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SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: NO SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

The staff recommends that the Commission, after public hearing, determine that no substantial
issue exists with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed, project
incompatibility with neighborhood density and scale, because the appellants have not raised
any substantial issue with the local government’s action and its consistency with the certified
LCP.

A large part of the appellants’ concerns involve the potential consequences and impact of
widespread development of substandard lots such as the one involved in this appeal. Such
development could result in an unanticipated and unplanned level of buildout since the LCP’s
original buildout estimates did not take into account development of the substandard lots. The
appellants have made a strong case that the LCP’s shortcomings in this respect could result in
serious impacts on community character, coastal resources and the exisiting and planned
infrastructure capacities of the area. However, the Coastal Act limits this appeal to the much
narrower issue of whether the appealed project, as approved by the County, raises issues of
conformity with the certified LCP as it stands today. Thus, the staff concluded that concerns
raised about the short comings of the existing LCP policies do not constitute valid grounds for
an appeal.

Although the density of the approved house, as well as its mass and scale, may affect the
appearance of a coastal neighborhood, it will not, in and of itself, significantly affect coastal
resources and the appellants have not demonstrated that a substantial issue is raised regarding
the conformance of the project as approved with the relevant LCP policies and standards. The
project represents compatible infill in a developing subdivision. The LCP provides for
approval of houses on substandard lots such as the subject parcel, pursuant to a use permit. In
this case, a use permit was granted and the design of the house was modified to enhance
compatibility of the house with the neighborhood. Furthermore, the County’s approval of the
house does not rise to a level of regional or statewide significance, and will not have great
precedential value for interpretations for the LCP. For these reasons the staff recommends that
the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to the grounds on which
the appeal was filed.

The Motion to adopt the Staff Recommendation of No Substantial Issue is found on Page 4.
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STAFF NOTES:

1. Appeal Process.

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides for limited
appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government actions on coastal development
permits (Coastal Act Section 30603).

Section 30603 states that an action taken by a local government on a coastal development
permit application may be appealed to the Commission for certain kinds of developments,
including developments located within certain geographic appeal areas, such as those located
between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea or within three hundred feet of the
mean high tide line or inland extent of any beach or top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff.

Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated
the “principal permitted use” under the certified LCP. Finally, developments, which constitute
major public works or major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by
the city or county. The grounds for an appeal are limited to an allegation that the development
does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local coastal program or the public
access and public recreation policies set forth in the Coastal Act.

The subject development is appealable to the Commission because it requires a use permit, and
thus is a conditional use, rather than a principal permitted use.

Section 30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to hear an appeal unless the
Commission determines that no substantial issue is raised by the appeal. If the Commission
decides to hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and opponents
will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal raises a substantial issue. It
takes a majority of Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised. Unless it
is determined that there is no substantial issue, the Commission would continue with a full
public hearing on the merits of the project, which may occur at a subsequent meeting. If the
Commission were to conduct a de novo hearing on the appeal, because the proposed
development is between the first road and the sea, the applicable test for the Commission to
consider would be whether the development is in conformity with the certified Local Coastal
Program and with the public access and public recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue question
are the applicant, the appellant and persons who made their views known before the local
government (or their representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons
regarding substantial issue must be submitted in writing,.
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2. Filing of Appeal.

The appellant filed an appeal (Exhibit_10) to the Commission in a timely manner on March 1,
1999, subsequent to the County's issuance of the Notice of Final Action, which was received in
the Commission's offices on February 16.

Pursuant to Section 30261 of the Coastal Act, an appeal hearing must be set within 49 days
from the date an appeal of a locally issued coastal development permit is filed. In accordance
with the California Code of Regulations, on March 2, 1999, staff requested all relevant
documents and materials regarding the subject permit from the County, to enable staff to
analyze the appeal and prepare a recommendation as to whether a substantial issue exists.
These materials were received on March 15, 1999,

L STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

Pursuant to Section 30603(b) of the Coastal Act and as discussed in the findings below, the
staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect to
the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. The proper motion is:

MOTION:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-1-SMC-99-014 raises NO
substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed pursuant
to Section 30603 of the Coastal Act.

Staff recommends a YES vote. To pass the motion, a majority vote of Commissioners present
is required. Approval of the motion means that the County permit action is final and effective.

II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS.

The Commission hereby finds and declares:

- A. APPELLANTS' CONTENTIONS

The Commission received an appeal of the County of San Mateo’s decision to approve the
project from Garret Crispell, C. Morris Gaede, and Barbara Mauz. The project as approved by
the County is a new one-story, 1,294-sq.-ft. home on a 25-foot-wide, 3,000-sq.-ft. legal
nonconforming parcel in the El Granada area of northern San Mateo County.

The full text of the appellants’ contentions as submitted to the Commission is included in
Exhibit 10. This text, in turn, states additional contentions in part by referencing numerous
documents that are part of the local record (Exhibits 11 — 13). Many of the contentions are
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repeated in somewhat different form in the various referenced documents. For purposes of the
analysis, staff has summarized and consolidated the contentions into general categories as
discussed below.

The remaining contentions allege inconsistency with the County’s existing LCP provisions
regarding the local decision-making process, density, design and related zoning and use permit
standards, and the protection of sensitive habitats.

1. Adequacy of the LCP Regarding Substandard Lots

The first category addresses the appellants’ contentions that place the appeal in a broader
context that essentially concerns the adequacy of the existing LCP itself in addressing issues of
areawide planning and cumulative impact .

“Broader issues regarding development on 25-foot lots have surfaced as a result of the
proposed project... (Ex. 8, pg. 2, item 7)

“Approval of this project, as proposed, will create thousands of entitlements. This in turn
will exacerbate a multitude of problems related to the existing infrastructure
deficiencies... sub-standard lots are not included in the LCP build out
numbers... [therefore] the assumptions and provisions of the LCP regarding build out,
density, capacity, proportionality and design are not accurate and do not reflect the
changing landscape of the Mid Coast Communities.” (Ex. 7, pg.1)

“25 foot non-conforming lots have not been counted and included in the build out
numbers. Policies regarding development on these non-conforming lots have not been
certified by the Coastal Commission. Thus any permits issued are not in compliance with
the Local Coastal Plan.” (Ex. 8, pg. 2, item 6)

(See also Ex. 12, pg. 2, items 6 and 7)
2. Local Decision-Making Process

The second category of contentions allege inconsistencies with the County ‘s existing LCP
provisions regarding the local decision-making process.

“Applicant arranged (through Planning Commission staff) for the hearing to be scheduled
without the knowledge of the assigned project planner who we contacted for information,
as directed. This resulted in inadequate time to prepare a full and complete presentation.
In addition, the hearing did not proceed as scheduled, resulting in Mr. Crispell having to
leave without being able to present critical information to the Commission.” (Ex. 8, pg. 2,
item 1)
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“Issues and concerns regarding potential drainage problems were sarcastically dismissed
by a Commissioner as a ‘red herring.” These problems are real and a matter of serious
concern.” (Ex. 8, pg. 2, item 4)

“The applicant has cited 5th amendment constitutional issues regarding the ‘taking’
concept as authoritative grounds for approval by the County. Approval of the permits in
question will establish precedents that will have far reaching consequences for the
County. Until such time that the courts find that the ‘taking’ principle is applicable to this
project, there is no factual basis for approval on legal or constitutional grounds.” (Ex. 8,
pg. 2, item 8)

“The Board of Supervisors should initiate a full review by the County Counsel of the
issues raised by this project and have these matters adjudicated in the federal courts before
approving any further permits for development on 25-foot non-conforming lots.” (Ex. 8,
pg. 2, item 9)

“The applicant has misrepresented the facts and engaged in activities that give the
appellants good cause for concern that, as a result, special privilege is granted.” (Ex. 8,
pg. 2, item 10)

“Finally, appellants have good cause for alarm due to our previous experience with
County zoning and planning agencies during the J. L. Johnson saga. Our neighborhood
was adversely impacted when a speculator/developer was allowed to trample the rights of
the property owners and no one would act on our behalf until it was too late. We implore
the Board to recognize our rights and act now to prevent irreparable harm to our
neighborhood by denying the permits in question.” (Ex. 8, pg. 2, item 11)

(See also Ex. 12, pg. 1 and pg. 2, items 1,4, and 8-11)
3. Alternate Locations

The third category of contentions allege inconsistencies of the project as approved with LCP
provisions regarding alternate locations for the development.

“There are alternative properties where this project could be developed without harm to
the neighborhood and sensitive coastal resources... The larger issues regarding the
impact of development of 25 foot lots on density, parks, traffic, and visitor serving
resources will remain but can be addressed in an orderly and proactive manner.” (Ex. 7,
Section IV, pg.3)
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4. Density

The fourth category of contentions allege inconsistencies of the project as approved with LCP
density requirements.

“Section 1.3 thru 1.5 of the LCP governs issues relevant to development patterns. 1.3
essentially says established patterns must preserve and protect the environmental
features which form the unique natural setting of the community...”

“_..the Community Plan govern[s] land use densities. Further development at the
density levels represented by this project will result in a change from medium to high
density residential. The potential impact on the coast from this outcome is obvious.”
(Ex. 7, Section IV, pg.2)

5. Design and Related Zoning and Use Permit Standards

a. Scale, Character and Proportionality

The fifth category of contentions allege inconsistencies of the project as approved with design
and related zoning and use permit standards of the certified LCP, including neighborhood
impacts and lot consolidation requirements.

“In the process of approving the USE and CDP permits...local government failed to
enforce the letter and intent of the sections of the LCP that are based on sections 30210
through 30264 of the Coastal Act...” (Ex. 7, Section IV, pg.1)

“The County cites LCP Policy 8.13 in support of this project. It is accurate in its
representation of the first three of the sections of the policy, but misses the intent of
paragraph d:
d. Design structures which are in scale with the character of their setting and
blend rather than dominate or distract from the overall view of the urban scape.
(Ex. 11, pg4)

“Sections 1.2, 4.1, 7.1, 7.2, 7.2(a) and (b), 7.3, 7.8, 7.11, 7.12 and 7.13 of the Local
Community Plan detail the goals and objectives of the mid-coast area that includes
Montara, Moss Beach, and El Granada. This project, as proposed, is incompatible with
the scale and character of the neighborhood in which it is located. It does not comply
with the design guidelines of the “Community Design Manual”. (Ex. 7, Section IV,

pg.2)

“This project is in the “sphere of influence” of Half Moon Bay. Thus, policy issues of the
Half Moon Bay LCP are equally applicable to the area in question. The proportionality
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and floor area ratio standards addressed by Half Moon Bay are based on widely
accepted and reasonable planning formulas. Following these guidelines, this project
grossly exceeds the standards for non conforming lots. Philosophically, building
guidelines call for small homes on small lots. 1325 Square feet with 49% lot
coverage is not a small house. The proportionality and floor area ratio formulas would
limit the house on this lot to 900 square feet. Compliance with this standard would
substantially mitigate the problems and concerns. Provided it also conformed to a
standard front set back, complied with parking requirements (it does not comply now),
and did not exceed the 35% lot coverage standard applicable to other homes in the area,
the project would then be proportional and less injurious to existing homeowners. In
its present form, this project even exceeds the standard established in urban areas over
the hill.” (Ex. 7, Section IV, pg.2-3)

b. Neighborhood Impacts

“Section 1.3 thru 1.5 of the LCP governs issues relevant to development patterns. As a
result of the 50% lot coverage allowed, this project will net... [preserve and protect the
environmental features which form the unique natural setting of the community]...
Consequently, it does not qualify for a Coastal Development Permit.” (Ex. 7, Section
1V, pg.2) :

“The proposed project will be detrimental to the public welfare and injurious to the
property and improvements in the said neighborhood. The conditions imposed by the
Zoning Hearing Officer and affirmed by the majority of the Planning Commissioners do
not mitigate this fact.” (Ex. 8, pg. 1)

“The siting and topography of the lot in question renders any development on this parcel
detrimental to the surrounding property owners.” (Ex. 8, pg. 2, item 2)

“The approved 5-foot front setback will result in irreparable harm to the adjoining
property, and is out of character with the conforming properties in the immediate area.”
(Ex. 8, pg. 2, item 3)
“Other issues involving the historical use of said property, parking, infrastructure, and
other factors that jeopardize the health and safety of the existing residents have not been
adequately addressed.” (Ex. 8, pg. 2, item 5)

(See also Ex. 12, pg. 1 and pg. 2, items 2, 3, and 5)

6. Lot Consolidation
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“Another issue... involves the affirmative obligation to exhaust all potential means for
merging sub-standard lots before considering development. Mr. Crispell made an
attempt to purchase and merge this lot in 1997 (See Real Estate Purchase Contract.)
Any claims of hardship by the applicants are fallacious as they knowingly and willfully
prevented the desired merger which would have prevented all of the ensuing problems
and potential harm to the neighbors and coastal area. Appellants were prevented from
presenting evidence and testimony regarding these facts. If a Coastal Development
Permit for this project is denied, merger remains a viable option.” (Ex. 7, Section IV,

pg.2)

7. Sensitive Habitats

The sixth category of contentions allege inconsistencies of the project as approved with the
LCP provisions regarding the protection of sensitive habitats.

“LCP Policy 7.3 requires protection of sensitive habitats. The county has acknowledged
that severe drainage problems exist in the area that pose a risk to the health and safety of
the residents and rise to potential civil liability levels... Similar development in this
area will exacerbate drainage problems. Drainage from the area in question flows into
the Mirada Surf area which has been identified as sensitive wetlands habitat in a recent
EIR. Drainage from the area in question flows through garages and other areas
containing toxic substances. Although the Zoning hearing Officer added conditions
relating to drainage impact on the adjoining properties, the potential impact on non-
adjoining properties and the sensitive habitat have not been addressed. Drainage also
flows into the ocean...” (Ex. 7, Section IV, pg.2)

B. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION

On September 3, 1998 the San Mateo County Zoning Hearing Officer approved with conditions
(see section C below) the application for a Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit to
allow the construction of a new single-family residence with non-conforming setbacks on the
subject 3,000-sq.-ft. non-conforming size parcel. On September 11, 1998 an appeal was filed
by Garret Crispell, C. M. Gaede, Barbara Mauz, et al. On December 9, 1998, the Planning
Commission denied the appeal and upheld the Zoning Hearing Officer’s decision on a 3-2 vote,
approving the project subject to the conditions applied by the Zoning Hearing Officer. The two
dissenting Commissioners (Nobles and Silver) based their decision on the location of the parcel
within the neighborhood. Their concerns focused on the impact of this project on the
preservation of health, safety, and welfare of the neighborhood. The Commission majority
brought up the fact that the Board of Supervisors has considered the development of
substandard parcels and found that there would not be a threat to the buildout calculations in
Mid-Coast, although the Board did require mergers when substandard lots are jointly developed
to ensure that the lots cannot be subsequently separated. In addition, the Commission, brought
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up the fact that they (the Commission) are obligated to allow a homeowner a reasonable use of
their land.

On December 23, 1998, the appellants filed an appeal to the Board of Supervisors. The Board

of Supervisor held a public on the project on February 9, 1999, and on a 4 to 1 vote, denied the

appeal, upholding the Planning Commission and approving the project subject to the conditions
previously applied.

The County then issued a Notice of Final Action on the Coastal Development Permit, which
was received by Commission staff on February 16, 1999 (see Exhibit 6). The project was
appealed to the Coastal Commission in a timely manner on March 1, 1999, within the 10-
working day appeal period. On March 2, 1999, staff requested all relevant documents and
materials regarding the subject permit from the County; these materials were received on March
15, 1999.

C. PROJECT SETTING AND DESCRIPTION, AND HISTORY.

The subject parcel is located at 910 Ventura, in El Grenada, an unincorporated community
north of the downtown area of the City of Half Moon Bay. The parcel is east of Highway One
and consists of a 3,000-sq.-ft. lot (25 feet wide by 120 feet deep) and has not been merged with
any contiguous parcels. The parcel is zoned R-1/S-17, with a minimum lot size of 5,000 square
feet. The neighborhood was originally subdivided into 25-foot by 120-foot lots, most of which
have been combined and developed as standard 5,000+ sq. ft. parcels. Most adjacent properties
are developed with single-family homes. However, there are two 25-foot wide vacant parcels
adjacent to the south of the subject parcel.

The project site slopes to the rear and is covered with weeds and grasses. There is a large
eucalyptus tree near the front of the parcel. No sensitive habitat exists on the site. The site
slopes away from the road on approximately a 13 % average slope. The front half of the lot has
an average slope of approximately 16%.

The project as approved by the County consists of the placement and development of a new
one-story, 1,294-sq.-ft. modular home on a subject 3,000-sq.-ft. legal nonconforming parcel.
(The originally proposed lot coverage was 1,325 square feet, but with the deletion of the
proposed deck, the coverage was rediuced). The original site plan is attached as Exhibit 3. As
conditioned and approved by the County, however, the following changes are required: (1) the
use of horizontal wood siding for the entire structure, (2) deletion of the proposed deck and
compliance with a 20-foot rear yard setback, (3) redesigning the roof to increase the proposed
3:12 pitch to a 4:12 pitch, and adding a dormer on each side of the house (4) repositioning the
structure to be no higher than 16 feet in average height. Nearby residences also are mostly 2-
story, wood-sided structures. A photograph (looking west) of the site, with story poles in place
indicating the structure’s height, is attached as Exhibit 4.
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D. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS.

Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states:

The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to an allegation
that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified local
coastal program or the public access policies set forth in this division. (emphasis
added)

As discussed below several of the contentions raised in the appeal do not present potentially
valid grounds for appeal in that they do not allege the project’s inconsistency with policies and
standards of the certified LCP. These contentions fall into two groups: those that concern the
alleged inadequacy of the LCP to address broader issues of the development of substandard
lots, and those that present allegations about the local decision-making process.

1. Appellants Contentions That Are Not Valid Grounds for Appeal

a. Adequacy of the LCP Regarding Substandard Lots

A principal issue underlying many of the appellants contentions is concern about the
consequences and impact of widespread development of substandard lots such as the one
involved in this appeal. The appellants contend that development of a substantial number of
substandard lots could ultimately result in an unanticipated and unplanned level of buildout
since the original LCP buildout estimates did not take into account development of the
substandard lots. Such development could result in serious impacts on community character,
coastal resources and the exisiting and planned infrastructure capacities of the area. As stated
by the appellants:

“Broader issues regarding development on 25-foot lots have surfaced as a result of the
proposed project. These issues are being investigated by a variety of agencies and
concerned individuals. These issues need to be addressed and resolved by the County
before any further permits are issued.” (Ex. 8, pg. 2, item 7)

“Approval of this project, as proposed, will create thousands of entitlements. This in turn
will exacerbate a multitude of problems related to the existing infrastructure deficiencies.
For example, recent major traffic modeling studies prove that the Coast Side is already
past build out. (See Capacity Report)...

A major focus in our appeal(s) has been the fact that sub-standard lots are not included in
the LCP build out numbers. (See the “Perkovic Report™) Simple logic leads to the



A-1-SMC-99-014
Judy Taylor and Linda Banks .
Page 12

conclusion that the assumptions and provisions of the LCP regarding build out, density,
capacity, proportionality and design are not accurate and do not reflect the changing
landscape of the Mid Coast Communities.” (Ex. 7, pg.1)

“25 foot non-conforming lots have not been counted and included in the build out
numbers. Policies regarding development on these non-conforming lots have not been
certified by the Coastal Commission. Thus any permits issued are not in compliance with
the Local Coastal Plan.” (Ex. 8, pg. 2, item 6)

(See also Ex. 12, pg. 2, items 6 and 7)

In support of their contentions, the appellants submitted a “Capacity Report” compiling data
from studies done about development in the area. This report summarizes concerns about
substandard lots as follows:

There has been no definitive planning around the issue of how to manage land use and
impacts for thousands of vacant, substandard lots created by Coastside subdivisions
more than 90 years ago. Not only are substandard lots uncounted for in the LCP
buildout total (19000 sewer connections worth of buildings), but the number of lots is
unknown.

The magnitude of this uncertainty can be seen by comparing the number of substandard
lots (5000) manually counted for the Montara Sanitary District (Montara and Moss
Beach) [Ref. 15: 8/97 MSD Ltr] with the number of lots (2000) the County gets from
statistical sampling of the entire Midcoast. [Ref. 16: 3/98 County Staff Rpt]...

Letting market forces and court cases alone determine what happens on such a large,
unknown number of substandard lots, introduces so much uncertainty into what the
LCPs can accomplish, that the basic LCP assumptions may no longer be applicable.

These are serious concerns. The consequences of higher buildout totals and overloading
infrastucture capacities could include: (1) increased levels of congestion on Highways 1 and 35,
with consequent adverse impacts on opportunities for recreational access to the coast, (2)
increased demands for already strained water supplies, and the heightened problems associated
with overdraft of the groundwater basins, including reduced water flows for streams and
wetland areas, and (3) exceeded water treatment capacities, with consequent hazards of
renewed pollutant discharges to the ocean.

The Commission itself has already expressed concern that extensive development of
substandard lots could exceed development levels anticipated in the LCP. As one part of LCP
Amendment 1-97-C, the County submitted amendments to the certified zoning non-
conformities use permit section of the LCP that were intended to address the substandard lot




A-1-SMC-99-014
Judy Taylor and Linda Banks
Page 13

question. The amendments more or less incorporated the lot coverage and floor-area ratio
(FAR) provisions of the “San Mateo County Policy: Use Permits for Construction on Non-
Conforming (25-foot-wide) Residential Parcels” (Exhibit 17). This Policy was adopted in
March, 1992, but was never submitted for certification as part of the LCP. In the hearings on
Amendment 1-97-C, numerous community members raised concerns that the standards in the
existing Policy and the proposed amendment permitted houses too large for such small lots,
causing undesirable impacts to community character. Moreover, there was concern that making
such small lots more marketable would increase the incentive to develop them as individual
building sites, rather than to combine them into building sites that meet zoning standards. This
in turn would result in an unanticipated level of buildout of small lots, with the potential
impacts discussed above.

For these reasons, the Commission’s action on LCP Amendment 1-97-C rejected the approach
offered by the County to resolve the substandard lot problem. The Commission recognized that
simply rejecting the County’s proposed amendment would not solve the problem, and directed
staff to encourage the County to determine the exact magnitude of the problem, and develop an
effective means to deal with it.

The County subsequently reviewed its previous estimates of the total number of substandard
lots on the Coastside. Based in part on this information, the County Board approved a new
policy for review of substandard lots that provides for the merger of contiguous, commonly
owned substandard lots in the R-1/S-17 zoning district when a house on such lots is
constructed, enlarged, or demolished. In addition, the policy provides that if the median parcel
size for newly developed parcels in the R-1/S-17 zoning district drops below 5,000 sq. ft. for
two consecutive years, the County would reconsider establishing a comprehensive merger
program. It should be noted that this policy has not been submitted to the Commission for
incorporation into the LCP. The County did not choose to resubmit revised design standards
for home on substandard lots, but did offer County planning staff assistance to the Mid-Coast
Community Council if it demonstrated broad community support for such more restrictive
standards. The Midcoast Community Council is comprised of community members elected to
represent the interests of the Midcoast area.

There has been much subsequent public debate about the adequacy of the approach the County
has taken. The Midcoast Community Council has actively raised the issue of potential
problems associated with buildout of substandard lots; their letter is included as Exhibit 19.
Another local public agency, the Grenada Sanitary District has been so concerned with the
potential impact on its facilities of buildout of substandard lots that it has commissioned a study
in part to specifically count the substandard lots in its jurisdiction.

Indeed, some of the facts related to this appeal raise serious concerns over the efficacy of the
County’s approach to substandard lots. As discussed further in section 2c, page 26 below, the
subject parcel was recently one of three “contiguous, commonly owned substandard lots” held
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by Richard Shimek and Shannon Marquard. The 8,000-sq.-ft. total area of the three lots, if
merged, would have met the minimum 5,000-sq.-ft. parcel size required by the zoning district.
However, in the period leading up to the submittal of the subject development proposal to the
County, two of the three lots were sold to different neighbors, leaving the remaining 3,000-sq.-
ft. lot to be sold to yet another purchaser, the present applicant. That three contiguous lots in a
single, common ownership could be sold off in a manner that necessitated developing a
substandard building site rather than merged into a parcel meeting minimum lot requirements,
poses real questions about the workability of the County’s approach.

Commission staff had expressed concern to County staff during the formulation of its
substandard lot consolidation policy that precisely this kind transfer of title could be used as a
loophole to avoid the consolidation requirements. Staff further cautioned that it would be very
difficult to tell if such transfers were happening on a large scale, because such sales or transfers
do not require any permit. Moreover, once done, the “creation” of substandard lots by this
means is very difficult, if not impossible, to reverse. If the breakup of the original property
involved in this project is a harbinger of what may come, and indeed what may already be -
happening, on the MidCoast, a substantial number of substandard lots may soon be on their
way to becoming building sites. Given this scenario, the concerns of the appellants and others
over a potential substantial future increase in the development of substandard lots may well
warrant development of an LCP amendment by the County.

In the contentions listed above, the appellants essentially question the appropriateness of the
current standards in the certified LCP governing development of substandard lots, and imply
that these standards should be changed. As noted, such changes may only be made through an
LCP amendment, an entirely separate process from the review of this appeal. Coastal Act
Section 30603(b)(1) specifically limits the grounds for appeal to the question of whether the
proposed development conforms to the public access and public recreation policies of the
Coastal Act or, as is the issue here, to the standards of the certified local coastal program as
it stands. Therefore the appellants’ contentions related to the adequacy of the LCP’s policies
with regard to substandard lot are not grounds for appeal.

The appellants also contend that the project as approved is not properly proportioned in part as
follows:

“This project is in the “sphere of influence” of Half Moon Bay. Thus, policy issues of
the Half Moon Bay LCP are equally applicable to the area in question. The Half Moon
Bay proportionality and floor area ratio formulas would limit the house on this lot to
900 square feet.” (Ex. 7, Section IV, pg.2-3)

This contention is not grounds for appeal because, even if the project is in the “sphere of
influence” of Half Moon Bay, the applicable LCP is the County’s, not Half Moon Bay’s.
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Moreover, the cited formulas appear to have been a matter of discussion, and have not yet been
adopted by Half Moon Bay, nor certified by the Commission as an amendment to its LCP.

Nevertheless, the information offerred by the appellants is relevant to the larger issue of
substandard lots if the County were to pursue an LCP amendment. In fact, the City of Half
Moon Bay shares concerns about a large number of substandard lots, and some amount of
consistency in approach between the County and the City would be warrented. The formula
considered by the City states:

Development on Substandard Lots would require the application of a proportionality
rule ratio to determine the standard for review for any City of Half Moon Bay permit.
The proportionality rule ratio for a substandard lot would be established by dividing the
square footage of the substandard lot by the Zoning District’s standard lot size. This
ratio would be applied to the residential standards for development for lot coverage and
floor area ratio (FAR).

Under this definition of proportionality, only a house of 900 square feet would be allowed.

The Commission has recognized this issue of proportionality of development on small lots, and
adopted its own definitions in other areas, most notably the Santa Monica Mountains. There,
the Commission’s current formula would provide for a “Gross Structural Area” (GSA) of 1136
square feet, less than that of the project as approved.

The size of houses permitted has a direct effect on the economic incentives for developing
substandard lots, and is likely to substantially affect how many lots are voluntarily
consolidated, and how many are developed as individual building sites. However, again, the
question of whether the proportionality provisions of the current LCP should be changed is not
a valid ground for appeal.

Other issues discussed below as valid for appeal, also contribute to the concern over the broader
issues of development of substandard lots, including affects on density and community
character

Yet as significant as these issues are, in the action currently before it, the Commission is
limited to determining whether the project as approved meets the existing LCP standards, in

isolation from the broader planning concerns over the adequacy of the LCP.

The Commission therefore finds that the appellants’ contentions with regard to the LCP’s
general approach to the question of substandard lots are not valid grounds for appeal.

b. Public Hearing Process
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Among other concerns, the appellants contend that they had inadequate time to prepare a
presentation at the local hearings and the local hearings didn’t occur at the time of day that was
anticipated. The appellants list a number of contentions regarding the project review and public
hearing process and the deliberations of various decision-makers at the County level (see
section I1.A.2 above).

LCP policies

Chapter 20B of the County’s Zoning Code sets out the requirements for review of a coastal
development permit (CDP). These requirements include specific procedures for notice, public
hearings, criteria for decisions and where applicable, procedures for appeal.

Discussion

The County states in the record that “the hearing was scheduled and noticed in accordance with
normal procedures and in compliance with State law and County ordinances. Notice was
mailed to all owners within 300 feet and published in the San Mateo Times and Half Moon Bay
Review.” The appellants contend the hearing did not proceed as scheduled, and that their
representative had to leave prior to making a presentation. The certified LCP hearing
procedures do not require specific speakers to be given a time certain to speak, and
unfortunately it is rare that anyone can actually foretell the specific time a given public hearing
item will come up. These difficulties are inherent in the public hearing process. The applicants
do not allege that they were not provided the required notice, nor that any other specific LCP
procedural requirement was unmet. Neither do the appellants cite a specific LCP policy or
standard that they feel the County’s actions did not conform with in this regard. As the
concerns raised by the appellants do not allege the project’s inconsistency with policies and
standards of the certified LCP, the Commission finds that the contention is not a valid ground
for appeal.

¢. Alternate Locations

The appellants contend “There are alternative properties where this project could be developed
without harm...” (Ex. 7, Section IV, pg.3). Obviously, there are many other vacant parcels that
could be developed with a home, but that statement could apply to almost any proposed project.
The appellants do not cite any LCP provision that the project is inconsistent with in this regard,

and thus this contention is not a valid ground for apppeal.

2. Appellants Contentions That Are Valid Grounds for Appeal.

The contentions discussed below present potentially valid grounds for appeal in that they allege
the project’s inconsistency with policies and standards of the certified LCP. These contentions
allege that the approval of the project by the County raises issues related to LCP provisions
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regarding density, design and related zoning and use permit standards, and the protection of
sensitive habitats.

Coastal Act Section 30625(b) states that the Commission shall hear an appeal
unless it determines:

With respect to appeals to the commission after certification of a local
coastal program, that no substantial issue exists with respect to the
grounds on which an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603.

The term "substantial issue" is not defined in the Coastal Act or its implementing regulations.
The Commission's regulations indicate simply that the Commission will hear an appeal unless
it "finds that the appeal raises no significant question. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, section
13115(b).) In previous decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the following
factors:

1. The degree of factual and legal support for the local government's decision that the
development is consistent or inconsistent with the certified LCP and with the public
access policies of the Coastal Act;

2. The extent and scope of the development as approved or denied by the
local government;

3. The significance of the coastal resources affected by the decision;

4. The precedential value of the local government's decision for future
interpretations of its LCP; and

5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or
statewide significance.

Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain
judicial review of the local government's coastal permit decision by filing petition for a writ of
mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, section 1094.5.

In this case, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission exercises its discretion
and determines that the development as approved by the County raises no substantial issue with
regard to the appellants’ contentions regarding density, design and related zoning and use
permit standards, and the protection of sensitive habitats.
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a. Densities

The appellants contend that Section (Policy) 1.3 through 1.5 of the LCP govern issues relevant
to development patterns and state that Policy 1.3 “essentially says established patterns must
preserve and protect the environmental features which form the unique natural setting of the
community.”

The appellants also contend that construction on the subject lot violates the requirements for
density in urban areas as stated in the County’s LCP land use and zoning provisions, including
LCP.

The appellants additionally state:

The "Substandard Lot Study" released by the County in Jan. 1999 reveals that 20% of
the S-17 lots and 70% of the S-9 lots developed in 1998 were below the zoned
minimum size....If the trend in the Substandard Lot Study continues the residential
areas will be in the "medium high density" (8.8 to 17.4 d.u./ac). "The subject...parcel
would equate to 14.5 dwelling units per acre,..." Many nonconforming parcels are as
small as 2500 sq. ft. and would create densities equivalent to 17.4 dwelling units per
acre. (Ex. 7A, pg.1,2)

LCP Policies
Policies 1.3 to 1.5 state in part:

1.3 Definition of Urban Areas

a. Define urban areas as those land suitable for urban development because
the area is either: (1) developed, (2) subdivided and zoned for development at
densities greater than one dwelling unit/5 acres, (3) served by sewer and water
utilities, and/or (4) designated as an affordable housing site in the Housing
Component.

b. Recognize, however, that in order to make a logical urban/rural boundary,
some land has been included within the urban boundary which should be
restricted to open space uses and not developed at relatively high densities (e.g.,
prime agricultural soils, and sensitive habitats).

1.4  Designation of Urban Areas
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Designate as urban those lands shown inside the urban/rural boundary on the
Land Use Plant Maps. Such areas include Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada,
Princeton and Miramar.

1.5  Land Uses and Development Densities in Urban Areas

(a) Incorporate the adopted Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan
into the land use plan for the Mid-Coast, but amend it where necessary to meet
Local Coastal Plan objectives.

(b) Permit in urban areas land uses designated in the Land Use Plan Maps and
conditional uses at densities specified in Tables 1.2 and 1.3.

Discussion

The appellants contend that “Section [Policy] 1.3 of the LCP essentially says established
patterns must preserve and protect the environmental features which form the unique natural
setting of the community.” Policy 1.3 does not say this, but rather sets out the criteria for
which areas will be designated as “urban” in the LCP. Policy 1.3a provides that areas meeting
any one of the four enumerated criteria (see above) are “urban.” Moreover, Policy 1.4
specifically designates the El Grenada area, where the parcels lies, as an urban area. The
reference in Policy 1.3(b) to land within designated urban areas which should be restricted to
open spaces uses and not developed at relatively high densities” refers to land in the area which
specifically contains “prime agricultural soils and sensitive habitats.” The subject parcel does
not have these characteristics and the development as approved represents infill development
within an existing developed neighborhood. Therefore, the Commission finds that this
contention does not raise a substantial issue with regard to the project’s conformance with
Policies 1.3 and 1.4.

The appellants also contend that project as approved is inconsistent with the zoning densities
specified in LCP Policy 1.5. The LCP Land Use Maps designate densities for most areas of the
County. However, the LCP Land Use Maps do not show density designations for the subject
area; instead, notes on the LCP Land Use Maps refer to the maps in the Montara-Moss Beach-
El Granada Community Plan, consistent with the incorporation of that Plan into the LUP
through Policy 1.5. The Community Plan land use maps, in turn, designate the density for the
area as "medium density" (6.1-8.7 d.u./ac). LCP Table 1.2. additionally defines “Medium”
density as 6.1 to 8.0 du/ac. The parcel’s zoning is R-1/S-17, Single Family Residential with a

* 5,000-square- foot minimum lot size. This zoning district does not specifically identify an

allowed density.

The appellants calculate the density as approved by the County for the subject parcel as 14.5
dwelling units per acre. This density is higher than those prescribed for the area by the
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Community Plan land use maps. However, the LCP does not contain a policy or standard that
states that an already existing legal lot cannot be developed for an allowed use if such
development would not meet the designated density for the area where the lot is found. In fact,
other provisions of the LCP specifically allow the development of lots at this higher “density.”
Section 6133 of the Zoning Code, Non-Conforming Parcels, (Exhibit 20) establishes a Use
Permit process that provides for exceptions to minimum lot area (i.e. density) standards. The
County Board of Supervisors approved such a Use Permit for the project’s “density” exception,
as required by the LCP. Thus the project as approved does not raise a substantial issue of
conformance to the certified LCP’s policies related to density.

The conformance of the project as approved to the specific additional requirements of Section
6133 is discussed in further detail below.

b.  Community Design Policies and Related Zoning and Use Permit Requirements

The appellants make a number of contentions regarding the project’s conformance with LCP
Implementation Program standards concerning a project’s proportionally to its site and its
compatibility with the scale and character of the neighborhood.

LCP Policies

Policy 8.13 states in part:

8.13 Special Design Guidelines for Coastal Communities.

The following special design guidelines supplement the design criteria in the
Community Design Manual:

a. Montara-Moss Beach-El Grenada

(1) Design structures which fit the topography of the site and do not require
extensive cutting, grading, or filling for construction.

(2) Employ the use of natural materials and colors which blend with the
vegetative cover of the site.

(3) Use pitched, rather than flat, roofs which are surfaced with non-reflective
materials except for the employment of solar energy devices.

(4) Design structures which are in scale with the character of their setting and
blend rather than dominate or distract from the overall view of the
urbanscape...
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The appellants also cite sections of the Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan,
which, as noted above, is incorporated into the LCP by LUP Policy 1.5. The Community Plan
policies (Exhibit 16) are generally reflected in Policy 8.13, but also include specific policies
that “new structures [be] designed to harmonize with their surroundings” (policy 7.3), “ apply
the DR (Design Review) Overlay Zoning District ... to provide for design compatibility with
surrounding development...”(policy 7.11), and to “apply the S-17 Overlay Zoning District to
reduce building size and lot coverage for new structures, and to insure that new residential
development is in scale with its surroundings.” (policy 7.13).

The subject parcel is in the S-17 Combining District which prescribes the minimum lot size,
height, setback and other requirements for standard lots. As noted above, where an existing lot
does not conform to these requirements, it becomes subject to Zoning Code section 6133 of the
LCP Implementation Program (Exhibit 20).

Section 6133.3 of the Zoning Regulations requires a use permit for development on
nonconforming parcels less than 3,500 sq. ft. where 5,000 sq. ft. is required. Section
6133.3.b(3) establishes findings that are required to be made in order to approve a use permit as
follows:

a.  That the project is proportioned to the size of the parcel on which it is being built.
b.  That all opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land in order to achieve
conformity with the zoning regulations currently in effect have been investigated

and proven to be infeasible.

c.  That the project is nearly in conformance with the zoning regulations currently in
effect as is reasonably possible.

d. That the establishment, maintenance, and/or conducting of the proposed use will
not, under the circumstances of this particular case, result in a significant adverse
impact to coastal resources, or be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
property or improvements in the said neighborhood.

e.  That the use permit approval does not constitute a granting of special privileges.

(1) Scale, Character and Proportionaliy

In their addendum to the appeal, the appellants agree that the project as approved meets the first
three standards of Policy 8.13(a) concerning fitting the topography of the site, the use of
natural materials and colors, and the use of pitched roofs. However, they contend the project
does not conform to Policy 8.13(a)(4), the cited Community Plan policies, the “Community
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Design Manual” guidelines and specific zoning and use permit requirements. These
contentions include:

“The County cites LCP Policy 8.13 in support of this project. It is accurate in its
representation of the first three of the sections of the policy, but misses the intent of
paragraph d:

d. Design structures which are in scale with the character of their setting and
blend rather than dominate or distract from the overall view of the urban scape.
(Ex. 10, pg.4)

“Sections 1.2,4.1, 7.1, 7.2, 7.2(a) and (b), 7.3, 7.8, 7.11, 7.12 and 7.13 of the Local
Community Plan detail the goals and objectives of the mid-coast area that includes
Montara, Moss Beach, and El Granada. This project, as proposed, is incompatible with
the scale and character of the neighborhood in which it is located. It does not comply
with the design guidelines of the “Community Design Manual”. (Ex. 10, Section IV,

pg.2)

“This project is in the “sphere of influence” of Half Moon Bay. Thus, policy issues of
the Half Moon Bay LCP are equally applicable to the area in question. The
proportionality and floor area ratio standards addressed by Half Moon Bay are based on
widely accepted and reasonable planning formulas. Following these guidelines, this
project grossly exceeds the standards for non conforming lots. Philosophically, building
guidelines call for small homes on small lots. 1325 Square feet with 49% lot
coverage is not a small house. The proportionality and floor area ratio formulas would
limit the house on this lot to 900 square feet. Compliance with this standard would
substantially mitigate the problems and concerns. Provided it also conformed to a
standard front set back, complied with parking requirements (it does not comply now),
and did not exceed the 35% lot coverage standard applicable to other homes in the area,
the project would then be proportional and less injurious to existing homeowners. In
its present form, this project even exceeds the standard established in urban areas over
the hill.” (Ex. 10, Section IV, pg.2-3)

Discussion

In the scheme of the LCP, most of the design policies of the Land Use Plan are made more
specific and implemented through the Zoning Standards and other implementing measures. In
other words, the determination of whether the project conforms with Policy 8.13(a)(4)’s
mandate to “design structures which are in scale with the character of their setting,” as well as
the similar policies of the Community Plan, and the guidelines of the Community Design
Manual, is measured to a large extent by the degree that the project is consistent with the
Zoning Standards, as modified by the relevant portions of Section 6133 for a non-conforming
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lot. As discussed further below, by each of these specific measures, the project as approved
does not raise a substantial issue of conformance with the certified LCP. Therefore the
contentions related to Policy §.13(a)(4), the Community Plan, and the guidelines of the
Community Design Manual do not raise a substantial issue.

(a) Proportionality

Section 6133.3(b)(3)(a) requires that “the project is proportioned to the size of the parcel on
which it is being built.” The appellants contend that the project as approved is not properly
proportioned, and cite proportionality standards of Half Moon Bay among others. As discussed
in section __ above, the only proportionality standards that are valid grounds for appeal are
those in the certified San Mateo County LCP.

The County’s approval under the LCP did find that the house is proportioned to the size of the
parcel (Exhibit 6). Nowhere in the certified LCP is the concept of “proportionality” defined.
This ambiguity raises an issue, but it is an issue of the adequacy of the LCP as a whole (and is
addressed in that section of this report). While not explicitly stated, the County’s finding
appears to be based upon the fact that even though the subject lot is smaller than a standard lot,
its approved building coverage, expressed as a percentage of lot area, is comparable to that
allowed for larger lots. At 44% lot coverage, the project as approved is within the maximum
50% coverage limits generally applicable to single-story houses in the S-17 Zoning District.
The ”35% lot coverage standard applicable to other homes in the area” referenced by the
appellants is not applicable. The Sept. 3, 1998 County staff report (Exhibit 15) recommended
denial under the “proportional” criterion because at the original proposed height of 17 feet, the
S-17 regulations specify a coverage limit of 35%. When the applicant agreed to reduce the
height to 16 feet, the project met the S-17 regulation for the 50% coverage allowed for a single
story house. Absent a specific LCP definition of “proportionality” to the contrary, the County’s
approval of the project as proportional to its parcel does not raise a substantial issue of
conformance of the project as approved to Section 6133.3(b)(3)(a) of the certified LCP.

(b) Neighborhood Impacts and Conformance with Setback and Parking Requirements

The appellants contend that:

“The approved 5-foot front setback will result in irreparable harm to the adjoining
property, and is out of character with the conforming properties in the immediate area.”
(Ex. 8, pg. 2, item 3)

“Other issues involving the historical use of said property, parking, infrastructure, and
other factors that jeopardize the health and safety of the existing residents have not been
adequately addressed.” (Ex. 8, pg. 2, item 5)
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Provided it ... complied with parking requirements (it does not comply now), the project
would then be... less injurious to existing homeowners.” (Ex. 10, Section IV, pg.2-3)

Section 6133.3.b(3)(c) requires that:

The proposed development is nearly in conformance with the zoning regulations currently
in effect as is reasonably possible.

Under Section 6411 of the Zoning Regulations, a garage can be placed to the front property line
where the slope of the front half of the parcel exceeds a 14% slope. This site contains a 13%
average slope but the front half of the parcel has a 16% average slope. This project was
designed to “stairstep” down the hill. The front contains the one-car garage and the one-story
home is 5 feet lower than the garage. Under Section 6411 of the Zoning Regulations, a garage
can be placed to the front property line where the slope of the front half of a parcel exceeds a
14% slope. As the front half of the parcel exceeds the 14% criteria for allowing a garage to be
placed to the property line, the project as approved raises no substantial issue of conformance
with Section 6411 of the Zoning Regulations.

The appellants also contend that the project as approved has only one parking space, and not the
additional uncovered space required by ordinance for standard lots. Because there are no
impacts on coastal resources, including public access, and because this is a primarily local issue
to be addressed by the county, the Commission applies its discretion and determines that, while
this is an issue, it does not rise to the level of a substantial issue.

(c) Adverse 1mpact to Public Welfare and the Neighborhood: The appellants have
raised a number of issues about whether the project as approved meets the Policy 8.13(a)(4)
requirement that structures be:

... in scale with the character of their setting and blend rather than dominate or distract
from the overall view of the urbanscape, ...

They also cite various similar Community Plan policies, as well as Section 6133.3.b(3)(d)’s
requirement that:

...the establishment, maintenance, and/or conducting of the proposed use will not, under
the circumstances of this particular case, result in a significant adverse impact to coastal
resources, or be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or
improvements in the said neighborhood.

The appellants also specifically contend that the “siting and topography of the lot in question
renders any development on this parcel detrimental to the surrounding property owners.”
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The appellants raise serious concerns that development on a substantial number of substandard
lots could ultimately result in a level of buildout that would exceed the infrastructure and have a
significant adverse impact to community character and coastal resources. As noted before,
however there are concerns with regard to the overall appropriateness of the policies of the
certified LCP. The standard of review for this appeal is whether this project, in and of itself, as
approved by the County raises a substantial issue of conformance to the certified LCP policies
as they presently exist.

Under that standard, the appellants have raised one issue regarding potential adverse impact of
the project itself on coastal resources: its possible effects on sensitive habitats. That issue is
addressed in a separate section below.

With regard to the impact of the approved project on the public welfare and the local
neighborhood character, the County approval of the project included conditions to address
compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood as required by Policy 8.13 and Section
6133.3.b(3)(d). Specifically, these conditions include redesigning the home to reflect a more
traditional design by increasing the roof pitch, adding dormers and requiring that there are just
two different size of windows on each side of the home. The conditions also reduce the height
to 16 feet to lower the profile, require horizontal wooden siding for the entire exterior and
require landscaping to soften the appearance of the long side walls, delete the proposed rear
deck to comply with rear yard setback requirements and incorporate shingles on the portion of
the garage visible from the street. The County’s finding did note that since the development is
a manufactured house, Government Code Section 65852.3 limits the architectural modifications
it can require without the voluntary concurrence of the applicant/owner of the development.
However the applicant’s agent, Judy Taylor, has submitted a fax to the Commission staff
attesting to the fact that the applicant accepts the County’s conditions.

The project steps down from the garage to achieve the 16-foot height limit, and thus further
conforms to the existing topography. This 16-foot height of the project would be substantially
lower than the surrounding two-story homes and lower than the 28-foot height permitted in the
S-17 Zoning District.

While the long, narrow design of the project, with its garage as the dominant feature visible
from the street is not typical of newer construction in the neighborhood, the project as
approved is not located between the first public road and the sea, and is not particularly visible
or prominent in ways that would adversely affect coastal views.

The issues the appellants have raised with regard to community character and neighborhood
compatibility are not substantial issues in terms of the factors the Commission considers in
appeals, as listed in section D.1 above. The extent and scope of this development as approved
by the County is limited; no significant coastal resources are affected by the project itself; and
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the issue of neighborhood compatibility is largely a local issue to be dealt with by the County,
rather than one of regional or statewide significance. Therefore, the Commission finds that the
project as approved does not raise a substantial issue with regard to provisions of the LCP for
community character contained in Policy 8.13(a)(4), the Community Plan policies, and Section
6133.3.b(3)(d) of the Zoning Code.

c¢. Lot Consolidation to Meet Zoning Regulations:

Section 6133.3.b(3)(b) requires that “all opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land in
order to achieve conformity with the zoning regulations currently in effect have been
investigated and proven to be infeasible.”

The County made the following finding that the applicant met this requirement:

The applicant has made an offer to purchase both adjacent nonconforming lots from the
current owner and has submitted copies of correspondence to prove that this option has
been investigated. As shown in Attachment G, the applicant’s agent, Judy Taylor, has
attempted to purchase the contiguous lots or to sell the project parcel to a contiguous
owner. The potential contiguous buyers have not been agreeable to this. However, the
property was sold at a tax sale on August 12, 1998. The selling price was $60,000. This
was beyond the applicant’s financial capability. Therefore, staff believes this finding can
be made. (Exhibit 15, pg. 6)

However, the appellants contend that appellant Crispell, a contiguous land owner had far earlier
offered to purchase the lot from its original owners:

...[He] made an attempt to purchase and merge this lot in 1997 (See Real Estate Purchase
Contract.) Any claims of hardship by the applicants are fallacious as they knowingly and
willfully prevented the desired merger which would have prevented all of the ensuing
problems and potential harm to the neighbors and coastal area.

Indeed the appellants have submitted information that indicates that Mr. Crispell, on or about
April 16, 1997, made a bona fide offer to purchase the subject parcel so that it would not be
separately developed as a substandard lot (Exhibit 21). His offer was for $32,000, the price the
applicant Ms. Banks later paid for it, but this offer was not accepted. Finally, on February 26,
1999, Mr. Crispell renewed his offer to purchase the lot “at fair market value,...$32,000” plus
“a bit more [for]...development fees” (Exhibit 22). By this time, however, the applicant’s
agent cited additional costs that had been incurred, substantially raising the price of the lot
beyond Mr. Crispell’s offer (Exhibit 24). This chain of events illustrates the difficulties in
making a finding that combination with a contiguous lot has been “proven infeasible.”
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Moreover, at the time of Mr. Crispell’s offer, the subject parcel was one of three contiguous lots
in the ownership of Richard Shimek and Shannon Marquard (Exhibit 22). Together, the area
of the three lots totalled 8000 square feet, an area which if merged would have met the
minimum parcel size required by the zoning district. However, two of the three lots comprising
this 8000-sq.-ft. parcel were sold to different purchasers. One was successfully purchased by
Mr. Crispell, in contrast to his unaccepted offer to purchase the subject parcel. The other was
purchased by the adjacent neighbor (Ware) to resolve an issue of an encroachment on to that
property of a few feet.

Mr. Crispell’s proposed purchase of the non-conforming lot, and consolidating it with his
existing lot would have achieved conformity with the minimum lots sizes required by the
zoning regulations.

However, Section 6133.3.b(3)(b) is only applicable when a property’s current owner applies for
a Use Permit for development. Thus, as presently stated, it requires the owner of the
substandard lot proposed for development to attempt to acquire contiguous land. It places no
obligation on the substandard lot owner to accept reasonable offers by neighboring owners to
purchase and consolidate the substandard lot into a parcel meeting zoning lot size minimums,
as was offered by Mr. Crispell.

The County Planning Commission’s substandard lot policy appears to have recognized this
problem and offered a potential solution (Exhibit 17, pg. 1, paragraph 1):

...A property owner shall explore the feasibility of selling their lot to an adjacent property
owner. If the adjacent lot is also substandard, it is highly recommended that both owners
negotiate to place these parcels under one ownership.

However, this policy has not been certified as part of the LCP, and thus cannot be grounds for
an appeal. The Commission therefore concludes that the appeal raises no substantial issue with
respect to conformance of the approved project the certified LCP requirement of Section
6133.3.b(3)(b) that “all opportunities ...to achieve conformity with the zoning regulations have
been investigated and proven to be infeasible.”

d.  Sensitive Habitats, LCP Policy 7.3

The appellants contend that severe drainage problems exist in the area, posing a risk to the
health and safety of the residents and potentially leading to civil liability lawsuits. They
contend that continued development in this area will exacerbate these problems. They further
contend that drainage from the area in question flows through garages and other areas
containing toxic substances, and then into the Mirada Surf area which has been identified as
sensitive wetlands habitat and into the ocean, and assert that LCP Policy 7.3 requires
protection of these sensitive habitats. Finally they contend that while the conditions of
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approval address drainage impact on the adjoining properties, they do not address the potential
impact on non-adjoining properties and the sensitive habitats. (Ex. 10, Section IV, pg.2)

LCP Policies
Policy 7.3 states:
7.3 Protection of Sensitive Habitats.

(a) Prohibit any land use or development which would have
significant adverse impacts on sensitive habitat areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to sensitive habitats shall be
sited and designed to prevent impacts that could significantly degrade the
sensitive habitats. All uses shall be compatible with the maintenance of
biologic productivity of the habitats.

Discussion

This neighborhood lacks a storm drain system. However, the approved project has been
conditioned to ensure that any proposed development will not amplify any drainage problems
that may currently exist on a property. The condition states: “Prior to issuance of a building
permit, the applicant shall submit a drainage plan to ensure that water drainage will not be
exacerbated on the adjoining lots, and incorporate design recommendations into their building
permit application.” By preventing new runoff from flowing on to adjoining lots, this
condition will assure there will be no new runoff flowing beyond those lots onto other
properties in the area, or to sensitive habitats.

Therefore, the Commission finds that the project as approved does not raise a substantial issue
with regard to the sensitive habitat policies of the certified LCP.

3. Conclusion

The Commission finds that, for the reasons stated above, that the appeal raises no substantial
issue with respect to conformance of the approved project with the certified LCP
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EXHIBITS:

1. Regional Location Map

2. Site Location and Parcel Map

3. Original Elevations and Site Plan

4. Site Plan as approved

5. Elevations indicating County Conditions

6. Notice of Final Action and Findings and Conditions of Approval

7. Appeal to Commission

8. Appeal reference: Appellant’s Appeal to the Board of Supervisors, Dec. 22, 1998

9. Appeal reference: Appellant’s Appeal to the Planning Commission

10.  Appeal Addendum, March 22, 1999

11.  Appeal reference: County Staff Report to the Board of Supervisors (Jan. 27, 1999)

12, Appeal reference: Appellants’ Rebuttal to County Staff Report of Jan. 27, 1999

13. Appeal reference: Recommended Findings for Denial, T. Burnes, Feb. 9, 1999

14.  County Staff Report to the Planning Commission (Dec. 9, 1998)

15.  Appeal reference: Recommended Findings for Denial, Jeff Merz, Sept. 3, 1998

16. Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan excerpts

17.  San Mateo County Policy: Use Permits for Construction on Non-Conforming (25-foot-
wide) Residential Parcels

18.  Capacity Report

19. Midcoast Community Council letter, March 18, 1999

20.  Zoning Nonconformities, Section 6130 et seq.

21.  Crispell Offer to Purchase Subject Lot, April 1997

22.  Crispell February 1999 Offer to Purchase Subject Lot

23.  Agent’s Response to Feb. 1999 Purchase Offer

24.  Original Parcel Configuration
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Planning and Building Division sl D. Nevin
: ‘ Director of
C nt Of San Mateo Environmental Services
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Mail Drop PLN122 - 455 County Center - 2nd Floor - Redwood City Planning Administrator
California 94063 - Telephone 650/363-4161 - Fax 650/363-4849 Terry L. Burnes

Plcase reply to: Lily Toy
(650) 363-1841

February 10, 1999

Ms. Judy Taylor
210 Main Street
Half Moon Bay, CA 94019

Dear Ms. Taylor:

SUBJECT:  Use Permit, File No. USE 98-0006
Coastal Development Permit, File No. CDP 98-0010
910 Ventura, El Granada :
APN: 047-293-050

' On February 9; 1999, the Board of Supervisors considered an appeal of the Planning

. ' Commission’s approval for a Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit pursuant to Sections
6133.3.b and 6328.4 of the County Zoning Regulations and the Planning Commission Policies
for Non-Conforming Parcels, to allow the construction of a new single-family residence on a
non-conforming 25-foot wide, 3,000 sq. ft. parcel where the minimum parcel size is 5,000 sq. ft.
This project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

The Board of Supervisors on a vote of 4 to 1 denied the appeal and upheld the decision of the
Planning Commission and made the following findings for this project and approved this project
subject conditions of approval listed below.

FINDINGS
Regarding the Environmental Review, Found:

1. That this project is exempt from environmental review under Section 15303,
Construction of Small Structures, of the California Environmental Quality Act.

EXHIBIT NO. 6

APPLICATION NO.
A-1-SMC-99-014

Notice of Final

. el ST ) Action
Page 1 of 5
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egarding the Coastal Dev

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, conforms with
the plans, policies, requirements and standards of the San Mateo County Local Coastal
Program.

3. That the project conforms to the specific findings required by the policies of the San
Mateo County Local Coastal Program, specifically those related to design in Policy 8.13.

4. That the number of building permits for construction of single-family residences other
than for affordable housing, issued in the calendar year, does not exceed the limitations of
Policies 1.22 and 1.23 as stated in Section 6328.19.

Regarding the Use Pe

S. That the project is proportioned to the size of the parcel on which it is being built.

6. That all opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land in order to achieve ‘ .
conformity with the zoning regulations currently in effect have been investigated and
proven to be infeasible. '

7. That the project is nearly in conformance with the zoning regdlations currently in effect
as is reasonably possible. . ‘ )
8. That the establishment, maintenance, and/or conducting of the proposed use will not,

under the circumstances of this particular case, result in a significant adverse impact to
coastal resources, or be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or
improvements in the said neighborhood.

9. That the use permit approval does not constitute a granting of special privileges.
10.  Thatthe proposed building is scaled to the lot on which it is being built.
NDITI F R .
Planning Division
1. The 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 by February 10, 2000.
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The applicant shall submit exterior earthtone color samples of the residence for review
and approval by the Planning Director prior to issuance of the building permit. The
approved colors shall be verified by the Planning and Building Division prior to a final
inspection for the building permit. The garage shall be painted the same color as the
body of the home.

The applicant shall use a horizontal wood siding for all sides of the house and garage.
This siding shall extend all the way to the grade level on all sides.

The project shall be constructed pursuant to the plans and any changes approved by the
Zoning Hearing Officer; any deviation from the approved plans shall be reviewed and
approved by the Planning Director or Zoning Hearing Officer as necessary.

At the building permit stage, the applicant is required to submit revised plans showing
that the deck on the rear of the house has been removed and that the home complies with
the rear yard setback of 20 feet.

If the applicant intends to keep the significant tree in the front of the property, prior to
issuance of the building permit and commencement of construction, the applicant shall
erect snow fencing or other effective barrier around the drip line of the significant tree
located in the front of the property. This fencing shall be maintained during the
construction period, and no equipment shall encroach between the fencing and the tree
trunk. If pruning of significant branches (measured 6 inches or greater) is required during
construction, such pruning shall be conducted by a licensed arborist or landscape
architect. The applicant shall notify the Planning Director, in writing, at the time the
snow fencing is erected around the tree, and if pruning of the significant pine tree is
required. If the applicant wishes to remove this tree, a tree removal permit shall be
secured through the Planning Division.

No grading-related work shall commence prior to the issuance of the building permit, and
no work shall be permitted on site between October 15 - April 15, unless a winterization
plan is approved by the Planning Director and implemented on site. Such winterization
plan shall include procedures to be adhered to for grading, vegetation removal,
installation of silt fencing, covering exposed graded areas, reseeding and revegetating the
site upon completion of construction.

All utilities associated with this property shall be installed underground.

During construction activities, the applicant shall be required to implement the following
erosion and sediment control practices:
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10.

11

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

a. No construction activities shall commence until the applicant has been issued a
building permit by the Building Inspection Section of the County of San Mateo.

b. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall prepare and submit an
“erosion and sediment control plan” to be approved by the Planning Director.
Prior to commencement of construction, the applicant shall install the approved
erosion and sediment control plan. During construction, it shall be the
responsibility of the applicant to regularly inspect the erosion control measures
and determine that they are functioning as designed and that the proper
maintenance is being performed. Deficiencies shall be immediately corrected.

Construction activities shall be limited to 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday,
and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday. Construction operations shall be prohibited on
Sunday and any national holiday. Noise levels produced by the proposed activities shall
not exceed 80 dbh level at any one time.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall agree in writing and shall

redesign the home so that the roof is increased from a 3:12 to a 4:12 pitch. A minimum

of one dormer on each side of the home shall be added to this increased pitch roof. This .
will provide a visual break for the long sides of the home.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall agree in writing and shall
redesign the home so that there are no more than two different sizes of windows on each
side of the home. i

'The home shall be repositioned on the project site to be no higher than 16 ft. in average
height.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant must submit a landscape plan to the
Planning Division fo review and approval to address screening the proposed home on the
south side. The approved landscape plan shall be implemented and reviewed by planning
staff prior to a final approval for the building permit.

Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a drainage plan to ensure
that water drainage will not be exacerbated on the adjoining lots, and incorporate design
recommendations into their building permit application.

In order to add character to the structure, the applicant shall add shingle siding to the
front side of the garage. , .
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This item is appealable to the California Coastal Commission. An additional Coastal
Commission ten (10 ) working day appeal period will begin after the Board of Supervisors
hearing. A project is considered approved when this appeal period has expired and no appeals
have been filed.

Very truly yf)urs, L
Y a Dr—
fare Pena

Acting Planning Commission Secretary
BOS0209J.tp :

cc: Public Works
Building Inspection
California Coastal Commission
Half Moon Bay Fire
MCCC
Coastside Community Water
Granada Sanitary District
Cabrillo Unified School Distric
Ms. Linda Banks :
C.M. Gaede
Barbara Mauz
Garrett D. Crispell






STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY

"CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
TH COAST AREA

ONT, SUITE 2000 xggg
FRANCISCO, CA 941032219 APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMI MAR 01
(415) 904-5280
. DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT CALFORNIA |
ASTAL COMMISSION

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet P%?or To Completing
This Form.

SECTION I.  Appellant(s)

Name, mailing address and telephone number of appellant(s):
G \SPE 08 G909 EBL GRANAAA CA 7%0;%  (650) 7261114

CM GAOE P8 iA 2L EL G AQA SA 24061 % (050) 126 \HamO A0

Baprans MAuz, PeR 12RY =i GeAmoA  (850) 72A6- Y6
° zip Area Code Phone No.

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/port
government:_San| MATEO CounTE

2. Brief description of development being

appealed: /305 Sp £T MeDutAR HOME oA 28 FT. ,§u§~$w¢/fi§} LoT
B ET. FleMT SET BACK  FrRam STREST OnTH A STom DR Al /SIOS wA Ul

LIMPEONEMENTS . AS PROPoSEN, PAOTSST HAS 47 Po LOT CaUerneE,

3. Development’s location (street address, assessor’s parcel
no., cross street, etc.):_7/0 NEANTURA ST. EL SPANADA CHA.
APN FoHT-223-050  CDhP Fie # cbDP '99. 0o/, 0 7

4. Description of decision being appealed:

a. Approval; no special conditions:
Approval with special conditions:_SEFE ATTACHMENT
c. Denial:

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

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
APPEAL No:/;'/ﬂgMC _99- D
DATE PILED:_LKB/ /194 EXHIBIT NO. ’
orsrricr:_NVlh, (ewdT APPLCHTIONNO,

Appeal to
Commission

H5: 4/88

Page 1 of 8 pages




$. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

.a. ___Planning Director/2Zoning ¢. __Planning Commission
Administrator

b. ﬁe-i-ty' €ouncil/Board of d. __Other
Supervisors

6. Date of local government’s decision: T FER 99

7. Local government’s file number (if any): (- SML-~- 93-!‘7_’._3

SECTION III. entific o) t t arson

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

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:
Jugim A ~’79Aw_e@
210 MAIN STRs=<T
HALE AMoon BA\*} CA _FH961Y

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified

(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s).
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should

receive notice of this appeal.
(1) SEE ATTACHMENT & SECHoN i b

(2)

(3)

(4)

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are
limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance
in completing this section, which continues on the next page.



APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3J)
State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary

description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.
(Use additional paper as necessary.)

SEE A7THCHED 2 SeEciioal TV R EASOANS SUPPMETIALG

IHIS APTAL .

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive
statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to
support the appeal request. :

SECTION V. (Certification

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

my/our knowledga. lA an
c. YY\T@QL/J L. cfell) e

( signgture of Appelfant’(s) orb%fj;
Authorized Agent

Date

NOTE: 1If signed by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

Section VI. Agent Authorization

I/We hereby authorize to act as my/our
representative and to bind me/us in all matters concerning this
appeal.

Signature of Appellant(s)
Date




To: California Coastal Commission

Subject: Appeal; Sectlon IV Reasons Supporting This Appeal.

We are appealing to the Coastal Commission for relief due to the fact that the
established appeal processes broke down and and our local government system
failed to act to protect the residents of our neighborhood and the citizens of the coast.

In the process of approving the USE and CDP permits for the project in question, local
government failed to enforce the letter and intent of the sections of the LCP that are
based on sections 30210 through 30264 of The Coastal Act. The concerns of the
residents of the area regarding the far reaching precedents embodied in this project
were not addressed. (See appellants appeal and rebuttal to staff report.)
These concerns have also been presented to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors by the duly elected representatives of the Mid Coast Community Council
and the Mid Coast Sanitary Districts to no avail. (See attachments)

We have submitted a MCTV video of the Board of Supervisors appeal hearing which is
outlined under separate cover. This video provides evidence that planning staff
advised The Board that there were grounds to deny the permits. (See
“Recommended Findings tor Denial” prepared by Terry Burns.) Thisis a
remarkable document that supports, in part, our issues of appeal. For this to be
recognized publicly by the Planning Department is highly unusual and validates our
assertion that the Zoning Hearing Officer and the Planning Commission failed to
consider evidence and issues unique to the coast in rendering their decisions. |t
should be noted that planning staff recommended denial in the initial report to the
Zoning Hearing Officer. None of the conditions of approval have significantly altered
these findings. ( See report by Jeff Merz dated 9/3/98.) The video also
provides evidence that The Board was reminded that they had discretionary power to
deny and devoted no time or discussion to the issue.

Approval of this project, as proposed, will create thousands of entitlements. This in
turn will exacerbate a multitude of problems related to the existing infrastructure
deficiencies. For example, recent major traffic modeling studies prove that the Coast
Side is already past build out. (See capacity report).

A major focus in our appeal(s) has been the fact that sub-standard lots are not
included in the LCP build out numbers. (See the “Perkovic Report”) Simple
logic leads to the conclusion that the assumptions and provisions of the LCP regarding
build out, density, capacity, proportionality and design are not accurate and do not
reflect the changing landscape of the Mid Coast Communities. These issues and
concerns have been brought to the attention of the Planning Commission and the
Board of Supervisors prior to their decision(s) on this particular project. (See letters
and reports from the Mid Coast Community Council) The Mid Coast
Community Council, as the duly elected representative voice of the coastal community
is not being heard by the local government entities. As residents of the coast, these
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representatives are knowledgeable and have expertise in matters of land use, the LCP
and Mid Coast Community Plan. This expertise shouldbe weighted above that of
distant localgovernment representatives who are primarily responsive to constituents
and special interest forces who reside outside of the coastal area.

Sections 6.1 through 17.4 du/ac of the Community Plangovern land use densities.

Further development at the density levels represented by this project will result in a
change from medium to high density residential. The potential impact on the coast
from this outcome is obvious. The county has inadequate controls to prevent this from
happening. It is essential that the Coastal Commission intervene before irreperable

harm occurs.

Sections 1.2, 41,71, 7.2 7.2(a)and (b), 7.3, 7.8, 7.11, 7.12, and 7.13 of the Local
Community Plan detail the goals and objectives of the mid-coast area that includes
Montara, Moss Beach, and El Granada. This project,_as proposed,is incompatible
with the scale and character of the neighborhood in which it is located. It does not
comply with the design guidelines of the “Community Design Manual”. Consequently,
it does not meet the requirements for approval of a coastal development permit.

LCPPolicy 7.3 requires protection of sensitive habitats. The county has
acknowledged that severe drainage problems exist in the area that pose a risk to the
health and safety of the residents and rise to potential civil liability levels. (See
video of hearing) The Board of Supervisors declined to consider testimony

regarding development patterns. Similar development in this area will exacerbate
drainage problems. Drainage from the area in question flows into the Mirada Surf
area which has been identified as sensitive wetlands habitat in a recent EIR.
Drainage from the area in question flows through garages and other areas containing
toxic substances. Although the Zoning hearing Officer added conditions relating to
drainage impact on the adjoining properties, the potential impact on non-adjoining
properties and the sensitive habitat have not been addressed. Drainage also flows
into the ocean and is washed back onto the beaches. The area impacted is
designated “Urban RM/CZ Park land.

Section 1.3 thru 1.5 of the LCP governs issues relevant to development patterns. 1.3
essentially says established patterns must preserve and protect the enviornmental
features which form the unique natural setting of the community. As a result of the
50% lot coverage allowed, this project will not. Consequently, it does not qualify for
a Coastal Development Permit.

This project is in the “sphere of influence” of Half Moon Bay. Thus, policy issues of the
Halif Moon Bay LCP are equally applicable to the area in question. The proportionality
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and floor area ratio standards addressed by Half Moon Bay are based on widely
accepted and reasonable planning formulas. (See sub-standard lot report
dated 11-17-98) Following these guidelines, this project grossly exceeds the
standards for non conforming lots. Philosophically, building guidelines call for small
homes on small lots. 1325 Square feet with 49% lot coverage is not a smaill
house. The proportionality and floor area ration formulas would limit the house on
this lot to 900 square feet. Compliance with this standard would substantially mitigate
the problems and concerns. Provided it also conformed to a standard front set back,
complied with parking requirements (it does not comply now), and did not exceed
the 35% lot coverage standard applicable to other homes in the area, the project
would then be proportional and less injurious to existing homeowners. In its present
form, this project even exceeds the standard established in urban areas “over the hill”.

Another issue of relevant concern that was not considered by the Planning
Commission or Board of Supervisors invoives the affirmative obligation to exhaust all
potential means for merging sub-standard lots before considering development.. Mr.
Crispell made an attempt to purchase and merger this lot in 1997. (See real estate
purchase contract.) Any claims of hardship by the applicants are fallacious as they
knowingly and willfully prevented the desired merger which would have prevented all
of the ensuing problems and potential harm to the neighbors and coastal area.
Appellants were prevented from presenting evidence and testimony regarding these
facts. If a Coastal Development Permit for this project is denied, merger remains a
viable option.

There are alternative properties where this project could be developed without harm to
the neighborhood and sensitive coastal resources. The larger issues regarding the
impact of development of 25 foot lots on density, parks , traffic, and visitor serving
resources will remain but can be addressed in an an orderly and proactive manner.
Reactive policy and precedent that will be established through approval of this project
will lead to further conflict and confusion.

There are a multitude of other issues related to the potential adverse impact on the
Local Coastal Program including those mentioned above. Local groups and agencies
are actively working on these problems, changes in policy and procedure, and
possible amendment of the Local Coastal Program. Appellants have pleaded with the
local government agencies to defer approval of controversial permits until these issues
are resolved. Mid Coast agencies have, in fact , established two moratoria on permits
while issues regarding development of sub-standard lots are reviewed and viable
policy is implemented. (See Perkovic study and Granada Sanitary District
data.)

The issues in this case go far beyond the impact of one house on one little lot. The
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residents of the coast and the people of the State of California depend on the Coastal
Commission to protect our irreplaceable resources. You are our last line of defense
against those predatory speculators and developers who have no interest or
investment in protecting the coastal resources. Their objective is hit and run
profiteering through creating and benefiting from “loop holes” in the law.  They know
that they will eventually be restrained but can create irreparable harm be fore they are
are exposed and stopped. This is the primary concern regarding the precedents
embodied in this project. In fairness. we must point out that there are ethical local
developers who value the unique qualities of the coast and conduct business
accordingly. We support them and their right to proceed with orderly development that
is consistent with the provision of The Coastal Act.

Your decision in this case will have far reaching impact and long term consequences.
Although we have a personal investment in the outcome of the appeal, careful

analysis will reveal that this is not a simple conflict between individual parties. The
applicant in this case is a well known real estate speculator who represents
development special interests. There are no issues of hardship as speculation is by
definition, gambling. No evidence has been submitted to show that denial of this
project,_as proposed, will result in harm beyond that already suffered by _all parties as a
result of this seriously flawed endeavor.

We have been joined in our appeal by acknowledged leaders, respected authorities
and coastal representatives who are dedicated to the preservation of our coastal
resources. On balance, we believe our position is consistent and compliant with the
letter and intent of the Coastal Act and the provisions of the Local Coastal Program.
The applicants is not. That is in itself adequate grounds to deny a Coastal
Development permit.

Consequently, we respectfully request that The Coastal Commission fulfill it's
responsibility for implementing the Coastal Act by denying the Coastal Development
Permit in question, without prejudice. Hopefully, this will lead to a renewed effort by
the local government bodies and citizens groups to work together to ensure that
coastal resources are preserved while providing for orderly growth and development

We will be submitting additional supporting evidence and testimony for your
consideration prior to the hearing. The foregoing is not intended to be a complete or
exhaustive articulation of our appeal. Rather, it is an outline of the salient issues and
identifies some of the supporting evidence that is being submitted.

There is always the hope and possibility that the matter can be resolved prior to the
hearing. We will work closely with our elected representatives in good faith if there is
an effort to achieve a mutually acceptable resolution to this situation through
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collaberative problem solving. We will not, however, compromise the rights of our
neicghbors or the welfare of the residents of the Mid Coast area by withdrawing for the
sake of convenience or personal gain.

Thank you for your consideration.

C.M. Gaede, Gary Crispell, and Barbara Mauz, et. al.
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Applicant arranged (through Planning Commission staff) for the hearing to be scheduled
without the knowledge of the assigned project planner who we contacted for information,
as directed. This resulted in inadequate time to prepare a full and complete presentation.
In addition, the hearing did not proceed as scheduled, resulting in Mr. Crispell having to
leave without being able to present critical information to The Commission.

The siting and topography of the lot in question renders any development on this parcel
detrimental to the surrounding property owners.

The approved 5 foot front set back will result in irreparable harm to the adjoining property,
and is out of character with the conforming properties in the immediate area.

Issues and concerns regarding potential drainage problems were sarcastically dismissed by
a commissioner as a “red herring.” These problems are real and a matter of senious
concern.

Other issues involving the historical use of said property, parking, infrastructure, and
other factors that jeopardize the health and safety of the existing residents have not been
adequately addressed.

25 foot non-conforming lots have not been counted and included in the build out numbers.
Policies regarding devclopment on these non-conforming lots have not been certified by the
Coastal Commission. Thus, any permits issued are not in compliance with the Local
Coastal Plan.

Broader issues regarding development on 25 foot lots have surfaced as a result of the
proposed project. These issues are being investigated by a variety of agencies and
concerned individuals. These issues need to be addressed and resolved by the county
before any further permits are issued.

The applicants have cited 5Sth amendment constitutional issues regarding the “taking”
concept as authoritative grounds for approval by the county. Approval of the permits in
question will establish precedents that will have far reaching consequences for the county.
Until such time that the courts find that the “taking” pnncxple is applicable to this project,
there is no factual basis for approval on legal or constitutional grounds.

The Board of Supervisors should initiate a full review by the County Counsel of the issues
raised by this project and have these matters adjudicated in the federal courts before
approving any further permits for development on 25 foot non-conforming lots.

The applicants have misrepresented the facts and engaged in activities that give the
appellants good cause for concern that, as a result, specxa] privilege is bemo granted.

Finally, appellants have good cause for alarm due to our previous experience with county
zoning and planning agencies during the J.L.Johnson saga. Our neighborhood was
advelsely impacted when a speculator/developer was allowed to trample the rights of the
property owners and no one would act on our behalf until it was too late. We 1mp]ore The
Board to recognize our rights and act now to prevent irreparable harm to our neighborhood.
by denying the permits in question.

Garrett Crispell, C.M. Gaede, Barbara Mauz, et al.
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Please attach this as an amendment to the appeal: A-1-SMC-99-014.

Hard Copy to follow. | ﬁ EGEIVE

Sincerely, MAR 2 2 1999
Kathryn Slater-Carter CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION

This project has been appealed because there is concern in the community
that the ability of the special districts to plan for infrastructure improvements
is crippled by the County's continuing approvals of residential development
on lots smaller than the minimum used in calculating the LCP build out
numbers. The County has not kept cumulative records of lot size for
permitted residential development (e-mail from J. Eggemeyer 16, Mar. 99, to K.
Slater-Carter). Development of substandard lots will result in huge disparities
between infrastructure and population. Buildout in excess of the LCP
numbers will create destructive demands on the coastal environment.

Further, this project, as approved, it not in conformance with the Montara-
MossBeach-El Granada Community Plan, the San Mateo County Local Coastal
Program (LCP) or the zoning ordinance.

The "Substandard Lot Study" released by the County in Jan. 1999 reveals that
20% of the S-17 lots and 70% of the S-9 lots developed in 1998 were below the
zoned minimum size. As an example, currently our roads, which under the
LCP are to be kept to two lanes in the rural areas are at Cal Trans service level
F in spite of moratoria on new water and sewer connections for approximately
the last 10 years. These moratoria have substantially reduced the amount of
new residential units constructed on the in this time period.

Additionally in this instance the approval does not meet the off street parking
requirement or others in "Policy: Use permits for Construction on Non-
Conforming (25-foot-wide) Residential Parcels" necessary for granting a use
permit for residential development on a substandard lot.

The practice of permitting development of substandard lots will effectively
increase the specific development densities allowed in the urban R-1 districts
of the Midcoast under the approved LCP without doing the necessary
investigation of environmental effects.

In the mid 1970's San Mateo County began the planning process for the
Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada area. A community plan was created by the
County and the area stakeholders. One of its objectives was "to meet the
requirements of the California Coastal Act of 1976" (M-MB-EG COASTAL PLAN
EIR p. 13)

Although adopted in the 1980, the current San Mateo County (SMC) LCP
specifically incorporates the Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan
in policy 1.5:

EXHIBIT NO. 10

APPLICATION NO.
A-1-SMC-99-014

Appeal Addendum
March 22, 1999
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(a) Incorporate the adopted Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada
Community Plan into the land use plan for the Mid-Coast, but amend it
where necessary to meet Local Coastal Plan objectives.

(b) Permit in urban areas land uses designated in the Land Use Plan
Maps and conditional uses at densities specified in Tables 1.2 and 1.3.

The M-MB-EG Community Plan land use maps for the area designate the density
to be "medium density" (6.1-8.7 d.u./ac). The current LCP Table 1.2. and the
General Plan also use this density for this area

If the trend in the Substandard Lot Study continues the residential areas will
be in the "medium high density" (8.8 to 17.1 d.u./ac).

The EIR for the Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan, Nov. 1978,
evaluated the environmental impacts of the proposed Community Plan on the
area. At the time the M-MB-EG Community Plan was finished

"Most of the developed areas are zoned R-!/S-7 (Single-family
residential--5000 sq. ft. minimum lot size per dwelling unit)." (M-MB-EG
COASTAL PLAN EIR p. 20).

According to the County Planning department the State limited the ability of
the County to enforce the minimum lot size zoning requirements sometime in
the mid to late 1980's, yet apparently the County has never evaluated this
change for its' impact on the LCP or the State Coastal Act.

Although the Community Plan EIR did not investigate higher residential .
densities for the greatest extent of residentially zoned lands, it did investigate a
higher population. It rejected the greater population

"Because this alternative projects a larger population , the amount of
land use, services, community facilities, etc. required would be
greater.....This alternative was rejected in favor of the Plan because of
Planning Commission and local support, and because it did not meet the
criteria of State Coastal Zone Conservation Commission (Coastal Plan)."
(M-MB-EG COASTAL PLAN EIR p.57). '

We request that the Coastal Commission use its' oversight of County coastal
development to require an evaluation of the impact of higher density
development on all coastal resources.

In order for local special districts to continue to meet the LCP Policy *2.6:

Limit development or expansion of public works facilities to a capacity
which does not exceed that needed to serve buildout of the Local Coastal
Program.

it is essential to have an accurate buildout number. The practice of approving
‘higher densities than planned will change the buildout number, but only the
County can control land use policy and then predict what this populaton will
be.

2




It is interesting to note that there is currently an appeal to the Coastal
Commission of a water system pipeline to serve the Midcoast that has the
capability of serving a populaton five times greater than the buildout
number. Perhaps this is as a result of the uncertainty of the buildout number
that is required to be the planning goal.

Approval of this project by the County gives incentive to develop others on
substandard lots. This lot was once part of a group of 3 contiguous lots in one
ownership. Over the past year or two they have been disaggregated into 3
separate ownership's. The potential exists for each to be developed into a
separate house while the LCP and Community Plan examined to likelihood of
only one. By its' own admission there has been no comprehensive study of the
real potential for exceeding the LCP buildout numbers by the County.

A San Mateo County staff report (6/15/93) used a sampling process to calculate
that there are approximately 1,997 undeveloped substandard lots on the urban
midcoast. Using LCP Table 2.3, footnote 2, there are 2.6 people per single
residential household. Using LCP Table 2.21 the Estimated Buildout Population
of the LCP Land Use Plan projects the Midcoast build out population to be 15,500
people. Thus the potendal for exceeding the buildout population is 33.49
percent (5,192 people)

A significant number of the lots exist in the Midcoast area: 80 % in Montara;
76% in Moss Beach; 27% in El Granada; and 19% in Princeton. Not all lot
separations were counted in the 1993 estimate, thus the potential for exceeding
the buildout number may be far worse. Indeed, during the hearing process
for LCP amendment 1-97C the Coastal Commission recommended denial of the
"Development of Residential Substandard Parcels" until a comprehensive study
could be done.

We request that the Coastal Commission place a moratorium on the

construction of residential units on any substandard lot until a comprehensive
evaluation of the effects on coastal resources is completed and new policies
adopted, if necessary.

*7.3 Protection of Sensitive Habitats

(a) Prohibit any land use or development which would have significant
adverse impacts on sensitive habitat areas.

(b) Development in areas adjacent to sensitive habitats shall be sited and
designed to prevent impacts that could significantly degrade the sensitive
habitats. All uses shall be compatible with the maintenance of biologic
productivity of the habitats.

According to the draft EIR for the Mirada Surf proposed development and the
County aerial topo maps the drainage from this neighborhood flows directly
onto Mirada Surf wetlands. Significant changes in the density of total
development and significant additions to the runoff flow caused by greater lot
coverage's will have a significantly deleterious effect on the sensitive habitats
due to changes in quantity of runoff as well as quality.

The staff report states that there is no drainage system for the area. We could
not find any Urban Storm water Runoff Management Plan for the
neighborhood.



There was significant oral testimony to both the Planning Commission and the
Board of Supervisors detailing the existing flood problems experienced by
existing homeowners. The only condition placed on this project is to develop a
drainage plan to protect the adjacent lands--there has been no mention of
protecting the wetland or other homes or home sites downhill from the
increased runoff. This is a cumulative problem causing harm to an area
identified as a wetland by Coastal Commission reports.

The County cites LCP Policy 8.13 is support of this project. It is accurate in its
representation of the first three of the sections of the policy, but misses the
intent of paragraph d:

d. Design structures which are in scale with the character of their
setting and blend rather than dominate or distract from the overall
view of the urban scape.

The staff report discussion concentrates on the increased roof pitch, the
addition of dormers, and the regulatons of window sizes. It does not mention
that no other home or garage on this street is only five feet from the front
property line; nor that all have much larger side setbacks and all others meet
the 35% lot coverage criteria (staff report, 3, Sept. 1998). All are two stories in
conformance with the requirement to conform to the natural topography.

This house will be "out of scale". It will "intrude” into the street rather than
blending with the setbacks of all other homes on Ventura and thus will
"distract from the overall view of the urban scape".

Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada Community Plan Issues:
Land Use: Residential

a. Preservation of Residential Character

Preservation of the community's existing character is important to the
residents because it gives the locale a sense of identity and distinguishes
it from other areas. However, since 1970, new residential development
has changed the small town character of this coastal community. Many
of the new houses are built to maximum building standards and exceed
he size and scale of older houses. The site design of the newer houses is
another concern. Often during construction the natural terrain
characteristics are ignored.

Policy 1.2: Design Characteristics
Encourage good design in new construction which reflect the
character, and is compatible with the scale, of the neighborhood in
which it is located.

Goal 4.1 Housing Design

Build housing which relates to its physical setting, does not destroy the
natural features of the land, and is compatible with the neighborhood
scale and coastal character of the community. 4




This project is incompatible with the scale and character of the neighborhood
in which it is located. It is incompatible with surrounding development due to
it's lack of proportionality in relation to the underlying lot: the residence and
the garage have a 49% lot coverage. The existing homes in the neighborhood
have meet the 35% coverage limit.

This project has been granted an extra 18% (15') in length with the approval
of the decrease of the front setback to 5' from 20'. There was no
compensating increase in the rear setback from 20 to 35 feet. Although the
rear deck was removed at this time, there is no condition limiting the addition
of a deck with a variance at a later date.

It does not comply with the design guidelines set forth in the current
Community Design Manual as it does not conform to the site topography. The
house is only one level but the lot slopes away from the street. A more
appropriate design, as illustrated in the Community Design Manual, would
have the house step down the hill along with the slope.

Goal 7.1 Preserving Visual Quality

Preserve and enhance the visual qualities of the coastal community
which give it a unique character and distinguish it from other places.

Urban Design (Policies)

7.2 Preserving Community Character

a. Maintain community character and ensure that new developments
are compatible with existing homes in scale, size and design.

b. Maintain the small-town character of the area by preventing the
construction of massive structures out of scale with the community.
7.3 Preserving Natural Amenities

Preserve the natural amenities of the community through the
appropriate location of new structures designed to harmonize with their
surroundings.

7.8 Preservation of Landforms and Vegetation

Preserve existing landforms and vegetation.

7.11 Design Review

Apply the DR (Design Review) Overlay Zoning District in the urbanized
areas of the community to regulate siting of structures, to protect
natural features, and to provide for design compatibility with
surrounding development.

7.12 Community Design Manual

a. Employ the design guidelines set forth in the "Community DesignS



Manual".
7.13 S-17 Overlay Zoning District .

Apply the S-17 Overlay Zoning District to reduce building size and lot
coverage for new structures, and to insure that new residential
development is in scale with its surroundings.

The development pattern established by allowing this amount of coverage on
extremely small lots WILL NOT preserve and protect the environmental
features which form the unique natural setting of the community.

There are a significant number of vacant lots of similar size in this
neighborhood; as many of 6 on this one block; 20in the immediate
neighborhood. This entire neighborhood is within the "design review
overlay district". If such development continues on this street, in this
neighborhood, the "small-town character” will be replaced by homes only six
feet apart and very close to the street; it will more closely resemble the urban
areas of Daly City than a "unique coastal community". The County is not
exercising the controls it has to prevent this from happening.

The County Document referred to in the project staff report "Policy: Use
Permits for Construction on Non-Conforming (25-foot-wide) Residential
Parcels” (Document # 23028) details the County standards necessary for a use
permit on a 25 foot wide lot. This document will be sent with the hard copy of

this letter. : .

Prior to applying for a variance to construct on a substandard lot, a
property owner shall explore the feasibility of selling their lot to an
adjacent property owner. If the adjacent lot is also substandard, it is
highly recommended that both owners negotiate to place these parcels
under one ownership.

When applying for a variance to build on as substandard lot, a primary
concern is that the proposed buildings are scaled to the lot they are
built on.

3. Off-street parking for the proposed residence shall consist of a
minimum of one covered parking space and one uncovered parking
space. Neither shall be located within the front yard setback. The -
property owner shall construct minimal width driveway curb cuts and
these shall be placed as close as possible to nearby curb cuts so that
maximum space is available for street parking.

4. a. As much as possible, site new buildings on a parcel in locations
that: (1) minimize tree removal, ...

b. Design buildings with shapes that respect and conform to the natural
topography of the site by requiring them to step up or down the
hillsides in the same direction as the natural grade.

This parcel was, until recently one of three contiguous lots in one ownership.
The purchaser of one of the contiguous lots has repeatedly attempted to 6




purchase this lot. He has been repeatedly refused. Gary Crispell will submit
the documentation.

There is only a single, covered parking space. The garage is five feet from
the front property line, thus fifteen feet of the garage lie within the twenty
foot front yard setback, contrary to the substandard lot requirement. As a
result there is inadequate street parking to accommodate another without
having the car encroach upon neighboring street frontages.

Contrary these standards condition of approval #6 allows the applicant choice :
"If the applicant intends to keep the significant tree in the front of the
property......If the applicant wishes to remove this tree, a tree removal permit
shall be secured...." In this case there is no condition minimize tree removal.

Although there is a step down between the house and the garage, there is no
further attempt to make the house conform to the natural steep grade of the
lot. Instead, it is called a single story structure but there is enough room for
another floor at the downhill side of the structure.

In conclusion, at the very least this project must be redesigned to conform to
the neighborhood. It should be reduced in size so that it will conform with the
immediate neighborhood. It should have the requisite number of off street
parking spaces to keep the sidewalk less streets safe for pedestrians. It should
be conditioned to cause no drainage problems for any neighbors or
downstream properties, not just those who are adjacent.

Under the use permit criteria, if a project is determined to be harmful to the
neighborhood its use pemit may be revoked. When a residence is given a use
permit it will never be removed, even if subsequent harm is discovered. Thus
the County has an obligation to evaluate all potential impacts under a use
permit icluding those impacts on the neighborhood from this house. And also
before more homes are built, evaluating if the policy of increasing the
density and the population of the midcoast is harmful.

Currently its policy of finding the most lenient zoning ordinance and
ignoring those more protective of coastal resources in contrary to the intent
and model of the CA Coastal Act Policy 30007.5 in which:

The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur
between one or more policies of the division. The Legislature therefore
declares that in carrying out the provisions of this division such
conflicts be resolved in a manner which on balance is most protective
of significant coastal resources.

At best, the Coastal Commission would find that it does not conform to the
surrounding neighborhood and so decrese the size of this project by
increasing the front setback and causing it to meet the parking standard.
Further, it would use its power to cause the County to change its zoning to meet
the intent of the Community Plan and thus the LCP and to direct that an
accurate assessment of the substandard lot development potential is conducted
such that policies "most protective of coastal resources" can be enacted.



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION

INTERDEPARTMENTAL CORRESPONDENCE

Date Submitted: January 27, 1999
Date of Hearing: February 9, 1999

To: Honorable Board of Supervisors

From: Planning Commission, PLN 122; Telephone 363-1859
via Terry Burnes, Planning Administrator; Telephone 363-1861

Subject:  Consideration of an appeal of the Planning Commission’s approval for a Use Permit
and Coastal Development Permit pursuant to Sections 6133.3.b and 6328.4 of the
County Zoning Regulations and the Planning Commission Policies for Non-
Conforming Parcels, to allow the construction of a new single-family residence on a
non-conforming 25-foot wide, 3,000 sq. ft. parcel where the minimum parcel size is
5,000 sq. ft. This project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

File Numbers: USE 98-0006 and CDP 98-0010 (Banks/Taylor)

E CNDAT

Dcny the appeal and approve USE 98-0006 and CDP 98-0010 by making the x*equlred findings
and subject to the conditions of approval listed in Attachment A..

PROPOSAL
The ébplicant proposes to construct a-new one-story, 1,325 sq. ft. home on a 25-foot 'Wide, 3,000
sq. ft. legal nonconforming parcel in the El Granada area of the County. The applicant is
proposing a 4 1/2 foot side yard setback on one side where 5 feet is required.

A ROUND
Report Prepared By: Lily Toy, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-1841
Applicant: Judy Taylor

Owner: Linda Banks

EXHIBIT NO. 11

APPLICATI
A-1- Sﬂcsgghgﬁﬁ

Staff Report to

Board of Supervisois

Jan 2? 1999
Page 1 of 7 pages

Appellants: Garrett Crispell, C. M., Gaede, Barbara Muauz, et al.




Location: 910 Ventura Street, El Granada

APN: 047-293-050

Parcel Size; 3,006 sq. ft. (25 feet wide)

Existing Zoning: R-1/5-17, Single-Family Residential with 5,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size
Gt;neral Plan Designation: Medium-Density Residential (6.1 to 8.7 dwelling units per a?re)
Sphere~of-1ﬁﬂuen¢e: City of Half Moon Bay

" Existing Land Use: Vacant

Environmental Evaluation: Categorically Exempt under Section 15303 of the California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines regarding construction of new small facilities including
single-family residences.

Setting: The neighborhood was originally subdivided into 25-foot x 120-foot lots, most of which
have been combined and developed as standard 5,000+ sq. ft. parcels. However, the subject
parcel consists of 3,000 sq. ft. and has not been merged with any contiguous parcels. The project
site slopes to the rear and is covered with weeds and grasses. There is a large eucalyptus tree
near the front of the parcel. Most adjacent properties are developed with single-family homes.
However, there are two 25-foot wide vacant parcels adjacent to the south of the subject parcel.

Chronology:

Date . * Action - ‘ ,j ;|

’.

The Zoning Hearing Officer approves the application for a Use Permit
and Coastal Development Permit to allow the construction-of a new
single-family residence with non-conforming setbacks on a non-
conforming size parcel of 3,000 sq. ft.

September 3, 1998

‘ot

¢

September 11, 1998 Appeal filed by Garret Crispell, C. M. Gaede, Barbara Mauz, et al.

Planning Commission denies the appeal and upholds the Zoning

December 9, 1998
: Hearing Officer’s decision with a 3-2 vote.

December 23, 1998

i

Appcal filed by Garret Crispell, C. M. Gaede, Barbara Mauz, et al.

February 9, 1999

Board of Supervisor public hearing.



DISCUSSION
A. SION OF MI :

The Planning Commission voted 3-2 on December 9, 1998, to deny the appeal of the
proposed new single-family residence on a non-conforming parcel that was approved by the
Zoning Hearing Officer on September 3, 1998. The two dissenting Commissioners (Nobles
and Silver) based their decision on the location of the parcel within the neighborhood.

Their concerns focused on the impact of this project on the preservation of health, safety,
and welfare of the neighborhood. The Commission majority brought up the fact that the
Board of Supervisors has considered the development of substandard parcels and found that
there would not be a threat to the buildout calculations in Mid-Coast, although the Board
did require mergers when substandard lots are jointly developed to ensure that the lots
cannot be subsequently separated. In addition, the Commission, brought up the fact that
they (the Commission) are obligated to allow a homeowner a reasonable use of their land.

B. APPEAL ISSUES (Indicated below in bold type style are the key issues of the appeal,
Sfollowed by staff’s response. Included as Attachment “B" is a complete copy of the

appeal.) ‘

1.  “The proposed project will be detrimental to the public welfare and injurious to
the property and improvements in the said neighborhood. The conditions
imposed by the Zoning Hearing Officer and affirmed by the majority of the : :
Planning Commissioners do not mitigate this fact.” :

Staff’s Response: The Zoning Hearing Officer initially made the finding, “That the
establishment, maintenance, and/or conducting of the proposed use will not,
under the circumstances of this particular case, result in a significant adverse
impact to coastal resources or be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious
to property or improvements in the neighborhood.” The Planning Commission
also made the finding and as a part of the initial approval-by the Zoning Hearing
Officer included conditions of approval related to compatibility with the surrounding
neighborhood, to ensure that this finding could be made; -Specifically, these
conditions include: redesigning the home so that there are no more than two different
size of windows on each side of the home to reflect a more traditional design,
reducing the height to not exceed 16 feet to lower the profile, submitting a landscape
plan which softens the long side walls, removing the rear deck from the design to
comply with rear yard setback requirements and-incorporating shingles on the facing
of the garage since this is the only visible feature from the street. With
implementation of these conditions, the Planning Commission made the above
finding,.




“Applicant arranged (through Planning Commission staff) for the hearing to be
scheduled without the knowledge of the assigned project planner who we
contacted for information, as directed. This resulted in inadequate time to
prepare a full and complete presentation. In addition, the hearing did not
proceed as scheduled, resulting in Mr. Crispell having to leave without being
able to present critical information to the Commission.”

Staff’s Response: We attempt to process all appeals promptly. The hearing was
scheduled and noticed in accordance with normal procedures and in compliance with-
State law and County ordinances. Notice was mailed to all owners within 300 feet
and published in the San Mateo Times and Half Moon Bay Review.

“The siting and topography of the lot in question renders any development on
this parcel detrimental to the surrounding property owners.”

Staff’s Response: The Zoning Hearing Officer initially conditioned and the Planning
Commission retained the condition of approval so that the profile of the home would
be reduced to a 16-foot average height. This ensures that the design will meet
setbacks for one-story structures and-will further conform to the existing topography.
This 16-foot height limit will be substantially lower than the surrounding two-story
homes and lower than the 28-foot height permitted in the S-17 Zoning District.
Denying all development would expose the County to liability for an inverse
condemnation claim.

“The approved 5-foot front setback will result in irreparable harm to the
adjoining property, and is out of character with the conforming properties in the
immediate area.”

L i f
Staff’s Response: This site contains a 15% average slope (20% front half average
slope). This project was designed to “stairstep” down the hill. The front contains the
one-car garage and the one-story home is 5.feet.lower.than.the.garage. .Under-Section
6411 of the Zoning Regulations, a garage can be placed to the front property line
where the slope of a parcel exceeds a 14% slope. This property conforms with these
criteria,

“Issues and concerns regarding potential drainage problems were sarcastically
dismissed by a Commissioner as a “red herring.” These problems are real and a
matter of serious concern.” -

Staff’s Response: This neighborhood lacks a storm drain system. The Public Works
Department has reviewed this project and as with all new residences, drainage issues
arc addressed as part of the building permit process. Building Inspection and the
Public Works Department review plans to ensure that any proposed development will
not amplify any drainage problems that may currently exist on a property. Proposed



development is not responsible for any existing drainage problems. However, due to
concerns raised by the neighbors at the Zoning Hearing Officer’s public hearing, the
Zoning Hearing Officer added the following condition: “Prior to issuance of a
building permit, the applicant shall submit a drainage plan to ensure that water
drainage will not be exacerbated on the adjoining lots, and incorporate design
recommendations into their building permit application.” This was deemed
adequate to address drainage issues-and any drainage plan will be reviewed by the
Public Works Department prior to issuance of a building permit. This condition of
approval is included in Attachment “A” as Condition #15.

“Other issues involving the historical use of said property, parking,
infrastructure, and other factors that jeopardize the health and safety of the
cxisting residents have not been adequately addressed.” ’

Staff’s Response: The Zoning Hearing Officer initially imposed and the Planning
Commission retained the conditions of approval which mitigate these issues.

“Broader issucs regarding development on 25-foot lots have surfaced as a result
of the proposed project. These issues are being investigated by a variety of
agencics and concerned individuals. These issues need to be addressed and
resolved by the County before any further permits are issued.”

Staff’s Response: Between December 1997 and March 1998, both the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors gave extensive consideration to the issue
of developing substandard lots in the Mid-Coast.. This included modification of
adopted policies and procedures governing development of these lots, with which this
project complies.

; i Lo
. ¥ § .
"‘Thc applicant has cited Sth amendment constitutional issues regarding the
‘taking’ concept as authoritative grounds for approval by the County. Approval
of the permits in question will establish precedents that will have far reaching
consequences for the County. Until such time that the courts find that the
‘taking’ principle is applicable to this project, there is no factual basis for
approval on legal or constitutional grounds.”

Staff’s Response: As noted in staff’s response to appeal issue #7, the County has

adopted procedures to address the processing of Use Permits and Coastal Develop- -

ment Permits for non-conforming parcels. The information contained in this staff

report outlines the criteria used by staff and the Commission to review this project. It

also discusses the conditions added to this project to ensure that the findings for

approval could be made by the Planning Commission. "It is a well-established fact

that denial of all reasonable use of a property can lead to a taking’s claim. .




10.

11.

“The Board of Supervisors should initiate a full review by the County Counsel of
the issues raised by this project and have these matters adjudicated in the
federal courts before approving any further permits for development on 25-foot
non-conforming lots.”

Staff’s Response: The Planning staff cannot address this issue. If the Board of
Supervisors desires to pursue this request, they will forward the issues raised by this
project to County Counsel for review. It should be noted again, however, that the
County has recently completed a comprehensive study of this issue.

“The applicant has misrepresented the facts and engaged in activitics that give
the appellants good cause for concern that, as a result, special privilege is
granted.”

Staff’s Response: Staff knows of no misrepresentation of relevant planning-related
information, conceming the processing of this Use Permit and Coastal Development
Permit.

“Finally, appellants have good cause for alarm due to our previous experience
with County zoning and planning agencies during the J. L. Johnson saga. Our
neighborhood was adversely impacted when a speculator/developer was allowed
to trample the rights of the property owners and no one would act on our behalf
until it was too late. We implore the Board to recognize our rights and act now
to prevent irreparable harm to our neighborhood by denying the permits in
question.” : i

Staff’s Response: The Planning Commission has included conditions of approval
related to ¢ompatibility with the surrounding neighbothood to ensure that under the
circumstances of this particular case, the proposal will not result in a significant
adverse impact to coastal resources or be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to property or improvements in the said neighborhood.-

NVI MENTAL REVIEW e

This project is exempt from review under the California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA), pursuant to Class 3, Section 15303, which exempts new single-family residential
construction not built in conjunction with two or more units.

REVIEWING AGENCIES

Department of Public Works - Roads
Building Inspection Section
Mid-Coast Community Council
Coastal Commission

-y -



TTACHMENT.

A. * Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval ‘

B. Letter of Appeal dated December 23, 1998 and attachments submitted by appellants

C. AreaMap

D. Site Plan

E. Floor Plans/Elevations

F. Planning Commission approval letter dated December 11, 1998

G. Planning Commission Staff Report with selected attachments dated December 9, 1998

H. Correspondence concerning the purchase/sale of contiguous properties

Respectfully submitted,

Terry Burnes, Pla%g Administrator REVlEWED FOR AG)?.NDA

TB:LT:fc - LLTJ0091.6FU




To: Honorable Board of Supervisors
County of San Mateo

From: Morris Gaede

cc Lily Toy, Planner Il

Date: 2/8/99

Subject: Appeal of Taylor/ Banks: Use Permit, File No. USE 09-0006

CDP Permit, File No: CDP 09-0010
Location: 910 Ventura St. El Granada (APN, 047-293-050

Honorable Supervisors:

Introduction: As one of the appellants of the proposed project referenced above, | am submitting

this to you to supplement our presentation at the hearing scheduled for 9 Feb. 99. It is hoped that this
information will be helpful to you in considering the merits of our appeal and result in the rendering of
a decision to deny the permits without predjudice. Essentially, this will serve as a rebuttal to the “staff

report” recommending denial of our appeal.

Background: We became aware of this proposed project when we received a notice of the

scheduled public hearing. We contacted the project planning staff and were advised to attend the
hearing. 1took time off from work to attend. After registering to speak, I was informed that the
matter had been continued at the request of the applicant and would be advised of the rescheduled

hearing.

We obtained a copy of the stalf report and were pleased-to discover that the individual who had studied
the matter, done the hands on research, and made numerous site visits to the lot in question and our
neighborhood, had found the project to be unacceptable and recommended denial of the permits.
Specifically, he found that the project would be detrimental to neighborhood properties and
constituted the granting of special privilege. (See Attachment D)

As simple homeowners, tax payers, and constituents with no knowledge or expertise in the the real
estate and building field, we naively believed that the Zoning Hearing Officer would follow the staff
recommendations. We were shocked when the Hearing Officer quickly dismissed the staff report and
over-ruled the findings without any evidence to the contrary being presented. We are no longer naive
and have educated ourselves in an attempt to preserve our nights and the character of our
neighborhood. Although a number of conditions were imposed, this does not mitigate the over-riding
fact that this project will be detrimental to the neighborhood and the coastal
community. (Sce Mid Coast Council reports and letters from concerned neighbors. The letters from
Lynn Ware and Morgan Waldford are especially instructive as they are immediate neighbors) To date,
no one has presented any evidence to the contrary or offered an explanation of how they arrived at the
conclusion that this project, as proposed will not have an adverse impact on the immediate neighbors.
The fact that two Planning Commissioners voted to approve our appeal in spite of the limited
opportunity we had to present full and complete information is evidence that there is merit to this
argument.

The applicant for the permits is a well known real estate professional, speculator and developer who
has “insider” access to information and influential individuals in the planning, zoning and building
fields. The applicant is also associated with individuals known to be powerful, special interest
representatives. This has produced an uneven playing field in favor of the applicant. For example,

EXHIBIT NO. 12

ARPHIGNEO0NG 4
Rebuttal to County
Staff Report of

1/27/99
Page 1 of 3 pages




having connections in the Planning  pt. resulted in having the hearing adval | without the knowledge of the s
assigned staff planner. This could omy have been done by someone in a position of authority. We are not alleging
wrong doing by anyone. We are simply pointing out that we have not been on a level playing field are and appealing

to the Board of Supervisors for relief. In short, this appeal has become necessary because the process has failed. -
Our case is evidence that there needs to be a review of the current policies and procedures before further permits are

granted.

Appeal Issues: The following is a brief rebuttal to the staff reports response to the appeal issues that are foum’

pages 3-6 in the “Executive Summary” report to The Board of Supervisors dated 27 January 99.

L.

Addressed in part, above. The overwhelming majority of the homeowners in our neighborhood have
registered their concerns individually and collectively by signing the petition, sending letters and
appearing at the hearings. In addition to the Planning Staff findings and recommendation for denial,
evidence has been submitted by the Mid Coast Community Council Planning and Zoning Committee
that were not included in the evidence provided to the Planning Commission for unknown reasons.
See letters from Chuck Kozac and Laura Stein. Note address is incorrectly listed as 917 Ventura.

This may explain why these important documents were purged from the file.) The staff response

does not directly address the issue raised.

Addressed above. The staff do not respond to the issue raised. Itignores the specific
suggestion Lthat the applicant was granted special privilege by someone in the Planning Department.

We submit that any reasonable person who views the site and topography will come to the conclusion
hat development of this lot will, in fact be detrimental. We are not, however, asking

that the Board of Supervisors deny all development, In April 98 The Board decided that
development of 25 foot lots should be reviewed on a case by case basis. That decision implies that
there may be instances where development may inappropriate. We are only suggesting that this may
be one of them. The staff conclusion that denying development would expose the County to liability
may be valid. However, staff cannot conclude that adjudication would uphold such a claim. There
are unique actors in this case that would mitigate staffs assumptions. (See pictures of the site)

A 5-foot front setback is completely out of character with all of the adjoining properties in the area,
will seriously impact the future development of Walfords adjoining lot, and create parking problem
and safety hazards on Ventura Street. (See letters from Morgan Walford and Lynn Ware. Also

slides and photos provide clear evidence of this concern.) Staff response is technical and

unresponsive to the appeal issue.

The drainage issues in our neighborhood are serious. There are no storm drains. Malaga Street is
where the water from the lot in question will drain to. Evidence has been submitted showing damage
and the fact that until such time that the infrastructure problems are corrected by the County, any
development on the adjoining properties will exacerbate the problem. The LCP requires revocation of
use permits when drainage impacts a remote property. Jean Kelly has suffered the most damage

and 1s the most in jeopordy. Her property does not adjoin the proposed project. When Jean has
several inches of water running through her garage, we are out in the rain digging ditches to get the
water to drain away from our homes and have to call the Fire Department for assistance, there is no
doubt that this problem is real and serious. To have this issue dismissed by a Planning
Commissioner in a demeaning manner does not inspire confidence that Public Works will be any
more responsive to our needs. They, in fact, created the problem on Malaga Street. (Sce photos,
letters from Kim Harris and Kathryn Carter.) Once built, it is too late. This would expose the
County to significant liability. The potential cost to the County from this issue far exceeds the
liability concerns raised by planning staff in item 3.

Staff response is again inadequate and does not respond to the issues. The fact that these issues were
not mitigated by the conditions imposed is a major focus of this appeal. Specifics will be addressed
in other sections and by community agencies. (See letters from the Mid Coast Community Council

Page 2 .




7. We are well awarer  the issues regarding developmenton{ ot lots have been visited by the
Board of Supervisoi»> and County agencies. Times change ana «nis project has raised numerous
questions related to broader coastal community issues. The Montara and Granada Sanitary Districts
and reviewing policy and procedure relevant to a count of these lots and the impact on the sewer
permit process when the new plant goes on line. The Mid Coast Community Council is investigating
issues related to build out impact and the California Coastal Commission is reviewing the need for
modification or amendment to the LCP to address changing conditions. The problems created by
this project, as proposed, is evidence of the need for further review and revision. This appeal has
resulted from the fact that the process is flawed or broke down. There is a real risk that as these
projects surface, the Board of Supervisors will become the default planning commission. Staff

response does not acknowledge the changing conditions. (See The Perkovic Report, Mid Coast

Community Council exhibits, letters from Chuck Kozak, Laura Stein, and Kathryn Carter.)

8. The citing of the “taking” issue by the applicant as the reason why “the County will approve this
project” in advance of hearing or a ruling by a tryer of fact is either an attempt to intimidate or
blackmail the County into granting approval. Approving this project under this type of duress will
essentially validate this claim and establish a precedent that will limit the County in dealing with these
applications in the future. We believe itis in the County’s best interest to test this in a count of law
now. We believe the courts will find that there is a substantial difference between a speculative
project and a landowner being denied the use of their property. Staff does not recognize or

acknowledge this fact in their responses to relevant issues. (See letter from Judy Taylor dated 8-31-

98 and letter from Ream_ et al)

9 Staff response to this item is adequate as it rightfully recognizes The Boards rights a responsibilities
in protecting the best interests of the citizens of San Mateo County. It does not recognize the fact that
there is agreement that the “comprehensive study” is adequate or the final authority on the issues
involved. Further study and adjudication of the controversial issue is indicated before granting
further use permits and variances.

10.  The misrepresentations have likely influenced the decision making process. The county encourages
merger of sub-standard lots prior to considering development. Mr. Crispell attempted to purchase
and merge this lot. This fact has not been acknowledged or considered. Other matters relevant to
ownership has also been colored by the actions of the applicant. (See letters from Michelle Walford.
Testimony will be provided at the hearing by Mr. Crispell.)

11.  Staffsresponse to this item is understandably evasive. We are appealing to The Board as our elected
representative. Since we are appealing the decision of The Planning Commission, we
would expect them to justify their actions.

In Conclusion, we implore The Board to deny the permits without prejudice and allow this seriously flawed project
to go back to the drawing board. The guiding principle of “small lot, small house” has been ignored. Thisis nota
small house and seriously violated the proportionality guidelines. Following established formulas, a lot this size
would support a 900 square foot house. This is not a little house. ’

At the least, The Board should enforce the relevant conditions of the LLCP and established standards of 20 foot set
backs and 35 per cent lot coverage required of those of us with conforming lots. We are simply appealing to you for
equal protection under the law.

cc: Members of The Board
Lily Toy, Planner
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Attachment A

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO .
PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS FOR DENIAL

Project file Numbers: Hearing Date: February 9, 1999
USE98-0006 and CDP98-0010

Prepared by: Terry Burnes For Adoption By: Board of Supervisors
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

R ling the Use Permit. Find:

1. All opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land in order to achieve conformity with

the zoning regulations currently in effect have not been investigated and proven to be
infeasible. There are two vacant lots of similar size to the south of the subject parcel, fora
total of three adjoining substandard lots. If one or both of these parcels were consolidated
with the subject property, it would create a standard building site. It is not clear from the
correspondence on file that the applicant and the owner of those parcels have negotiated in
good faith the possibility of jointly limiting development of these three adjoining
substandard parcels to the development of one conforming project, perhaps with recorded
restrictions addressing the adjoining owner’s concerns about development at this location
(siting, size, design, bulk limitations, landscaping, drainage, etc.).

2. The proposed residence is not as nearly in conformance with the zoning regulations currently
in effect as is reasonably possible. The proposed substandard side yard setback of 4.5 feet
could be adjusted to conform with the zoning regulations, which require 5 feet. This would
result in conformance with all regulations except lot size.

3. The proposed residence will be detrimental to the public welfare by including a narrow home
with a garage as the predominant feature visible from the street in a neighborhood where
newer construction consists predominantly of wider homes with more architectural features
visible from the street. The proposed residence could be injurious to property or
improvements in the neighborhood by adding impermeable surface and surface runoffin a
neighborhood without storm drainage facilities where the record shows there to be extensive
existing drainage problems.

4. Approval of a use permit for the proposed development would constitute a grant of special
privilege, contrary to law, by allowing the reduction of a side yard setback when that
standard could be met with no significant adverse effect on the utility of the resulting project.

TB:tb ITNO. 13
banks.tlb EXHIB .
APPLICATION NO.
A—-1-SMC-99-014
Recommended

Findines for
Denial, 2/9/99




Attachment G

k
PROJECTFILE Rt

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION

Date: December 9, 1998

To: Planning Commission
From: Planning Staff
Subject:  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Consideration of an appeal of the Zoning Hearing

Officer’s approval of a Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit to allow the
construction of a new single-family residence on a non-conforming 25 foot wide,
3,000 sq.ft. parcel where the minimum parcel size is 5,000 sq. fi.
This project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

- PROPOSAL

The applicant proposes to construct a new one story, 1,325 square-foot home on a 25 ft. wide,
3,000 sq. ft. legal nonconforming parcel in the El Granada area of the County. The applicant is
proposing a 4 1/2 foot side yard setback on one side where 5 feet is required.

E END

That the Planning Commission deny the appeal and approve USE98-0006 and CDP98-0010 by
making the required findings and subject to the conditions of approval.

SUMMARY

The Zoning Hearing Officer approved this project with conditions of approval, one of which
requires that the home be repositioned so that it is no higher than 16 feet in average height, thus
meeting the definition of a one story structurc. As a one story structure, the proposed setbacks

EXHIBIT NO. 14

APPLICATION NO.
A-1-SMC-99-014
Co._Staff Report
to Planning Comm.
12/9/98
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are in compliance with the Planning Commission policy for development on substandard lots
allowing sideyard setbacks of three and five feet respectively. In addition, the applicant is
proposing a 44% lot coverage where 50% is the maximum permitted as a one story structure
under the Zoning Regulations. The appellants are concerned that this approval does not
adequately address drainage concerns, does not meet the design and compatibility findings and
was not bascd on factual information. The Zoning Hearing Officer approved this project with
conditions which require horizontal siding, an approved landscaping plan, removal of the rear

d‘ec:k, exterior color approval, increased pitched roof, roof dormers, uniform window size, shingle
siding on the garage door and the aforementioned 16 foot height revision. The Zoning Hearing

Ofﬁ(l:cr dete@incd that with these conditions, among others, this project complies with the
required findings. .




COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION

Date: December 9, 1998

To: Planning Commission

From: Planning Staff

Subject:  Consideration of an appeal of the Zoning Hearing Officer’s approval of a Use Permit
and Coastal Development Permit pursuant to Sections 6133.3.b and 6328.4 of the
County Zoning Regulations and the Planning Commission Policies for Non-
Conforming Parcels, to allow the construction of a new single-family residence on a
non-conforming 25 foot wide, 3,000 sq.ft. parcel where the minimum parcel size is
5,000 sq. ft. This project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

File Numbers: USE 98-0006 and CDP98-0010 (Banks/Taylor)

PROPOSAL
| The applicant proposes to construct a new one story, 1,325 square-foot home on a 25 ft. wide,

3,000 sq. ft. legal nonconforming parcel in the El Granada area of the County. The applicant is
proposing a 4 1/2 foot side yard setback on one side where 5 feet is required. :

RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning Commission deny the appeal and approve USE98-0006 and CDP98-0010 by
making the required findings and subject to the conditions of approval listed in Attachment A.

BACKGROUND

Report Prepared By: Jeff Merz (650/363-1831) Project Planner
Applicant: Judy Taylor
Owner: Linda Banks

Appellants: Garrett Crispell, C.M. Gaede, Barbara Mauz

£on
s



Location: 910 Ventura Street, El Granada

APN: 047-293-050

Parcel Size: 3,000 square feet (25 feet wide)

Existing Zoning: R-1/5-17, Single-Family Residential with 5,000 square-foot minimum lot size.
General Plan Designation: Medium-Density Residential (6.1 to 8.7 dwelling units per acre).
Sphere of Influence: City of Half Moon Bay

Existing Land Use: Vacant

Environmental Evaluation: Categorically Exempt under Section 15303 of the California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines regarding construction of new small facilities including
single-family residences.

Setting: The neighborhood was originally subdivided into 25 ft. X 120 ft. lots, most of which
have been combined and developed as standard 5,000+ sq.ft. parcels. However, the subject
parcel consists of 3,000 sq.ft. and has not been merged with any contiguous parcels. The project
site slopes to the rear and is covered with weeds and grasses. There is a large Eucalyptus tree
near the front of the parcel. Most adjacent properties are developed with single-family homes.
However, there are two 25 foot wide vacant parcels adjacent to the south of the subject parcel.

-

DISCUSSION

Indicated below in bold type style are the key issues of the appeal, followed by staff’s response.
Included as Attachment B is a complete copy of the appeal.

A. APPEAL ISSUES

1. “The findings arc not valid as the decision was based on irrelevant and erroncous
assumptions regarding the adjoining vacant lot owned by the Walfords”.

Staff’s Response:

One of the findings that nced to be made in order to approve this Use Permit is, “that all
opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land in order to achieve conformity
with the zoning regulations currently in effect have been investigated and proven to be
infeasible”. Also, the Planning Commission Policy regarding non-conforming size parcels
indicates that, “the property owner has explored the feasibility of selling their lot to an
adjacent property owner. If the adjacent lot is also substandard, it is highly

rccommended that both owners negotiate to place these parcels under once ownership™.
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The applicant has made an offer to purchase both adjacent nonconforming lots from the
current owner and has submitted copies of correspondence to prove that this option has been
investigated. The applicant’s agent, Judy Taylor, has attempted to purchase the contiguous
lots or to sell the project parcel to a contiguous owner. The potential contiguous buyers
have not been agreeable on a sale price (see Attachment H for sales correspondence). The
contiguous lot to the west was sold at a tax sale on August 12, 1998. The selling price was
$60,000. This was beyond the applicant’s financial capability. Based on this information,
the Zoning Hearing Officer made the above findings.

“The Planning Staff’s reccommendation for denial was appropriate (in the original staff
report). The conditions imposed do not provide relief to the appellants’ primary
assertion that this project will not result in irreparable harm to the individual
homeowners and neighborhood as a whole”.

Staff’s Response:

The Zoning Hearing Officer made the finding, “That the establishment, maintenance,
and/or conducting of the proposed use will not, under the circumstances of this
particular case, result in a significant adverse impact to coastal resources or be
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the said
ncighborhood”. The Zoning Hearing Officer included conditions of approval related to
compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood, to ensure that this finding could be made.
Specifically, these conditions include; redesigning the home so that there are no more than
two different size of windows on each side of the home to reflect a more traditional design,
reducing the height to not exceed 16 feet to lower the profile, submitting a landscape plan
which softens the lorig side walls, removing the rear-deck from the design to comply with
rear yard setback requirements and incorporating shingles on the facing of the garage since
this is the only visible feature from the street. With implementation of these conditions, the
Zoning Hearing Officer made the above finding.

“The condition regarding drainage does not adequately address the health, safety and
public welfare issuc regarding the serious problems that exist in the immediate arca.
Any further development prior to these problems being corrected will raise liability
issues for the County”.

Staff’s Response:

The Public Works Department has reviewed this project and as with all new residences,
drainage issues are addressed as part of the building permit process. The Public Works
Department reviews plans to ensure that any proposed development will not amplify any
drainage problems that may currently exist on a property. Any proposed development is not
held responsible for any existing drainage problems. However, due to concerns raised by
the neighbors at the public hearing, the Zoning Hearing Officer added a condition as
follows, “Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a drainage
plan to ensure that water drainage will not be exacerbated on the adjoining lots, and
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incorporate design recommendations into their building permit application”. This was
deemed adequate to address drainage issues and any drainage plan will be reviewed by the
Public Works Department prior to issuance of a building permit.

“The historical use and neighborhood standards relevant to the lot in question were
not addressed or considered by the Hearing Officer”.

Staff’s Response:

The historic use of this area, in conformance with the current zoning, is for single family
residences. Where a non-conformity exists or is proposed, a Use Permit is required and
considered on a case-by-case basis by the Zoning Hearing Officer who considers relevant
issues related to the Local Coastal Program, Design Review standards, the General Plan and
Zoning Regulations. The Local Coastal Program lists the applicable criteria below for new
structures proposed in El Granada and includes staff’s review of the proposed project and
applicable conditions of approval.

a. Design structures which fit the topography of the site and do not require extensive

cutting. gradin filling for constructi

This site contains a 15% average slope (20% front half average slope). This project
was designed to “stairstep” down the hill. The front contains the one car garage and
the one story home is five feet lower than the garage. Under Section 6411 of the
Zoning Regulations, a garage can be placed to the front property line where the slope
of a parcel exceeds a 14% slope. This property conforms with this criteria. The
original design proposed a 17.5 ft average height. As noted in the Proposal section of
this staff report, the Zoning Hearing Officer conditioned the approval so that the profile
of the home would be reduced to a 16 foot average height. This ensures that the design
will meet setbacks for one story structures and will further conform to the existing
topography. This 16 foot height limit will be substantially lower than the surrounding
two story homes and lower than the 28 foot height permitted in this zoning district (S-
17). There will not need to be extensive grading and filling for this project and the
Zoning Hearing Officer believes, as conditioned, this project complies with this
finding.

b. Employ the use of natural materials and colors which blend with the vegetative cover

of the site.

The Local Coastal Program stipulates that colors and materials blend with the natural
surroundings and with surrounding homes. As part of the Zoning Hearing Officer
approval, a condition requires that the exterior colors be approved by the Planning
Division. Colors are required to be earthtone and natural. Another condition requires
that the applicant use horizontal wood siding for all sides of the house and garage and
that it extend all the way to the grade level on all sides. As noted in Section 2 above.
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other conditions require that the applicant add shingle siding to the front facing of the
garage and implement an approved landscaping plan on the site.

c. Use pitched, rather than flat, roofs which are surfaced with non-reflective materials

except for the employment of solar energy device

A condition of approval for this project requires that the applicant redesign the home so
that the roof is increased from a 3:12 to a 4:12 pitch. While the original roof was
pitched, the Zoning Hearing Officer required a steeper slope. With the increased slope,
staff believes the home blends better with surrounding homes by incorporating a more

traditional roof pitch.

d. Design structures which are in scale with the character of their setting and blend rather

than dominate or distract from the overall view of the u ca

As noted in Section 2 of this staff report a condition of approval requires that a
minimum of one dormer on each side of the home be added to this increased pitched
roof and that no more than two different sizes of windows on each side of the home be

permitted.

To avoid the appearance of a pre-fabricated modular home, the Zoning Hearing Officer
approved these conditions to “customize” the home. Regularly sized windows and
dormers provide features of more traditionally constructed homes which are common
in the surrounding area.
“The issuces regarding infrastructure raised by the residents have not been addressed
by the responsible public agencies. Issuance of any of these permits before these
matters are resolved, is unacceptable. The deficiencies in the streets and the impact on
drainage pose a serious threat to the health and safety of the residents”.

Staff’s Response:

As noted above in Section 3 of this staff report, the Public Works Department has reviewed
this project and has determined that specific drainage concerns will be addressed as part of
the review of the building permit. A building permit will not be issued until the Public
Works Department is satisfied that the drainage for this development is adequate, that flow
is directed to public right of ways (streets) and that flows onto contiguous properties are not
amplified. The Public Works Department has reviewed the condition and is satisfied with
the condition as noted in this staff report.

“The applicants have engaged in activities that violate the spirit and possibly the letter
of the law. This precludes resolution through mediation and has forced the appellants
to take actions to protect their property and well being. This is a source of distress
that precludes pursuing our objectives in good faith”.
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Staff’s Response:

While the County encourages neighbors to utilize mediation services, the County cannot
require parties to mediate. The Planning Staff is not aware of any violations of law by the
applicant. Staff referred to Sections 6500 and 6328 of the Zoning Regulations, Planning
Commission Policies related to development of substandard lots, the Local Coastal Program
and General Plan Policies to evaluate this project. The Zoning Hearing Officer based his
decision on the above regulations and testimony, at the public hearing. Based on this
testimony the Zoning Hearing Officer modified the project and added conditions to address
concerns raised at the hearing.

“The applicants have misrepresented the facts and obscured the truth in their
presentations. This renders any decisions invalid. Until such time that the responsible
agencies have full and complete factual information, approval of said permits is
premature. Issuance of these permits will open the door to further appeal litigation
which is not in the best interest of all involved”.

Staff’s Response:

Staff knows of no misrepresentation of relevant planning-related information, concerning
the processing of this Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit. The Planning Staff
would welcome any proof of factual discrepancy as it relates to this project, but as of the
date of publication of this report, nothing has been submitted.

“The proposed project has raised many questions regarding matters of law that are
being investigated by a variety of coastal agencies and recognized organizations. No
permits should be approved or issued until such time that these issues are
authoritatively resolved by the County and State government agencies or the courts”.

Staff’s Response:

The County has procedures to address the processing of Use Permits and Coastal
Development Permits. The information contained in this staff report outlines the criteria
used by staff to review this project. It also discusses the conditions added to this project to
ensure that the findings for approval could be made by the Zoning Hearing Officer.
Specific information would be welcome by staff and can be addressed by staff, when it is
provided by the appellant.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

This project is exempt from review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), pursuant to Class 3, Section 15303, which exempts new single-family residential
construction not built in conjunction with two or more units.
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION

Date: September 3, 1998

To: Zoning Hearing Officer
From: Planning Staff

Subject:  Consideration of a Use Permit and Coastal Development Permit pursuant to Sections
6133.3.b and 6328.4 of the County Zoning Regulations and the Planning Commis-
sion Policies for substandard lots, to allow the construction of new single-family
residence (1) on a nonconforming 25-foot wide, 3,000 sq. fi. parcel where the
minimum parcel size is 5,000 sq. ft., (2) with a 4 1/2-foot side yard setback where
5 feet is required, and (3) 44% lot coverage where the limit is 35%. This project is
appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

File Numbers: USE 98-0006 and CDP 98-0010 (Banks/Taylor)

PROPOSAL

The applicant proposes to construct a new two-story, 1,325 sq. ft. home on a 3,000 sq. ft. legal
nonconforming parcel in the El Granada area of the County. The applicant is proposing a

4 1/2-foot side yard setback on one side where 5 feet is required and 44% lot coverage where
35% is the maximum permitted.

i [ TI

That the Zoning Hearing Officer deny USE 98-0006 and CDP 98-0010 by making the required
findings in Attachment A.

BACKGROUND
Report Prepared By: Jeff Merz, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-1831

Applicant: Linda Banks

Owner: Judy Taylor EXHIBIT NO. 15

ion’ APPLICATION NO
Location: 910 Ventura Street, El Granada A-1-SMC-99-0T14

Recommended ?indings
for Denial, 9/3/98

Page 1 of 10 pages




Attachment A

. County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Division

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS FOR DENIAL

Permit or Project File Numbers: Hearing Date: September 3, 1998
USE 98-0006 and CDP 98-0010

Prepared By: Jeff Merz For Adoption By: Zoning Hearing Officer

E MENDED FINDINGS

Regarding the Permit, Find:
1. That the project is proportioned to the size of the parcel on which it is being built.

The applicant proposes a 44% lot coverage where the Planning Commission policy
(attached) governing development on 25-foot wide parcels limits lot coverage to 35%.
Therefore, the proposed house is not proportioned to the parcel on which it is located. Staff

. believes it is also out of scale as compared to the surrounding homes on large lots (5,000
sq. ft.) which meet the 35% lot coverage limit. Therefore, this finding cannot be made and
staff believes the house should be redesigned to comply with the 35% lot coverage
requirement to be in proportion to the size of the parcel.

2. That all opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land in order to achieve
conformity with the zoning regulations currently in effect have been investigated and
proven to be infeasible.

The applicant has made an offer to purchase both adjacent nonconforming lots from the
current owner and has submitted copies of correspondence to prove that this option has
been investigated. As shown in Attachment G, the applicant’s agent, Judy Taylor, has
attempted to purchase the contiguous lots or to sell the project parcel to a contiguous
owner. The potential contiguous buyers have not been agreeable to this. However, the
property was sold at a tax sale on August 12, 1998. The selling price was $60,000. This
was beyond the applicant’s financial capability. Therefore, staff believes this finding can
be made.

3.  That the project is nearly in conformance with the zoning regulations currently in
effect as is reasonably possible.
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7.

Staff believes that this finding cannot be made and that the home could be redesigned to
“stairstep” the home down the hill, add articulation to the long sides, add uniform window
patterns, increase the roof pitch, comply with Planning Commission policy regarding
setback and lot coverage requirements, and redesigning the garage and front entry.

That the establishment, maintenance, and/or conducting of the proposed use will not,
under the circumstances of this particular case, result in a significant adverse impact
to coastal resources, or be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property
or improvements in the said neighborhood.

Staff believes the establishment of this proposed house will be detrimental to neighborhood
properties as the proposed house is out of scale for its parcel and designed to be
incongruent with surrounding neighborhood development.

That the use permit approval does not constitute a granting of special privileges.

Staff believes approval of this project would constitute the granting of a special privilege
because it appears the applicant could comply with the zoning criteria through a redesign of
the proposed structure.

That the proposed building shall be scaled to the lot on which it is being built,

The applicant proposes a 44% lot coverage where the Planning Commission policy
(attached) governing development on 25-foot wide parcels limits lot coverage to 35%.
Therefore, the proposed house is not proportioned to the parcel on which it is located. Staff
believes it is also out of scale as compared to the surrounding homes on large lots (5,000

sq. ft.) which meet the 35% lot coverage limit. Therefore, this finding cannot be made and
staff believes the house should be redesigned to comply with the 35% lot coverage
requirement to be in proportion to the size of the parcel.

e al De it, Fi
That the proposed development does not comply with Section 8.13 (Special Design

Guidelines for Coastal Communities) of the Local Coastal Program because the develop-
ment does not meet the criteria in the Planning Commission Policy dated March 25, 1992,

JM:fc - JDMI1337.6FU
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formance with the Local Coastal Program and Design Review Criteria

The Local Coastal Program has identified specific design criteria known as Policy
8.13, “Special Design Guidelines for Coastal Communities.” The project’s
conformance with the four applicable design standards is discussed below:

a.

Design structures which fit the topography of the site and do not require
extensive cutting, grading, or filling for construction.

The proposed home includes an attached one car garage. The garage would be
at the same elevation as the street and the house would be 5 feet below the
garage (Attachment F). Because the site slopes 15%, this home would be 8 feet
above the existing grade at the rear of the property. The applicant is proposing
to have the living area all on one floor and the design will not stairstep with the
existing grade. Therefore, staff believes the proposal does not fit the
topography of the site and should be redesigned to stairstep down the existing
grade, or redesigned as a two-story structure to take advantage of the
topography and reduce the lot coverage to conform with the zoning regulations.

Employ the use of natural materials and colors which blend with the
vegetative cover of the site.

This applicant is proposing a stucco exterior and tan/earthtone colors. This
would conform to the stated requirement. However, another option, to which
the applicant agrees, is the installation of horizontal wood siding. Staff believes
that this alternative would be more appropriate since most of the surrounding
homes have wood siding. Should the alternative recommendation be approved,
staff is recommending a condition requiring wood siding.

Use pitched, rather than flat, roofs which are surfaced with non-reflective
materials except for the employment of solar energy devices.

The garage and home roof are proposed with a pitch at 4:1. This minimally
conforms with the stated requirement. A preferable roof pitch for many new
homes in this area is 2:1. Staff believes a lesser pitch is appropriate when the
roof has a variety of hips and valleys, creating visual interest. However, the
proposed garage and house each have one long continuous roof plane with no
hips or valleys. The only feature visible from the street would be the one-car
garage (see Attachment F). The garage is proposed to be located 5 feet from the
front property line, creating the only visually dominant feature, as seen from the
street. Staff believes a better design would be to increase the roof pitch and add
dormer windows on the roof to add visual interest and natural lighting.



Government Code Section 65852.3 states, “Except with respect to architectural
requirements, a . . . county shall only subject the manufactured home and the lot
on which it is placed to the same development standards to which a conven-
tional single-family residential dwelling on the same lot would be subject,
including, but not limited to, building setback standards, side and rear yard
requirements, standards for enclosures, access and vehicle parking, aesthetic
requirements and minimum square footage requirements.” However, “Any
architectural requirements imposed on the manufactured home structure itself,
exclusive of any requirement for any and all additional enclosures, shall be
limited to its roof overhang, roofing material and siding material.

Should the alternative recommendation be approved, staff is recommending
conditions for increased roof pitch and the addition of dormers (see Attachment
B) with the knowledge that under the California Government Code, these
conditions would have to meet with the concurrence of the applicant/owner of
the development. ’

Design structures which are in scale with the character of their setting and
blend rather than dominate or distract from the overall view of the
urbanscape.

The applicant proposes a 44% lot coverage where 35% is required as discussed
in Section 3, below. Therefore, staff believes this project does not meet the
stated requirement, being out of scale compared to the surrounding homes on
larger lots which meet the 35% lot coverage limit.

This project proposes seven windows and the main entrance on the right side of
the home facing the existing uphill home to the north. There are four different
sizes of windows on both the right and left sides of this structure. They are
arranged in no apparent pattern. The side and rear elevations lack dimension,
articulation, and creativity in window placement and roof design. There is a
dearth of architectural features to break the linear profile of this building. The
lack of articulation along the 64-foot long solid northern and southern walls
does not create shadowing or variety. Therefore, staff believes the project will
distract from the overall view in the area and should be redesigned to
incorporate similar size windows, window trim accents, dormer windows on the
roof and increasing the roof pitch.

As stated above in Section ¢, Government Code Section 65852.3 limits
architectural requirements to its roof overhang, roofing material and siding
material.




Should the recommended alternative be approved, staff is recommending
conditions for increased roof pitch and the addition of dormers (see Attachment
B) with the knowledge that under the California Government Code, these
conditions would have to meet with the concurrence of the applicant/owner of

the development.

Conformance with Zoning Regulations

Project compliance with the applicable zoning criteria and the Planning
Commission Policies is summarized below:

Required Existing Proposed
Minimum Lot Area | 5,000 sq. fi. 3,000 sq. ft. 3,000 sq. ft.
Minimum Setbacks
Front 20 ft. (1st floor) N/A 5 fit. (garage)
35 ft.+ (2nd floor) 25 fi. (1st floor);
35 fi.+ (2nd floor)
Side 5 ft./3 ft. (1st floor); 5 ft./3 ft. (1st floor);
5 fi. (2nd floor) 5 1t./4.5 ft. (2nd floor)
Rear 20 fi. 20 ft.*
Maximum Height 28 fi. N/A 17 ft.**
Maximum Lot 35% N/A 44%
Coverage
Parking 1 covered N/A 1 covered

*The applicant has formally agreed to remove the back deck shown on the plans, which
sits within the required setback.

**This qualifies the structure as two story since it is above 16 feet in height.

Section 6133.3 of the Zoning Regulations requires a use permit for development on

nonconforming parcels less than 3,500 sq. ft. where 5,000 sq. ft. are required. Section

6133.3(b)(3) establishes findings that are required to be made in order to approve a
use permit. These findings and staff’s response are as follows:

a.  That the project is proportioned to the size of the parcel on which it is

being built.




c.

€.

The applicant proposes a 44% lot coverage where the Planning Commission

policy (attached) governing development on 25-foot wide parcels limits lot

coverage to 35%. Therefore, the proposed house is not proportioned to the

parcel on which it is located. Staff believes it is also out of scale as compared to .
the surrounding homes on large lots (5,000 sq. ft.) which meet the 35% lot

coverage limit. Therefore, this finding cannot be made and staff believes the

house should be redesigned to comply with the 35% lot coverage requirement to

be in proportion to the size of the parcel.

That all opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land in order to
achieve conformity with the zoning regulations currently in effect have
been investigated and proven to be infeasible.

The applicant has made an offer to purchase both adjacent nonconforming lots
from the current owner and has submitted copies of correspondence to prove
that this option has been investigated. As shown in Attachment G, the
applicant’s agent, Judy Taylor, has attempted to purchase the contiguous lots or
to sell the project parcel to a contiguous owner. The potential contiguous
buyers have not been agreeable to this. However, the property was sold at a tax
sale on August 12, 1998. The selling price was $60,000. This was beyond the
applicant’s financial capability. Therefore, staff believes this finding can be
made.

That the project is nearly in conformance with the zoning regulations
currently in cffect as is reasonably possible.

Staff believes that this finding cannot be made and that the home could be
redesigned to “stairstep” the home down the hill, add articulation to the long
sides, add uniform window patterns, increase the roof pitch, comply with
Planning Commission policy regarding setback and lot coverage requirements,
and redesigning the garage and front entry.

That the establishment, maintenance, and/or conducting of the proposed
use will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, resultin a
significant adverse impact to coastal resources, or be detrimental to the
public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the said
neighborhood.

Staff believes the establishment of this proposed house will be detrimental to
neighborhood properties as the proposed house is out of scale for its parcel and
designed to be incongruent with surrounding neighborhood development.

That the use permit approval does not constitute a granting of special
privileges.




4,

Staff believes approval of this project would constitute the granting of a special
privilege because it appears the applicant could comply with the zoning criteria
throngh a redesign of the proposed structure.

ompliance with itional Planning Commission Policy Findin

As indicated on March 25, 1992, the Planning Commission established a policy for
development on 25-foot wide lots. This policy identifies development standards that
would deem a house on a 25-foot wide parcel to be “proportioned” as required for
nonconforming parcels (see Attachment E). In particular, the policy states that the
second story of homes on 25-foot wide lots must maintain a 5-foot side yard setback
for each side. Due to the slope of this parcel on which this development would sit,
the first floor would actually be the second floor at the rear of the property. The
applicant is proposing a 4 1/2-foot setback on the second floor on one side. In
addition, as earlier discussed, maximum lot coverage is 35%. The applicant is
proposing 44%. Staff believes the project could be redesigned to comply with both
setbacks and lot coverage.

The Planning Commission policy for development on 25-foot wide lots specifies that
two primary concerns be addressed, in addition to the LCP policies, in order to
approve development on a 25-foot wide lot.

a. A property owner shall explore the feasibility of selling their lot to an
adjacent property owner. If the adjacent lot is also substandard, it is
highly recommended that both owners negotiate to place these parcels
under one ownership.

The applicant has made an offer to purchase both adjacent nonconforming lots
from the current owner and has submitted copies of correspondence to prove
that this option has been investigated. As shown in Attachment G, the
applicant’s agent, Judy Taylor, has attempted to purchase the contiguous lots or
to sell the project parcel to a contiguous owner. The potential contiguous
buyers have not been agreeable to this. However, the property was sold at a tax
sale on August 12, 1998. The selling price was $60,000. This was beyond the
applicant’s financial capability. Therefore, staff believes this finding can be
made.

b.  The proposed building shall be scaled to the lot on which it is being built.

The applicant proposes a 44% lot coverage where the Planning Commission
policy (attached) governing development on 25-foot wide parcels limits lot
coverage to 35%. Therefore, the proposed house is not proportioned to the
parcel on which it is located. Staff believes it is also out of scale as compared to
the surrounding homes on large lots (5,000 sq. ft.) which meet the 35% lot



coverage limit. Therefore, this finding cannot be made and staff believes the
house should be redesigned to comply with the 35% lot coverage requirement to
be in proportion to the size of the parcel. . .

5. Compli ith Parking Regulati

The applicant complies with the parking requirements as noted in Section 6119 of the
Zoning Regulations because only one bedroom with a build-in closet is proposed.
Under this scenario, only one-covered off-street parking space must be provided.
Under provisions of Section 6411 of the Zoning Regulations, where the slope of the
front half of the lot is greater than 1-foot rise or fall in a distance of 7 feet from the
established street elevation at the property line or where the elevation of the lot at the
street line is 5 feet or more above or below the established street elevation, a garage or
carport, attached or detached, may be built to the front lot line. The applicant meets
these criteria and is therefore proposing the garage 5 feet from the front property line.

6. Mid-Coast Community Council

This project was referred to the Mid-Coast Community Council on February 11,
1998. The Council reviewed the proposal with Judy Taylor, the applicant, and
interested neighbors. The Council recommended that this project be redesigned to
address the aforementioned issues and to better comply with the Local Coastal
Program and Zoning Regulations. While the applicant has agreed to remove the
proposed deck at the back of the home, the applicant contends that, due to its modular
nature, the design of the home cannot be significantly altered.

B. CONCLUSION

Based on the above information, staff is recommending denial of this project. Staff does
not believe the required findings can be made, primarily by not conforming to lot coverage,
setbacks and the design criteria.

C. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

This project is exempt from review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), pursuant to Class 3, Section 15303, which exempts new single-family residential
construction not built in conjunction with two or more units.

D. ALTERNATIVE ACTION

Should the Zoning Hearing Officer find that this project complies with the findings listed in
Attachment B of this staff report, staff has included recommended conditions of approval
(Attachment B).




E.

REVIEWING AGENCIES

Department of Public Works - Roads
Building Inspection Section
Mid-Coast Community Council
Coastal Commission

ATTACHMENTS

FEOTmmUOWs

Recommended Findings for Denial

Alternate Action and Recommended Findings and Conditions for Approval
Vicinity Map

Site Plan

Planning Commission Policy Site Plan

Floor Plans/Elevations

Letter from Judy Taylor, Real Estate Agent, dated May 29, 1998

Letter from Neighbors, dated August 13, 1998

Letter from Morgan and Michelle Walford, dated August 13, 1998
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GOAL
7.1

URBAN

VISUAL QUALITY CHAPTER:: : -1 wien

!

Preserving Visual Quality | el TroLed

Preserve and-enhance the visual qualities:of,the.coastal community
which give it a-unique character -and ‘distinguish;it from other
places. (CA)
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7.2

R
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Preserving Community Character

"‘G .

© 8. Maintain community character and ensure- that new developments

are compatible with existing homes in scale, .size and
deSIQR. (RES)

"b., Maintain the smaii-town character. of the area by preventing

7.3

7.4

construction of massive structures- out of scale with the
community. (CA)

Preserving Natural Amenities

Preserve the natural. amenities of the community through the appro-
priate location of new structures designed to harmonize with their

surroundings. ., (CA).-.

‘Undergrounding Utilities

Establish a program for undergrounding overhead uti]ity lines in

: conJunction with new street 1mprovements. (CA)

7.5

7.6

7.7

7.8

Area Restoration

Encourage the restoration of run-down areas through clean-up and
fix-up compaigns sponsored by communi ty assoc1ations and home-

OWners groups. (CA)

Protection of SCEﬂlC Vistas

Preserve and protect scenic vistas of ocean, beacnes, and moun-
tains for residents of the community. (CA) -

Tree Planting:

Encourage the planting of trees along streets and walkways. (CA)

®

Preservation of Landforms and Vegetation

EXHIBIT NO.

16

Preserve existing landforms and vegetation. (CA)

ACT -G8 00

El Granada

Montara-Moss Beach-

3.18 Excerpts (pg.1

Community Plan

of 2]
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7.9 Landscaping Coast Highway

Encourage CalTrans to landscape portions of the Coast Highway in
urbanized areas of the community. (CA)

7.10 Green Belts

Maintain green belts between urbanized areas to preserve indivi-
dual community identities. (CA)

REGULATION OF APPEARANCE

7.11 Design Review

-

Apply the DR (Design Review) Overlay Zoning District in the
urbanized areas of the community to regulate siting of structures,
to protect natural features, and to provide for design compati-
bility with surrounding development. (RES)

7.12 Community Design Manual

a. Employ the design guidelines set forth in the Community Design
Manual. (CA)

b. Employ the guidelines of the Community Design Manual to ensure
. that specific site design is sensitive to the marine orienta-

tion of the community. (RES)

7.13 S-17 Overlay District

Apply the S-17 Overlay Zoning District to reduce building size and
lot coverage for new structures, and to insure that new residen-
tial development is in scale with its surroundings. (RES)

3.19




COUNTY OF SAN MATEO '
PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION

LANNING COMMISSION PO CES
OR_CONSTRUCTION SUBSTANDARD (25-F00T W IDENTIAL LO
WITHIN =1/S~ D R-1/S~ 0 STRICT

Adopted March 25, 1992

Prior to applying for a variance to construct on a substandard lot, a property
owner shall explore the feasibility of selling their Tot to an adjacent prop-
erty owner. If the adjacent lot is also substandard, it is highly recommended
that both owners negotiate to place these parcels under one ownership.

When applying for a variance to build on a substandard lot, a primary concern
is that proposed buildings are scaled to the lot they are being built on. To
in§gr$ against possible over building, applicants are to observe the following
guidelines:

1. Proposed residences may have a maximum of two stories.
2. Building Setbacks

a. The first story of proposed residences shall maintain front and rear
setbacks as required by the underlying zoning district.

b. The second story of residences shall maintain a 35-foot front yard
setback. -

c. Side yard setbacks for the first story shall maintain a minimum of
three feet (continuous from front yard to rear yard) on one side and
five feet (continuous) on the other side. No architectural projec-
tions (chimneys, greenhouses or bay windows) may encroach into any
first story setback having a width of less than five feet.

d. Side vard setbacks for the second story of residences shall maintain
a total of 10 feet. No portion of the second story shall overhang
(extend over) the first story.

3. Off-street parking for the proposed residence shall consist of a minimum
of one covered parking space and one uncovered parking space. Neither
shall be located within the front yard setback. The property owner shall
construct minimal width driveway curb cuts and these shall be placed as
close as possible to nearby curb cuts so that maximum space is available
for street parking.

4. Prior to a variance hearing, plans for proposed residences must receive
design review. Final approval of design rests with variance decision-
maker. The County Design Review Officer shall evaluate the following and
make appropriate recommendations on design to the variance decision-maker.

EXHIBIT NO. 17

APPLICATION NO.
A-1-SMC-99-014

Policy Use Permits
for 25~foot-wide
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a. As much as possible, site new buildings on a parcel in locations that:
(1) minimize tree removal, (2) minimize alteration of the natural
topography, and (3) minimize alteration of streams and natural
drainage channels.

b. Design buildings with shapes that respect and conform to the natural
topography of the site by requiring them to step up or down hillsides
in the same direction as the natural grade.

c. Design well articulated and proportioned facades by: (1) creating
aesthetic and proportioned patterns of windows and shadows, (2)
relating the size, location, and scale of windows and doors to
adjacent buildings to avoid intrusion into the privacy of adjacent
structures, and (3) using trees and shrubs to soften the abrupt wall
and rooflines of the residence.

d. Design buildings using pitched roofs with architectural styles that
blend with the immediate area.

e. Make varying architectural styles compatible by using similar
materials and colors compatible with the natural setting and the
immediate area.

5. A landscaping plan will be submitted if required as a condition of
variance approval. It shall include drought resistant trees and shrubs
native to the area. A surety deposit will be required for both installa-
tion of landscaping and its maintenance. Maintenance shall be required
for no less than two and no more than five years.

SGD:cdn/ked - SGDCO735.ACU



Residence Area
‘1 (W71 sq. fc garage)

Side Yard Setback Alternatives
County Non-conforming Lot (25 ft. wide, 2500 sq. ft.) Policy

35'to
second
story

20'

| I'st story living '(sq. fr)

688

2nd story living (sq. ft.)

637

Total Living (sq.ft.)

1325

5' to second story




Coastside Capacity Report:

A Compilation of Public Information on the
Sustainability of Current Buildout Trends

Version 1:
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Summary_of Coastside Capacity Information

Introduction:

Itis well recognized that the Coastside carrying capacity is to some extent limited by (1) a rugged coastline and
inland geography; (2) availability and affordability of highway, water, waste treatment and other public
infrastructure; and (3) state and federal environmental regulations. The interaction between these local factors and
external factors like the overall economy, technological developments, and societal trends, means that City and
County land use plans (LCPs) reflect both expressed and implied assumptions about the Coastside carrying
capacity. Some of these assumptions are more than 20 years old.

Examples of LCP assumptions that are no longer supported by actual events and trends include:
« Highway expansion can continue to effectively keep up with peak hour traffic congestion;
« [t will always be possible for the government to raise taxes to subsidize buildout;
» Enough water will continue to be available and affordable to service buildout;
 Enough urban services will continue to be available and affordable to service buildout;
« Land use based on commuter housing and transportation patterns will remain sustainable;
» Public schools can be fixed with enough State diversion of local taxes in addition to property taxes.

The fact that the accuracy of these and similar assumptions has proven to be highly questionable, is an
opportunity to improve LCPs by improving their carrying capacity assumptions based on actual experience.
Documentation of such experience has recently been accumulating for traffic, water, schools, services, jobs,
substandard lots, public safety, and other indicators of whether the current buildout plan is working as intended.

HMB has recently responded to its experience by initiating revision of its LCP (General Plan). A community
visioning document (Public Advisory Committee Report) was produced in mid-1997 and a consultant was
contracted in early 1998 to represent that vision in a revised General Plan by late-1999.

Since the adjacent Midcoast experiences the same or similar land use patterns and impacts as HMB, and is deemed

by LAFCO to be in HMB’s “sphere of influence”, the Coastside has a chance to apply new information to

improve both County and City LCPs at the same time. After all, results of County and City LCPs have to play .
out together and make sense. On the ground is where the LCPs, regardless of what they may be separately trying

to achieve, will be physically integrated under a unique set of Coastside conditions. The more actual experience is
reflected in the LCPs, the more realistic and less controversial the L.CPs will be,

This report summarizes recent information from City and County government, district, and other published
studies, which indicates that the Coastside carrying capacity is significantly less than that assumed in the current
City and County LCPs. The studies indicate that Coastside carrying capacity is particularly challenged with
regard to commuter housing. With 7800 new sewer connections available in 1/99, commuter housing could
double over the next 20 years according to current LCPs. If the partial (50-60%) build-out achieved to date is
already encountering natural, economic, transportation, infrastructure or other key limits, the definition of 100%
build-out needs serious reconsideration.

Traffic:

« Especially during commute hours, SRs 1 and 92 have had high traffic volume to capacity (v/c) ratios since at
least 1990, and are projected to have the highest v/c ratios in San Mateo County at LCP buildout. This translates
into Caltrans Level of Service index F (prolonged gridlock; average traffic speed for affected highway segment
approaches zero; SR 92 “F” segments up to 8 miles long). [Ref. 1: 6/97 CCAG Traffic Modeling Study].

* Traffic projections based on current LCPs indicate that SRs 1 and 92 are heading towards a higher v/c range,
comparable to that experienced on SR 92 during the 1995 Devil’s Slide closure of SR 1. These projections
already take credit for both growth control and the maximum amount of public spending likely to be available for
highway and transit improvements in San Mateo County ($3.2B) between now and 2010. [Ref. 1]

* The Coastside could be either approaching or experiencing a public health and safety issue relative to traffic,
especially during peak commute hours. Even with local EMS-trained people, outside emergency response times
for the Coastside are already the highest in the County (37 minutes versus 9 minutes in typical cases). [Ref. 2:




1997 Pacifica COC Meeling, Presentation on Emergency Response Services] Seen broadly as the range of
behavior from annoyance through violence, road rage is now playing a part in 2/3 of fatal traffic accidents. [Ref.

3: 1997 Road Rage articles from CNN and USN&WP]

.ater:

* As reported 1/20/98 at a Joint HMB Council/CCWD Board Meeting, about 1000 “priority” (coastal-related,
affordable housing, failed wells, etc) water connections remain unsold from CCWD's Phase 1 water supply.
Based on a 3/10/98 County Board of Supervisors staff report on a water reallocation appeal, the actual number is
about 760. Citizens Utilities (CU; private Montara and Moss Beach water utility) has little or no unused capacity.

[Ref. 4: 11/96 MCC presentation on CU’s Masterplan Update ]

» If additional (Phase 2) CCWD water supply ever becomes available, it will continue to be limited by nature (eg.
climate, terrain, aquifers), economics (eg. scarcity, competition, expense) and legal factors (eg. historic
ownership, water rights, environmental protection, SFWD contract terms and conditions). [Ref. 5: CCWD 1997
and Phase Il Water Supply Reports] CU’s forecast supply growth is also limited, corresponding to about 0.7%
per year growth in customer demand for water. /Ref. 4] .This represents a Coastside residential growth
“doubling time” of about 100 years, which is four times longer than the current LCP doubling time of about 24

years.

» Even approaching the Coastside’s carrying capacity relative to water supply, could result in more widespread
and/or severe rationing during periodic drought cycles. SFSD reserves the nght to unilaterally cut back drought
year water supplies by up 1o 25%, and local supplies are similarly reduced. [Ref. 5] For example, CCWD’s
maximum “safe yield” (assumed drought condition) water supply is reported to be 541 million gallons for 1998,
while the production requirement is estimated to'be 862 million gallons. [Ref. 5] LCPs that depend on more
water than is reliably available, require current residents to either subsidize expansion or storage facilities for
future residents, or risk unnecessary shortfalls and rationing for everybody during the inevitable drought years.

hools:

» CUSD’s recent assessment bond study stated that state-maximum school fees on new residential development
cover only about 1/3 of the actual cost incurred. With a state limit of about $1.90 per square foot of new house
(unless otherwise negotiated), that translates into a school district loss of $3.80 per square foot, or $9500 for a
2500 square foot house. [Ref. 6: CUSD Facilities Planning Report] If a higher fee is negotiated, as recently
reported in the HMB Review for North Wavecrest Village ($3.80 per square foot school fee), the loss per house
is reduced (in this case to about $5000), but rarely eliminated, since state limits are so much lower than reality.

» Proposition 198 allows the state to divert local government and special district revenue to the Educational
Resource Augmentation Fund (ERAF). This fund covers what schools cost to operate beyond what they get from
property taxes. The annual ERAF subsidy for the CUSD service area now averages about $125 per residence
(~$1M of diverted local taxes, which had been paid for other services like fire protection, water and sewers by
~8000 CUSD residences). [Ref. 7: MCC presentation on ERAF local tax diversion] Since the state legislature
has repeatedly not acted to either correct this diversion, or prevent it from increasing, cities and counties are now
attempting to put a state constitutional amendment on the ballot. [Ref. 8: 1/98 League of CA Cities presentation
on proposed constitutional amendment] In any event, continuing to add residences, which increase demand for
schools without contributing to economically sustainable development, is not likely to reduce the ERAF burden.

Services:

* With the exception of local park and recreation services, both City and County provide a similar level of services
such as police, public works, social services, etc. Experience shows that property taxes on bedroom
communities no longer cover the ongoing expense of such services. [Ref. 9: 1/6/98 HMB Meas. A - Housing
Impact Summary] The commuter-oriented residential development emphasized in existing LCPs, may no longer

.e the most economically viable option.




Jobs/Housing Balance:

* In recent years, the Coastside population grew more than any other area of the County [Ref. 10: 11/97 SM
Times census report], without a corresponding increase in local, high quality jobs. [Ref. 11: 7/97 HMB Baseline

Data; Ref. 12: 12/97 HMB Economic Development Report] Recent information from CCAG’s housing needs
analysis indicates that the Coastside LCPs now calls for at least 4400 more houses than what local job growth can
justify (3200 in HMB; 1200 on the Midcoast). [Ref. 13: 11/97 CCAG Housing Needs Analysis] CCAG is
developing Congestion Management Program criteria to incent land use planning agencies to reconsider such
practices. [Ref. 14: 2/98 CCAG Balanced Growth Program]

Substandard Lots

« There has been no definitive planning around the issue of how to manage land use and impacts for mousaﬁds of.
vacant, substandard lots created by Coastside subdivisions more than 90 years ago. Not only are substandard
lots uncounted for in the LCP buildout total (~19000 sewer connections worth of buildings), but the number of
lots is unknown.

» The magnitude of this uncertainty can be seen by comparing the number of substandard lots (~5000) manually
counted for the Montara Sanitary District (Montara and Moss Beach) [Ref. 15: 8/97 MSD Lir] with the number of
lots (~2000) the County gets from statistical sampling of the entire Midcoast. [Ref. 16: 3/98 County Staff Rpt)
There are a few thousand more substandard lots in HMB, but most are in areas zoned Planned Unit Development
(PUD). PUD means that an integrated plan is required for development of the whole area, although this could be
challenged in court by individual property owners, since the old subdivisions are still legal.

* Letting market forces and court cases alone determine what happens on such a large, unknown number of
substandard lots, introduces so much uncertainty into what the LCPs can accomplish, that the basic LCP
assumptions may no longer be applicable.

Airport Safety

* The currently under revision HMB Airport Masterplan calls for expansion of usable runway length, taxiwéyé, .
hangers, parking, special navigational equipment to allow non-visual (bad weather) approaches and landings, and
other “landside” facilities to handle projected growth in the annual number of “operations” (takeoffs and landings)
from ~38000 in 1996 to ~54000 in 2015. [Ref 17: 1/98 Airport Land Use Plan Update]

= In recent years, the State has developed and is now recommending a new set of “safety compatibility” criteria,
which in effect, recognizes that land use in the vicinity of airports is associated with some public safety risk.

[Ref. 17] Previously, 1000 X 2000 foot safety zones on airport-owned land, and various decibel noise limits for
the surrounding land were considered in terms of airport impact on that land. [Ref. 17]

« Based on the location of land within various safety zones, the new recommendations limit concentrations of
people and building density and provide open space for emergency situations. Since the safety zones are sized
based on runway length, and the HMB Airport has a 5000 foot runway, the zones extend for a mile beyond the
sides and ends of the runway. [Ref. 17] This puts much of the urban Midcoast and the northern tip of HMB
inside the “Traffic Pattern” and “Inner Turning” zones, including many of the Midcoast substandard lots
graphically shown in the previous section.

» Failure to incorporate the State airport safety compatibility recommendations within the LCP framework could

expose the City or County to liability in the event of a future accident involving people and structures on the
ground, which were there in violation of such recommendations.
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California Coastal Commission
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219

re: Commission Appeal No. A-1-SMC-99-014, CDP 98-0010
Parcel located at 910 Ventura, El Granada
Applicants: Linda Banks and Judy Taylor

Dear Chair Sara Wan and Honorable Commissioners:

We write to you as the elected representatives of the citizens of San Mateo County’s Midcoast
Community to protest the County’s approval of a Coastal Development Permit for a development
that we believe conflicts with the requirements of our Local Coastal Program (LCP). Because the
County’s approval of projects such as this one threatens to undermine the LCP and silently and
unlawfully amend it (Public Resources Code, § 30514, subd. (¢)) by excusing compliance with
the County’s zoning ordinance, we beseech the Commission to disapprove the County’s action.

San Mateo County’s LCP projects a total population of 15,500 for the Montara - Moss Beach - El
Granada Midcoast Community (hereafter MMB/EG) at complete buildout. As of 1998, the
population of this area was estimated to be 12,800. (Association of Bay Arca Governments
(ABAG) Projections, 1996.) This figure represented a substantial increase over the County’s
1990 estimate of 10,222 as the population of not only M/MB/EG but also Princeton and Miramar.
In 1990, the County also estimated that there were 3,000 undeveloped parcels in MMMB/EG that
met the minimum lot size requirements in the County’s zoning ordinance. The average household
size in this area was computed by the County in 1990 to be 2.71 persons per household. Based on
the County’s 1990 figures, the addition of approximately 1948 dwelling units in M/MB/EG after
1990 will constitute full buildout under the LCP. Thus, it is clear that the County cannot permit
the development of even two-thirds of the lots which meet the requirements of the zoning
ordinance without exceeding the full buildout figures set forth in the LCP.

The reason that we are concerned with the instant appeal is that this appeal involves the County’s
approval of the development of a lot which does not qualify as a buildable lot under the County’s
zoning ordinance. Hence, the County’s approval of this development threatens to exacerbate the
already serious problem posed by the existence of far more buildable lots than can be developed
under the LCP. The LCP’s reasonable development restrictions are based on negative impact that
population increases beyond full buildout would have on the Midcoast Community. Since the
County is required to operate under the strictures of the LCP, it should be encouraging
development of only those lots that are in strict compliance with its zoning ordinance rather than
permitting development of non-compliant substandard lots. Although precise figures are not
available on the total number of substandard lots in existence in M/MB/EG, it has been estimated
that there are as many as several thousand substandard lots in this area.
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Midcoast Community Council to Califomnia Coastal Commission re: A-1-SMC-99-014 — 18 March 1999 — Page 2

The property rights of the owners of buildable lots are at risk when the County allows the owners of lots
which do not qualify as buildable lots to develop their lots. The County is required to limit development
under the LCP. As the County will not even be able to permit development of the buildable lots in
M/MBJEG, it should not be permitting development of lots which do not comply with the County’s
zoning ordinance. Every building permit granted by the County on a non-compliant lot will inevitably
preclude development of a compliant buildable lot. This is an untenable situation.

The Commission exercises independent judgment in reviewing the County’s approval of this
development permit. (City of Chula Vista v. Superior Court (1982) 133 Cal. App.3d 472, 489-490.)
Consequently, the Commission need not defer to the County’s inappropriate conclusion that this non-
compliant lot should be developed. The County clearly has the power to deny the owner of a non-
compliant lot the right to develop that lot. (Gisler v. County of Madera (1974) 38 Cal. App.3d 303, 308-
309; see also Avco Community Developers, Inc. v. South Coast Regional Com. (1976) 17 Cal.3d 785,
792-798; Palmer v. Board of Supervisors (1983) 145 Cal. App.3d 779, 783.) Here, where the LCP limits
development and the development of compliant lots alone would exceed those limits, the County must
exercise its power to deny such owners the right to develop their undevelopable lots unless there are
extremely unusual circumstances which justify a rare exception to this rule. No such circumstances are
present in this case.

We urge you to protect the integrity of the LCP by disapproving the County’s action and prohibiting this
development.

Sincerely,

Paul Perkovic
Chair, Midcoast Community Council

cc: San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
San Mateo County Planning Department




ORDINANCE NO. 03672

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SAN MATED, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

> * % & * W w * &

AN ORDINANCE CREATING CHAPTER 4 OF THE SAN MATEQ COUNTY
ORDINANCE CODE (ZONING ANNEX) TO ENACT ZONING
NONCONFORMITIES REGULATIONS

®* & & & & & w & W

The Board of Suparvisors of the County of San Mateo, State of
California, ORDAINS as follows:

Saction 1. San Mateo County Ordinance Code, Division VI, Part One,
Chapter 4 is hereby enacted, as certified by the California Coastal
Commission, to establish the Zoning Nonconformities regulations, as follows:

4. c S

SECTIONS: | -

6130. PURPOSE

 6131. APPLICATION

6132. DEFINITIONS

6133. NON-CONFORMING PARCELS
6134. NON-CONFORMING USES

- 6135, NON-CONFORMING STRUCTURES
6136. NON-CONFORMING SITUATIONS

SECTION 6130, PURPDSE. The purpose of this Chapter is to regulate zoning
nonconformities, which are defined as any legal parcel, use, building,
structure or other situation that does not conform with the current zoning
regulations. The general intent of this Chapter §s to (1) allow residential
zoning nonconformities to continue, and (2) phase out anon-residential Zoning
nonconformities. This approach implements General Plan policy to maintain and
preserve the existing housing stock and existing residential areas.

EXHIBIT NO. 20
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entitlement under this Chapter. Final approval does not occur until all
administrative appeals are exhausted. .

SECTION 6133, NON-CONFORNING PARCELS.
Continuation of Non-Conforming Parcels. A non-conforming parcel may

continue as a separate legal parcel, subject to the merger provisions of
the County Subdivision Regulations, and compliance with all other provi-
stons of this Chapter.

2. Enlargement of Non-Conforming Parcels. A non-conforming parcel may be
enlarged through the addition of contiguous land by lot 1ine adjustment,

iot consolidation, merger, or resubdivision, provided that the enurgemnt
does not create nonconfarmities on adjoining property. :

3. velo n- i 1s.
a. ent Not t. ‘
(1) Unimproved Non-Conforming Parcel. .Development of an unimproved . .
non-conforming parce) may occur without the issuance of a use -
permit when any of the following circumstances ((a), (b), (c), or !
(d) below) exist: !

5,000 sq. ft. (area)

50 ft. (width) 235 ft. (width)
>5,000 sq. ft. (area) >5,000 sq. ft. (area)
250 ft. (width S width

Proposed development on the unimproved non-conforming parcel
shall conform with the zoning and building code regulations
currently in effect.
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(2) Improved Non-Conforming Parcel. Davelopment of an improved non-
conforming parcel may occur without requiring the issuince of a
yse permit provided that the proposed development conforms with
the zoning and building code regulations currently {n effect.

b. equi Us it.
(1) Unimproved Non-Conforming Parcel.

(2) Development of an unimproved non~conforming parcel shall
require the issuance of a use permit when gny of the
following circumstances ((a), (b}, (c), or (d)) exist:

<3,500 sq. ft. (area)

<35 ft, (width)
<5,000 sq..ft. (area) |
__SEO fr. (width)

(b) Proposed development on gny unisproved non-conforming parcel
that does pot conform with the zoning regulations in effect
shall require the issuance of a use permit.

(2) Ilmproved Non-Conforming Parcel. Proposed development on an
improved non-conforming parcel, that does nat conform with the
zoning reqgulations currently in effect, shall require the
{ssuance of a2 use permit.

(3) Ugse Permit Findipgs. As required by Section 6503, a use permit
for development of a non-conforming parcel may only be issued\
upon making the following findings:
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(a) The proposed development is proportioned to the size of the
parcel on which 1t 1s being built, .

(b) A1l opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land in
order to achieve conformity with the zoning regulations
currently in effect have been investigated and proven to be
infeasible,

(c) The proposed development is as pearly in conformance with
the zoning regulations currantly in effect as is reasonably
possible, )

(d) The establishment, maintenance, and/or conducting of the
proposed use will not, under the circumstances of the
particular case, result in a signtficant adverse fmpact to
coastal resources, or be detrimental to the public welfare
or injurious to property or improvements in the said )

neighborhood, and
/

(e) Use permit appruval does not constitute a granting of
. special :privileges.

SECTION 6134,  NON-CONFORMING USES.
1. Continyation of Non-Conforming Uses. A non-conforming use may continue

provided all other provisions of this Chapter are met.

The Board of Supervisors, upon recommendation by the Planning Commission
at a public hearing, can require that any non-conforming use. {except
residential) be removed or converted to a permitted use within a pre-
scribed period of time, 3s allowed by law, and upon findings that (1) the
non~-conforming use is detrimental to the health, safety or public welfare
of the surrounding area, and (2) it degrades the neighborhood character.

TOTAL P.@6
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SIGNATURES.

EXHIBIT NO. 21

ACTHGETIRNAO:
Crispell Offer to
Purchase Subject Lot
April 1997
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~EII° PLAIN LANGUAGE™ 2iDFINES. '

T FORK OF TS OOKT

4““"""“"“ LAND PURCHASE AGREEMENT | : @

pe R

DEFINITIONS

BAOKER includey coupursiing brokars amd ali soles p DAYS londar doys unl otherwiso specifled. DATE OF
ACCEPTANCE means tho dato tho Sellor accopis the ollor or tha Buyer accapts the countar offar. DELIVERED ineani parsonally dollvared
of Wransmiiingd by £ i 10 ftom 19, o1 matiad by doposit in .8, mall, pastago propold. in the ovont of mailing, dellv-
ory shait be deemed to have been made on tho fitth day foliowing the date of maliing. DATE OF CLOSING musnx the duie litle Is trenn-
furred. YIME LIMITS for { ! ore ek iy buld prht, TERMINATING THE AGREEMENT moans that both parties are
rolioved of thoir gbligations and o) dapocm shall bo murnod 10 Huyer loss oxpanses Incured by or on account of Ruyer t) date of termin-
ation. PROPERTY maans ths real propimrly snt any porse praparty Inclutdng In the snle.

AGENCY RELATIONSHIP CONFIRMATION. The following ag
agoney aloction;
usTING AGENT: . None_
mr&.-—d
L.J the Seilsr sxciusively; or L3 both the Buysr snd Sefler,
SELLING AGENT: ___Coldvell Banker {if not the sama ss the Listing Agent} is the Agent of {check onel:
P-H Flown. Ngounh
LXX) the Buyer sxclusively: or L] the Selisr exciuslvely; or | .. .} hoth the Buyer and Selfer.
Note: This confirmation ms NOT take tho place of tho AGENCY DISCLOSUNE Torm (PP, Form 110.41 CAL] 1oquived by faw.,

_Garrett D. Crispell and Eleanor M. 9:.%399;!:

¥ lonshilp ls heroby fi d for 1his fon and mug dea any prior

- ox -

. Y
hareinsfier designatad ax BLIVER, offars to putchass the rnl porty situstod i ... 3mdg..m;r_g;‘mn¢9.§:’:amf rea in :n
County of . Callforn . of approximalaly ... armsrmn Fowe] BETAK, % %, duscribacd s
ot R Otk 32, Sl Y ,'%_2 5, qi“gam :
FOR THE PUACHAEE PRICE of o dotlora,
on the foliowing terms and sonditions:
1. PINA|
A 8.2 VNLUU DEPOSIT svidencad by U7 Chock, 171 Othayr! hatd unssshed untif accaptance and one businass
day theresfter deposited with: ... 01 %’I ic Title Company
B $__ == ADDITIONAL CASH DEPOSBIT to bo plucod m oxcrow C— within ... days of scceptance, I.72) upon removal
31,000.00 of il conditions,
c. ...’.. uvM oMY BALANCE OF CASH PAYMENT nomlﬂd tu close, not Including closing coste,
0. S o BONDS OR ASSESSMENTS of acond U assumed hy lluyer.
E. 8 ADDITIONAL FINANCING:

F. $.32,000.00 yorar PURCHASE PRICE (not Including clmlnq conts),

2. BXAMINATION OF TITLE, in eddiiion to any mbrancos J o1 takon “subjoct 10,” Sollor shali convey titls 10 the propony sub}oct
only 16t {13 roal ostalo taxos not yul due; and [2] covanants, conditions, rasicictions, rights of way and tx of l, if any, whic!
do not materially afinct the valus or Intended use of the propony.

Within three {3} days from sceeptance, Buyer sholl oidor a Preliminory Titla Roport end coplos of CC&Rs and othor documonu of
vecord If spplicsllo. Wikidn ten {10 duys of socuipt, Duyur shndl raport 1o Suliue In welting ey volid objoctl 1o titlo tatnod In such
rgpott {othor thun munatury Huns to bo paid upon dose of oscrowl, I Duyar abiscts to sny axceptions to the titla, Sallar ahall use due JBi.
genca 10 such plions at hisfhier own expenso before closs of oscrow. If such excoplions connat bu removed before close of
osciow, this A t shiolf lorml . uilosk Duyor alncix 1o purchase the property subjact 1o auch 1k i Saller soncludas
hululia Is unabie in good falih o s ruch objecti Salisr shall nntify Buyer within ten {10} daye of ‘, of sald objectl fre that
event Buyar may terminate this Agrecment.

3. OPTIONAL CONDITIONS. Provisions 3-A through 3-G, i Inftialed below by Buyer, aro included In this Agreoment:
=273 AL SOIL TESTS. Upon scceptance of this Agreement, Buyer shail have the right to go on the property to conduct soil tests,

Including parcolation tests, to sscertein whother the proporty Is sulteble for the Imp: which Buyor proposos to
misko. Afl oxponsos of such tasic ehall be borns hy the U1 Buyer, T721 Selter. Buyer shall ba responsible for the repair and
restorstion of any demasge 10 the proparty which ey Lo causad by suth tasts. If in the reasonabls npinion of the solls engin.
our, umpluyed by Buysr, the property {s ot sultable for the progtma devstopment, Buyer may terminsto this Agreoment, It

is not intended that the solts tosts will Include tosts for toxle L {ass otharwisn agresd In writing by the partiag,
Buyar shall bo o 1 1o hava walvad this condition unless written notice to the contrary Is deliverod 1o Selior or his/hor
Broker within days of mopunn.

[emmel B, SURVEY. Upon 3 of this Ag 1, tha praperty shall ba survayed by » licensad surveyor at the expense of the
L—;:l Buyer, L Solior. Tho swiveyor shall sot and flag oll property Hnes, 1o ba approvad In writing by Buysr prior to cloas
of sscrow.

w2 G PRICE BASED ON ARGA. Tho purchase prica 15 basad upon Seee . 171 par acra, 121 por square foot, and (.2}

shait, 271 shalt not be adjusted in accordance with the aroa st forth In the survay undor Proviston 3-B.

{.===1 0. GEOLOGICAL REPORT. Upun uccoptence of thix Agrewmnant, Buyer shiall hava the right o obinin » peological report from a
ragistarad goolugist st the axg of {2271 Duyar 7] Salier. Buysr shali be desmed to have spproved said report unloss
wiition notico 10 tho contiary is delivarad 1o Sollor or hisMor Brokor within tays of sccoptancs. In the avant of disap-
proval, Buyer may terminate this Agreament,

.o E. WELL REPORT. Upon acceptence of this Agresment, Buyer shall oblain s well report from a licensed well drilling contractar
ul the oxpuise of L00 Buywr, L2 Soller, Buyur whull by dusimed (o bove npprovad snid repart unless wrilian notice to the
contrary Is delivered to Scuer ot higMher Broker within deys of pt Iny tho ovont of disapproval, Buyer moy
furiminnate this A

fw==z} F. CERTIFICATE or COMPLIANCE. This ofior is conditionsd upon obiatnlng a Conditianal Cerlficata of Cumplinnce from
e i o1 s+ we e e - o B i axpanse of (7700 Ruyor (7771 Saller within. . . days of seceptance.
(Under chammem Code !86‘93.35. # buyer or solior may apply to tho planning dopartment for a cortificaie thet oll of 1hs

subdivisfun laves applicablo 1o the lof have baon satisfied.)
i‘: ’7& Q. TAX DEFERRED EXCHANGE [IRVESTMENT PROPENTY). in the event Sellar wishos to ontor Inte & tax dolorred oxchango for
. tha proparty, or Buyer wishos 1o enter into a 1ax doforrod oxchanga with respoct (o proporty owned by himor in connaction
with this transaction, ench of the parties agroes 1o cooparatn with the other party in connection with such sxchange, tnchid-

ing the uxecution of xuch d ns iy bo 1 hly y 1o complote the sxchange, providad that: (a) the other
pusty shall not be obligated 16 delay the closing; thi ot mltlltlmml costs {ts connection with the cnahanm shell be Lorne by the
pany sequesting tho oxcl ;b the olher pady shall nut bu obilgstod to to any nole, conieact, dead or other doco-

mnnt pmviding for sny mm;nal Habitity which would survive the oxchtnqe: and {d} tho other panty ahou not take o to vny
proporty othor than the proporty dascriboad In this Agrooment. The other party shell be indemnified and beld harmicss sgainst
any llability which misos or (s faimod to hava atlson on t of the oxcl

suyer (544, EZZ L ava sottor 1

Ly

H——_3hiove read this page. P ————
Rov, b‘r
Pate
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" Qﬁanv Address ... Parcel 047-293-050, Lot 32, Block 8, Sub., No. 1 of Granada
.15, ATTORNEY FEES. In sny action or p ding invalving e disr hetween Ruyor and Solior erising oul of the tion of this Agr
or tha sala, the prevailing perty shall be entitiod to rocaiva (rom tha ather party 8 reasonable attornoy les 10 be deterinined by the court or
srhitratoris).

44. ADDENDA, Tho following adklendas are stiachaod and mado a pait of this Agreament:
1 form 101-LA.11, ADDENDUM TO LAND PURCHASE AGREEMENT {Sulxndinetion, purtisl Reconvayancos)
221 Form 110.90CAL, STANDARD DISCLOSURES AND DISCLAIMERS
{7 OTHER:
48, CLOSING. Full purchaso pricc to be paid and Deed to bo rocordod CXXI on or belfure w.5/30/97 7] within e days of necep-
tanes. Both parties shall doposit with an suthorized Escrow Holder, 1o La selected by Buyar, all funds and Instruments nocessary 16 com-
plote the salp I acgordance with the torms of this Agrasment. KX whero customary. signed Escrow tnalructions to bs delivared to

Escrow Holder within L. days of wecoptance. ESCROW FCE 10 be patd by .. Buyer TRANSFER TAX{ES), If sny, lo bo paid
by —Saller. ..

THIS PURCHASE AGREEMENT TOGETHER WITH ANY ADDENDA SHALL CONSTITUTE JOINT ESCROW INSTRUCTIONS TO THE ESCROW
HOLDER.

16. SURVIVAL. The amission from ascraw instructions of any provision in this Agroomant shall nol walve the right of any perty. Al reproson-
totlons or warrenties shall survive tho convoyance of the property.

17. EXPIRATION OP OFPER. This offer shall axplro unfoss aa:mnamzils dfgwi s 10 Buyzr or 10 _Mary Lou Cunha Orange
on or el 5:00 AM., PM., ._...___EE____E, 19

48. COUNTERPARTS. This Ag may he tod 11 ono or Murg sounterparts,

- 18, PAX TRANSMISSION. The facsimile ransmission of @ signsd copy of this Ofior or any coutiter offer 10 the othor party or his/her Broker,
foll 1 by faxed ach todg tof Ipt, shall conmiltute delivery.

20. TIME. Time I« of the of this Ag vent; provided, howovor, that if sither party fails to comply with oay contingency In this
Agreament within the thvo limli spacified, this Agf sholl nol termi untli the othor party dolivers written notica to the dofaulting
panty roquiting compliance within 24 hours of rocsipt of natico. it the party rocolving tha nutics fails (0 comply within the 24 hours, the
non-dufaulting party may terminate this Ag t witliout furth b

21. ENTIRE ACREEMENT. This dociument conteins the snilre agraamant of the panios and supi fas all prior agr or rop Lati
with rospsst to the proparty which nre nal axpressly set forth. This Agresmunt may be modHisd only in wrlting slgned and dated by both
panties. .

Both parties acknowlodgo thet they have not relied on any siatoments of 1he reel estate Agont or Broker which sre not expressod In this

Agresmont.

A resl astate broker or agent fs qualified to sdvize on rasl astats. if vou have any questions concerning the legal sufliclancy, legsl sffect,

Insursnce, or tax 4§ of {hvis d t or the related transscifons, consiult with your stiorney, socountent, or insurance broker.
Tho undorsigned Buysr acknowlodgos that he/she hos thoroughly read and approved each of the provisions contained hareln and agress
10 purchase the property for the prica and on the torme and conditions spocified. Buyer scknowledges recsipt of a copy of this Offer.
Buyer ._Zﬁ&&u. : .12 ’% v Dato 4/14/97 vie_7:56 PN
gy e g ‘ - .
Buyer &M&?&a@ oo /14791 L TS5ETEHI
ACCEPTANCE

Seller sccopts the above Offer end agroos 10 soll the property for the price and on the tsrms and conditions specified.

NOTICE: THE AMOUNT OR RATE OF REAL ESTATE COMMISSIONS IS NOT FIXED BY LAW, THEY ARE SET BY
EACH BROKER INDIVIDUALLY AND MAY BE NEGOTIABLE BETWEEN THE SELLER AND BROKER.

22. COMMISSION. Sollor agrees 10 pay in cash tho followlng rea! estats commission for services rendered, which commilgsivn Seller hereby
Irravncably assigns 10 Orokar{s) from escrow:
% of the ted price, or § to the listing Brokor: and
% of the ptad price, of §. 1o the elling Broker: - N
without reqard to the agoney relationship. Escrow | lons with respoct ta commissi may not be amendad or revoked without tha

written consent of the Broker{s).
If Sellor rocelvas Hquldeted damages upon default by Buyor, Solinr agress to pay Brokor(s) the lesssr of the amount provided for
above or one half of tha liquidated damagos aftar deducting any costs of eodisction,

Commission shiall also be paysoblo upon eny defsclt by Sollar, or the mutual rescission by Buyer and Seller without the welttan cun-
sent of the Broker(s), which provents completion of the purchage. This Agraoment shall not limit the riphts of Broker and Seller provided
for In any existing listing sgrssment.

In any astion for commission tha prevailing party shall bo antitied to repsonsablo olivsney fees.

PROVISIONS TO BR INITIALLED. Tho fulluwing llems rmust ba "agresd 10* by both parlies to be binding on either party. In the event of
disngreamsant, Sellar should maka s counter offor.

itom 8. LIOUIDATED DAMAGES;
Itern 10. MEDIATION OF DISPUTES;
Hem 11. ARBITRATION OF DISPUTES,

Saller acknowledges rocelpt ol & copy of this Agrooment. Authorization is heechy givan the Broker(s) I this Wonssction to deliver a sipned

copy to Buyar and to disclose tho torms of sale 1o mambers of & Multipls Listing Service, Board or Associstion of REALTORS® et close of
storow,

23

by

BUBJECT TO: P

Sollar ... . — e . PR— | || PR P TIN® e e o e ——

Soflor —.. .. . ._.._.__._._- e oo 1 4 e DM et e T L

Buyer scknowledges recolpt of o copy of the accoptod Agreament.

Buyer - - — RSPU » 7! T Thnae

Buyor - A - Dats . .. TINO ... o 5 o
[T
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COAST ASSOCIATES ID=415%260419 MAR 22°'99  11:55 No.0O

Addendum No. 1

In refercnce to the purchase contract dated April 14 1997 for the real property
located at Asscssor's Parcel 047-293-050, known as Lot 32, Block 8, Sub.
No. 1 of Granada, El Granada, California between Shannon Maryuardt and
Richard Shimck, the Scllers and Garreit D. Crispell and Eleanor M. Crispell
the Buyecrs, the following agreements arc made and become a part of the contract as herein
stated: '

1. Per ltem !1 of the Purchase Contract - Buyers agree to arbitration.

2, This sale is contingent upon the sale by Sclicr of the Coastside County Water District
connection no later than May 15, 1997. :

3. 'Ihis sale is contingent upon Seller obwining a release of contract from Linda Bunks,
the person with a current aceepted offer, no later than April 30, 1997.

All other enms and conditions to resnain the samc.

Garrett D. Crispell, Buyer Date
Elcanor M. Crispell, Buycr " Date
Shannon Marquardt, Seller Dac

Richard Shimek, Seller o Daw
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CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSICH

FEBRUARY 26, 1999

MS. JUDY TAYLOR

REMAX REAL ESTATE

210 MAIN STREET

HALF MOON BAY, CA. 94019

Re: Lot 32, Blk. 8, Granada

Dear Ms. Taylor,

Please be advised that we are prepared to purchase the subject lot for fair market value.
We understand that it is under contract for $32,000 that seems reasonable to us. We
would even pay a bit more if the contracted buyer has sustained some development fees.
Our intended purpose is preserving the existing nature of the neighborhood. We feel the
neighborhood would be negatively impacted by the addition of a single-family residence
on a twenty-five foot wide lot. We have consulted with our neighbors and they are
supportive of our position on this matter.

Please contact the appropriate owners/buyers regardmg our purchasc proposal. We
would purchase the property for all cash and without contingencies for utilities or permits

of any kind. We look forward to hearing back from you on this matter as soon as
possible.

Sinczrely, LQM
Elonciiz

Garrett and Eleanor Crisp
P. O. Box 868

El Granada, Ca. 94018
cc. San Mateo County Planning Dept.

dd. California Coastal Commission
EXHIBIT NO. 22

APPHEATINNQ:

Crispell Feb
1999 Offer to 7Y

Purchase Subject Lot
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Memorandum
P E
To:  Gamett & Eleanor Crispell 33 R 1 G 198

cC:  Jack Liebster & MidCoast Community Council
G el M CALIFORNIA
From: Judy Taylor COASTAL COMMISSION

- Date:  03/16/99

Re: 910 Ventura

Thank you for your letter offering to buy Linda’s lot. | am responding for her, riot
because she is fronting for me (yes, my parancia is dlive and well) but because the
emotional toll of the opposition has been very difficult for her. The accomparying
accounting will demonstrate why your offer cannot be accepted.

Not building is not an option. Short of that, if there is anything that can be done to
make it more acceptable, | will do everything in my power to accomplish it. The
objective is and always has been for Linda to be able to build a small home that she
can afford. Changes in the design are secondary to her goal.

For the record, she is the owner of the property. It dosed on November 12, 1997,

EXHIBITNO. 53

APP

ACTESEEN e
Agent's Response to
Feb. 1999 Purchase
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. Judy Taylor
. 210 Mam Street
: Half Moon Bay, CA 94019
. Office: 630.712.5300
. . Voice mail 630.712.6924

Fax 650.726.1197

To:  Jack Liebster Fax: 415.904.5400

From: Judy Taylor Date:  03/16/99 I
Re:  A-1-SMC-99-014  Pages: 1

cC: file

7 Urgert O For Review {1 Please Comment [ Please Reply L Please Recycle

. L e . . . . . . s .
o A Wﬂy&»wﬁsbdﬁom@nmmﬁaﬂaﬂaﬁ:
. SR "Wmm
a - Survey $1417
Down peyment and ciosing costs $12,609
.mlpermiﬁﬁﬁm
Sois test $1,500
Taxas $370 +
Archeslogical $500
County $2,109
Nots obigations $35,324 (for land and sewer permit) pis $4,000 n inkerest payments.
Sower to date $2.237
Total; $78,780
Linda wentinko this project because kwas affordabie. On fess than $50,000/vear, she does nat have the abilty 1o
absorb the kind of loss Iosing this project would cause, Additionally, ther has been dioes o 2 years of market

appreciation which would put her even further behind in affordabiity.

—
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