been required to conform to LCP policies 
through the permitting process. 

 
C. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
 
 The project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15270 (Projects Which are Disapproved). 
 
D. REVIEWING AGENCIES 
 
 Building Inspection Section 
 Environmental Health Services 
 Cal-Fire 
 California Coastal Commission 
 Midcoast Community Council 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
A. Recommended Findings for Denial 
B. Vicinity Map 
C. Photos 
D. Public Comments – California Coastal Commission Letter 
E. Public Comments – Midcoast Community Council 
F. Applicant Response Letter, from Applicant’s Attorney (dated, December 19, 2016) 
G. Applicant Response Letter, from Applicant’s Attorney (dated, June 7, 2016) 
H. Public Comments (emails) 
 
OB:pac - OSBDD0372_WPU.DOCX  
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Attachment A 
 

County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Department 

 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS FOR DENIAL 

 
 
Permit or Project File Number:  PLN 2016-00061 Hearing Date:  August 28, 2019 
 
Prepared By: Olivia Boo For Adoption By:  Planning Commission 
 Project Planner 
 
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 
 
For the Environmental Review, Find: 
 
1. That the project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15270 (Projects Which are Disapproved). 
 
For the Coastal Development Permit, Find: 
 
2. 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, does not conform with the plans, policies, requirements, and 
standards of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.  The proposed fence 
is inconsistent with the protection of coastal resources, namely ocean views from 
public viewpoints. 

 
3. That where the project is located between the nearest public road and the sea, 

that the project is in conformity with the public access and public recreation 
policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act of 1976 (commencing with Section 30200 
of the Public Resources Code).  Adequate access is provided 200 feet south of 
the parcel at the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve. 

 
4. That the project does not conform to specific findings required by policies of the 

San Mateo County Local Coastal Program.  The project is inconsistent with the 
Visual Resources Component policies regarding maximizing public views to the 
ocean and that other fence options are available which are consistent with these 
policies. 

 
For the Variance, Find: 
 
5. The parcel's location, size, shape, topography and/or other physical conditions 

do not vary substantially from those of other parcels in the same zoning district 
or vicinity.  The vacant parcel is of a standard flag lot size and configuration 
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and physical conditions, bluff erosion, are similar to other parcels along 
Nevada Avenue. 

 
6. Without the variance, the landowner would be denied the rights and privileges that 

are enjoyed by other landowners in the same zoning district or vicinity.  Fences 
within front yards in vicinity are of similar construction at four feet in height. 

 
7. The variance does grant the landowner a special privilege which is inconsistent 

with the restrictions placed on other parcels in the same zoning district or vicinity.  
Granting the variance for this proposal does not maximize public views to the 
ocean and would constitute a special privilege in that this landowner would be 
permitted to partially or wholly block public views. 

 
8. The variance authorizes only uses or activities which are permitted by the zoning 

district.  Fences are allowed in residentially zoned districts. 
 
9. The variance is not consistent with the objectives of the General Plan, the Local 

Coastal Program (LCP) and the Zoning Regulations.  The project is inconsistent 
with the Visual Resources Component policies regarding maximizing public views 
to the ocean and that other fence options are available which are consistent with 
these policies. 

 

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

 

Current Planning Section 

 

1. Following the end of the appeal period, the existing fence will be removed within 
30 calendar days and may be replace with the original post and rope that existed 
before. 

 
OB:pac - OSBDD0372_WPU.DOCX 
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Photosimulation prepared by staff of Original wood 

posts and rope. 

 

 

 

Photo taken by staff of existing, illegal 6 foot high 

wood fence.  
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Photosimulation prepared by staff,  6 foot high wood 

fence with four inch gaps (wood planks removed)  

 

 

Photosimulation prepared by staff , 4 foot wrought iron 

fence 
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Olivia Boo

Subject: FW: Referral for 263 Nevada Ave, Moss Beach, PLN2016-00061, After The Fact fence

> 
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Casey Schaufler [mailto:casey@schaufler‐ca.com]  
> Sent: Monday, May 30, 2016 12:21 PM 
> To: Olivia Boo <oboo@smcgov.org> 
> Cc: Ann Forrister <ann@annforrister.com>; Renee.Ananda@coastal.ca.gov; daveolsonmcc@gmail.com; Dave Holbrook 
<dholbrook@smcgov.org>; Lisa Aozasa <laozasa@smcgov.org> 
> Subject: RE: Referral for 263 Nevada Ave, Moss Beach, PLN2016‐00061, After The Fact fence 
> 
> 
> 
> Ms. Boo 
> 
> We have learned from the Midcoast Community Council that PLN2016‐00061 has been filed with the planning 
department. As the original complainants we expected to hear about this from San Mateo county planning. Also, 
residents within 300 feet of the property, it is our understanding that we should have been notified of this proposed 
development. We are quite concerned about the process with which this development has been carried out to date, and 
were surprised to learn about the plans from the MCC, rather than by what we understand to be the normal mandated 
mechanism. 
> 
> There are substantial issues with the plans submitted. The primary issue is that the "fencing plan" makes no reference 
at all to the height of the fence. There is no elevation of the view from the street. The two drawings that depict 
structures depict structures prior to a 2,400 square foot addition. We can but assume that the plans submitted were 
submitted in error, and that revised plans, including the height and visual impact of the fence and the building currently 
on the site are forthcoming. Obviously, the county cannot approve the plans based on the obsolete and incomplete 
information provided. 
> 
> We are concerned that it appears there will be no opportunity for the process mandated public feedback on this 
project. We understand that after‐the‐fact permits on completed construction offer certain complications. We are not 
suggesting that a fence is completely inappropriate at this location, but we do object to the blockage of a coastal view 
corridor from Nevada Ave. The Coastal Plan requires public review of project like this, and we strongly object to the 
notion that an after‐the‐fact permit request might be considered exempt from that important part of the process. 
> 
> Thank you 
> 
> Casey Schaufler & Ann Forrister 
> 234 Nevada Ave 
> Moss Beach 
> 
> 
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