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APPELLANT: 
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Approval with Conditions. 

482 Coronado Avenue, San Mateo County 
APNs 048-025-110, 120, 130, and 140 

Construction of a 3,596-square-foot, two-story 
single-family residence with an attached 637-
square-foot garage, sewer and water line 
extensions, and lot line adjustment. 

Barbara K. Mauz 

1.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
No Substantial Issue 
The staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists 
with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed. 

Motion 
I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-2-SMC-03-033 raises 
NO substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been 
filed under§ 30603 of the Coastal Act. 



A-2-SMC-03-033 (Hayes} 

Staff Recommendation of No Substantial Issue 
Staff recommends a YES vote. Passage ofthis motion will result in a finding ofNo 
Substantial Issue and adoption of the following resolution and findings. If the 
Commission finds No Substantial Issue, the Commission will not hear the application de 
novo and the local action will become final and effective. The motion passes only by an 
affirmative vote by a majority of the Commissioners present. 

Resolution to Find No Substantial Issue 
The Commission finds that Appeal No. A-2-SMC-03-033 does not present a substantial 
issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed under § 30603 of the 
Coastal Act regarding consistency of the approved project with the Certified Local 
Coastal Plan and/or the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. 

2.0 PROJECT SETTING AND DESCRIPTION 
2.1 Project Location and Site Description 
The project site is located inland of Highway 1 at the far eastern extent of the partially 
built-out Shore Acres Subdivision, in the unincorporated Miramar area of San Mateo 
County (Exhibits 1-4). The approved development is located on an 11,500-square-foot 
site consisting of three small assessor parcels (048-025-120, 130, and 140) in a "flag" 
configuration located at the eastern end of Coronado Avenue (Exhibit 4). The site is 
zoned R-1/S-94/DR/CD (Single-Family ResidentiaV10,000-square-foot minimum parcel 
size/Design Review/Coastal Development). The northern property boundary abuts 
Coronado A venue, an existing improved road, and the southern boundary abuts the 
unimproved eastern extent of Cortez A venue. The properties directly to the east and west 
of the site are undeveloped. 

2.2 Project Description 
The approved development includes construction of a 3,596-square-foot, two-story 
single-family residence with an attached 637-square-foot garage, sewer and water line 
extensions, and a lot line adjustment (Exhibits 5-8). The approved residence would be 
located on APNs 048-025-130 and 048-025-140 and the driveway would be located on 
048-025-120. Access to the site is provided by Coronado Avenue, an existing street that 
abuts the site to the north, and the development has approved public sewer and water 
service connections. 

The approved lot line adjustment results in the consolidation of two substandard APNs 
owned by a neighboring property owner, Thomas Callan, and a "property swap" wherein 
the adjacent neighbor, Callan, and the applicant, Hayes, swap APNs 048-025-110 and 
048-025-120 so that the property owned by each of these individuals is contiguous. Prior 
to the approved swap, the applicant's property included APN 048-025-110, which is 
located between two substandard undeveloped APNs owned by Thomas Callan. The two 
substandard APNs, 048-025-100 and 048-025-120, which are separated by APN 048-
025-110, are 4,400 and 3,850 square feet in area respectively. As a result ofthe approved 
lot line adjustment, Ms. Hayes and Mr. Callan have swapped APNs 048-025-110 and 
048-025-120 so that the property they each own is now contiguous and is not separated 
by an intervening APN owned by the other. In addition, Mr. Callan has voluntary 
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merged APNs 048-025-110 and 048-025-100 to form one 8,250-square-foot development 
site (Exhibit 5). 

3.0 APPEAL PROCESS 
3.1 Local Government Action 
On September 24, 2003, the San Mateo County Planning Commission approved coastal 
development permit PLN 2002-00115 for the above-described development. The County 
did not require a coastal development permit for the approved lot line adjustment. 

The County Planning Department subsequently transmitted to Coastal Commission staff 
a Notice of Final Local Decision dated October 15, 2003 and received on October 16, 
2003 stating: 

• On September 24, 2003, the County had conditionally approved a coastal 
development permit for the subject single-family residence and sewer and water 
main extensions; 

• The County appeal period for this action ended on October 9, 2003; and 

• The County action is not appealable to the Coastal Commission. 

3.2 Filing of Appeal 
On October 15, 2003, the Commission received an appeal of the County's action on the 
approved development from Barbara K. Mauz (Exhibit 11 ). However, because the 
County's October 15, 2003 Notice of Final Local Decision did not notice the approved 
lot line adjustment as development requiring a CDP that is appealable to the Coastal 
Commission, a Coastal Commission appeal period for the subject development had not 
been opened at the time the appeal was received. Instead, as further discussed below, 
Commission staff requested that the County correct the Notice of Final Local Decision to 
indicate that the County's action approving the lot line adjustment is development that 
requires a CDP and is appealable to the Commission. Because the County did not 
respond to this request, the Executive Director initiated the dispute resolution process 
provided pursuant to CCR Section 13569 to determine whether or not the County's action 
approving the lot line adjustment requires a CDP that is appealable to the Commission. 

On December 10, 2003, the Commission upheld the Executive Director's determination 
that the purported lot line adjustment requires a coastal development permit and that the 
County's action on the lot line adjustment is appealable to the Commission. 

By letter dated December 12, 2003, Commission staff notified the County Planning 
Department of the Commission's action upholding the Executive Director's 
determination that the lot line adjustment required a CDP and the County's action 
approving PLN 2002-00115 and the lot line adjustment is appealable to the Commission. 
Commission staff also requested that the County issue a corrected notice indicating that 
the County's action is appealable to the Commission and stated that if within 30 days of 
County receipt of the letter the County fails to issue a corrected notice indicating that the 
County's action is appealable to the Commission, the Executive Director will consider 
such failure as Final Notice of County action and will initiate the coastal development 
permit appeal process to the Commission. 
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By letter dated December 23, 2003 and received on December 24, 2003, the County 
stated that the County would not issue a corrected notice indicating that the County's 
action on the approved development is appealable to the Commission (Exhibit I 0). 

Because the County has refused to issue a corrected notice indicating that the County's 
action on the approved development is appealable to the Commission despite the 
Commission's determination that it do so, as Commission staff previously informed the 
County, the County's December 23,2003 refusal letter received by the Commission on 
December 24, 2003 itself serves as a Notice of Final Local Action on the approved 
development. Therefore, the Commission's appeal period commenced the first working 
day following receipt of the County's refusal letter and ran for ten working days 
(December 26, 2003 through January 9, 2004). The appeal ofthe County's action on the 
approved development submitted by Barbara Mauz on October IS, 2003 was therefore 
considered to be filed on the first day of the 10-working day appeal period or December 
26, 2003. 

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

Coastal Act Section 30603 provides, in applicable part, that an action taken by a local 
government on a coastal development permit application may be appealed to the Coastal 
Commission for certain kinds of developments, including the approval of developments 
located within certain geographic appeal areas, such as those located between the sea and 
the first public road paralleling the sea, or within 300 feet of the mean high tide line or 
inland extent of any beach or top of the seaward face of a coastal bluff; or in a sensitive 
coastal resource area or located within I 00 feet of any wetland, estuary, or stream. 
Developments approved by counties may be appealed if they are not designated as the 
"principal permitted use" under the certified LCP. Developments that constitute a major 
public works or a major energy facility may be appealed, whether they are approved or 
denied by the local government. 

The approved development is not considered the principle permitted use under the 
County's certified LCP because it includes a lot line adjustment and a lot line adjustment 
is development that is not designated as the principal permitted use under the zoning 
ordinance or zoning district map. The approved development thus meets the 
Commission's appeal criteria set forth in Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. Pursuant to 
Section 30603 of the Coastal Act, an appeal for this type of development is limited to the 
allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set forth in the certified 
LCP or the public access policies set forth in the Coastal Act. 

Section 30625(b)(2) of the Coastal Act requires a de novo hearing of the appealed project 
unless the Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the 
grounds on which the appeal has been filed. In this case, because the staff is 
recommending no substantial issue, the Commission will 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. The only persons eligible to testify 
before the Commission on the substantial issue question are the applicant, persons who 
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made their views known before the local government (or their representatives), and the 
local government. Testimony from other persons regarding the substantial issue question 
must be submitted to the Commission or the Executive Director in writing. 

It takes a majority of the Commissioners present to find that no substantial issue is raised. 
Unless it is determined that the project raises no substantial issue, the Commission will 
conduct a full de novo public hearing on the merits ofthe project at the same or 
subsequent hearing. If the Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the appeal, the 
applicable test under Coastal Act Section 30604 would be whether the development is in 
conformance with the certified Local Coastal Program. 

3.4 Standard of Review 
Public Resources Code 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 simply indicate that the Commission will 
hear an appeal unless it "finds that the appeal raises no significant question" 
(Commission Regulations, 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 interpretation of 
its LCP; and 

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

If the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, the appellant nevertheless may obtain 
judicial review of the local government's action on the coastal development permit by 
filing a petition for a writ of mandate pursuant to Code of Civil Procedure, Section 
1094.5. 

4.0 SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS 
Appellants' Contentions 
The appeal includes the following CO!Jtentions (see Exhibit 11): 

1. "I object to the fact that the configuration of this land is a flag pole ... " 
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2. "[T]his proposed house of 4,233 sq. ft. including a 637 sq. ft. attached garage is 
way over-sized house [sic] for what the size of the flag portion is ... " 

3. Because the project site is located adjacent to lands zoned agriculture and 
resource management, and is adjacent to the urban/rural boundary, the approved 
development "puts a tremendous amount of development pressure on both the 
Urban/Rural Boundary and the agricultural land ... " 

4. "[T]he proposed development is located on a rather steep hillside." 

5. "Mr. Leonard Woren presented two parcel configurations that would have 
combined enough land for both Ms. Hayes and Mr. Callan to have conforming 
lots of 10,000 sq. ft." 

4.1 Appellants Contentions that Raise No Substantial Issue 

4.1.1 Visual Resources 
As noted above, the appellant contends that the approved development is "oversized." In 
finding that this contention does not raise a substantial issue of conformity of the 
approved development with the resource protection policies of the certified LCP, the 
Commission relies primarily on the factual support contained in the record for the 
County's decision that the development is consistent with the certified LCP. The 
approved residence is 3,596-square-feet in floor area with an attached 637-square-foot 
garage and is 32 feet high as measured from the natural grade. As determined by the 
County Planning Commission in its consideration of the project, the approved residence 
conforms to all applicable height, scale, bulk, setback, and design review requirements 
under the certified LCP (Exhibit 9). In addition, the approved development is similar in 
scale and design to existing development in the surrounding area and, as sited, would not 
obstruct public views. 

Therefore, as the appellant provides no evidence contrary to the local government's 
factual determination, the Commission finds that the appeal raises no substantial issue 
with respect to the conformity of the approved development with the visual resource 
protection policies of the San Mateo County LCP. 

4.1.2 Urban/Rural Boundary 
The appellant contends that development of the project site would increase development 
pressure on adjacent agricultural lands. 

The San Mateo County LUP includes the following policies related to locating 
development near agricultural lands: 

1.16 Definition and Establishment ofUrban!Rural Boundazy 

Define urban/rural boundary as a stable line separating urban areas and rural service centers from 
rural areas in the Coastal Zone and establishing this line on the LCP Land Use Maps. 

1.18 Location ofNew Development 

*a. Direct new development to existing urban areas and rural service centers in order to: (1) 
discourage urban sprawl, (2) maximize the efficiency of public facilities, services, and 
utilities, (3) minimize energy consumption, (4) encourage the orderly formation and 
development of local governmental agencies, (5) protect and enhance the natural 
environment, and ( 6) revitalize existing developed areas. 
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b. Concentrate new development in urban areas and rural service centers by requiring the 
"infilling" of existing residential subdivisions and commercial areas. 

c. Allow some future growth to develop at relatively high densities for affordable housing in 
areas where public facilities and services are or will be adequate and where coastal resources 
will not be endangered. 

d. Require the development of urban areas on lands designated as agriculture and sensitive 
habitats in conformance with Agriculture and Sensitive Habitats Component policies. 

1.19 Definition oflnfill 

Define infill as the development of vacant land in urban areas and rural service centers which is: 
(1) subdivided and zoned for development at densities greater than one dwelling unit per 5 acres, 
and/or (2) served by sewer and water utilities. 

The purpose of concentrating new development in existing developed areas as required 
by the above-cited LUP policies is, in part, to reduce development pressure on rural and 
agricultural lands. 

The approved development is located within an existing subdivision that is substantially 
built-out in the urban Mid-Coast area of the county. The site is served by public sewer 
and water and an existing public road, and thus meets the definition of infill under the 
LCP. The approved development would not result in the extension of services across the 
urban/rural boundary line, nor would it introduce new development into or adjacent to an 
undeveloped rural area. 

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds both factual and legal support that the 
County's action on the approved development is consistent with the LCP requirements to 
concentrate development within the existing developed areas of the urban Mid-Coast. 
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal raises no substantial issue regarding the 
conformity of the approved development with the policies of the LCP concerning the 
location of new development in rural and/or agricultural lands. 

4.1.3 Development on Steep Slopes 
The appellant contends that the approved development "is located on a rather steep 
hillside." 

Pursuant to San Mateo County LUP Policy 9.1, slopes over 30% are considered as 
hazardous areas, and LUP Policy 9.18 states: 

9.18 Regulation of Development on 30% or Steeper Slopes 

a. Prohibit development on slopes of30% or more, unless (1) no alternative exists or (2) the 
only practicable alternative site is on a skyline or ridgeline. Parcels shall not be created where 
the only building site, in whole or in part, including roads and driveways, is on a slope of 30% 
or more. An engineering geologic report shall be required for any development on a slope of 
30% or more. Development less than 10 feet in height that does not constitute a building, 
road or driveway, or require grading shall be exempt from the application of this provision. 

b. Employ the siting and grading criteria of the Design Review Zoning Ordinance and the 
Community Design Manual for Development on Slopes 30% or Greater. 

The appellant does not specify how the approved development's location "on a rather 
steep slope" raises a substantial issue of conformity with the provisions of the certified 
LCP. According to the Geotechnical Investigation prepared for the approved 
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development, the site slopes at about 10% to 15% up from Coronado A venue. Thus, the 
slope of the site is not considered steep or hazardous as those terms are utilized under the 
above-cited LCP policies. Based on the evidence contained in the Geotechnical 
Investigation and the appellant's lack of evidence to the contrary, the Commission finds 
both factual and legal support for the County's determination that the approved 
development is consistent with the San Mateo County LCP policies concerning 
development on steep slopes. Therefore, the Commission finds that appellant's 
contention regarding development on steep slopes raises no substantial issue under the 
San Mateo County LCP. 

4.1.4 Development of Non-Conforming Parcels 
The Hayes property is 11,500 square feet in area where the minimum parcel size under 
the applicable zoning is 10,000 square feet. Therefore, the site conforms to the zoning 
minimum parcel size. However, as discussed above, the approved development also 
resulted in the merger of APNs 048-025-110 and 048-025-100 to form one 8,250-square­
foot development site owned by Thomas Callan. The appellant contends that the 
County's action could have required two alternative parcel configurations resulting in 
two 10,000-square-foot conforming lots rather than one 11,500-square-foot lot and one 
8,250-square-foot lot. 

Notwithstanding the arithmetic flaw contained in the appellant's contention that the 
11,500- and 8,250-square-foot lots could be reconfigured to form two 10,000-square-foot 
lots, the creation of the 8,250-square-foot development site does raise a potential issue of 
consistency of the approved development under the applicable zoning as well as LUP 
Policy 1.20, which states: 

1.20 Lot Consolidation 

According to the densities shown on the Land Use Plan Maps, consolidate contiguous lots, held in 
the same ownership, in residential subdivisions in Seal Cove to minimize risks to life and property 
and in Miramar to protect coastal views and scenic coastal areas. 

Depending on the particular facts in any specific instance, a lot line adjustment that 
results in the formation of a substandard development site may raise a substantial issue of 
conformity of the approved development with the certified LCP. However, for the 
reasons discussed below, in this instance it does not. 

In her original permit application as approved by the County Planning Administrator, Ms. 
Hayes proposed to construct a single-family residence on her 11,500-square-foot site in 
its original configuration as comprised of APNs 048-025-110, 048-025-130, and 048-
025-140. In fact, as originally proposed, the Hayes project carried out the requirement of 
LUP Policy 1.20 by proposing development of these three substandard APNs as a single 
development site that conforms to the density allowable under the land use plan and 
zoning. 

Following the County's original approval of the project, Mr. Callan, who at the time 
owned the two substandard APNs on either side of APN 048-025-110, appealed the 
Planning Administrator's action on the following grounds: 
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County action allowing a driveway condition to be built on a 40' lot (APN #048-
025-11 0- Lot 23, Block 10, Shore Acres) between two (2) separate 40' lots 
violates the LCP Policy regarding consolidation of lots in Mid County into larger 
parcels meeting the minimum area required for septic tanks and water. 

Your decision effectively creates two (2) orphan parcels (APN #048-025-1 001120 
-Lots 22 & 24, Block 10, Shore Acres) neither one meeting these standards. 

In response to this appeal, Ms. Hayes agreed to swap property with Mr. Callan to allow 
him to also consolidate his property to form a larger development site and requested 
County approval of the required lot line adjustment. The result of this property swap was 
to maintain the 11,500-square-foot area of the applicant's property and to accommodate 
the adjacent property owner's wish to combine two severely substandard APNs into one 
larger development site. As such, the approved lot line adjustment is clearly an 
improvement in terms of the size and configuration ofthe affected property. These facts 
do not support a determination that the appeal raises a substantial issue under the LCP 
minimum lot-size standards. 

In addition, as stated above, in order to protect coastal views and minimize risks to life 
and property, LUP Policy 1.20 seeks consolidation of substandard lots that are held in 
common contiguous ownership. Besides the 11,500-square-foot Hayes property, there 
are two other APNs adjacent to the Callan property. The property to the west, APN 048-
025-340, is 11,000 square feet and is developed with an existing single-family residence. 
The undeveloped property to the south, APN 048-025-420, is also 11,000 square feet in 
area, but is undeveloped. Further, Thomas Callan owns neither of these lots. Thus, there 
are no other substandard lots held in common contiguous ownership with the subject 
Callan property. Consequently, LUP Policy 1.20 does not require any further 
consolidation of the property associated with the approved development. 

Based on the foregoing, the Commission finds that the appeal raises no substantial issue 
of conformity of the approved development with the LCP standards concerning the 
development of non-conforming parcels. 

4.2 Appellants Contentions that are not Valid Grounds for Appeal 
The appellant contends: 

"I object to the fact that the configuration of this land is a flag pole ... " 

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

The grounds for an appeal [of a local government action approving a coastal development permit] 
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. 

Although the LCP contains numerous standards related to the configuration or 
reconfiguration of property lines, none of these standards prohibit the approved 
configuration based on its "flag pole" shape. Further, the appeal does not identify how 
the approved site configuration conflicts with any standard contained in either the 
certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Thus, the above contention 
does not constitute a valid ground for appeal of the County's action because it does not 
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include an allegation that the approved development fails to conform to the standards set 
forth in the certified LCP or the public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
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Exhibit 1 
Regional Location Map 
A-2-SMC-033 {Hayes) 



Exhibit 2 
Street Location Map 
A-2-SMC-033 (Hayes) 



Exhibit 3 
2001 Aerial Photograph 
A-2-SMC-033 {Hayes) 
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Pre-Lot Line Adjustment Parcel Configuration 

Callan Hayes 

.. ./f 

Post-Lot Line Adjustment Parcel Configuration 

Callan Hayes 

Exhibit 5 
Parcel Configuration 
A-2-SMC-033 (Hayes) 
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Exhibit 6 
Site Plan 
A-2-SMC-033 (Hayes) 
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Exhibit 7 
Floor Plans 
A-2-SMC-033 (Hayes) 



Exhibit 8 
Elevations 1 
A-2-SMC-033 {Hayes) 



Exhibit 8 
Elevations 2 
A-2-SMC-033 (Hayes} 



Exhibit 8 
Elevation 3 
A-2-SMC-033 (Hayes) 



Exhibit 8 
Elevations 4 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES AGENCY 

PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION 

DATE: May28, 2003 

TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Planning Staff 

SUBJECT: Consideration of an appeal of a decision by the Planning Director to approve a 
Coastal Development Permit and Coastside Design Review, pursuant to Sections 
6328.4 and 6565.7, respectively, of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations, 
for a new 4,233 sq. ft. residence including a 637 sq. ft. attached garage, and 
including the installation of a new fire hydrant and the extension of 120 linear feet 
of water and sewer main lines on a parcel located at 482 Coronado Avenue in the 
unincorporated Miramar area of San Mateo County. This project is not 
appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 

County File Number: PLN 2002-00115 (Hayes) 

PROPOSAL 

The applicant proposes to construct a new 4, 233 sq. ft. residence and an attached 637 sq. ft. 
garage on a vacant, legal parcel. The project includes the installation of a fire hydrant to be 
located west of the parcel less than 250 feet away and the extension to water and sewer main 
lines to serve the proposed development. The project also requires the removal of one significant 
tree. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Planning Director to approve the Coastal 
Development Permit and Coastside Design Review, County File Number PLN 2002-00115, by 
making the required findings and adopting the conditions of approval listed in Attachment A. 

BACKGROUND 

Report Prepared By: Gabrielle Rowan, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-1829 

Appellant: Thomas Callan 

Applicant/Owner: Sheila Hayes 

Location: 482 Coronado Avenue, Miramar 

- 1 -

Exhibit 9 
County Staff Report 
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APNs: 048-025-110, 048-025-130 and 048-025-140 

Total Project Size: 11,550 sq. ft. 

Existing Zoning: R-1/S-94/DR/CD (Single-Family Residential/10,000 sq. ft. minimum lot 
size/Design Review/Coastal Development) 

General Plan Designation: Medium to Medium-Low Density Residential (2.4-6.0 dwelling units 
per acre) 

Existing Land Use: Vacant 

Water Supply: Cal-American Water Company 

Sewage Disposal: Granada Sanitary District 

Flood Zone: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map designation indicates parcel as Zone C, Area of 
Minimal Flooding, Community Panel No. 060311 0114B; dated July 5, 1984 

Environmental Evaluation: Categorically Exempt under Provisions of Class 3, Section 15303 of 
the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines; (a) construction of a new single-family 
residence in a residential zone 

Setting: The project site is located on the south side of Coronado Avenue in Miramar. The 
immediate surrounding area is residential in character and there is a variety of single and 2-story 
homes in the vicinity. There are developed residential parcels to the west and north of the 
project site. There are a mix of architectural styles and a variety of different sized homes in the 
neighborhood. The project parcel is vacant and gains access from Coronado A venue. There is 
no vehicular access from Cortez A venue. 

Chronology: 

Date Action 

March 5, 2002 Application Received. 

April 4, 2002 Application considered by Midcoast Community Council Planning and 
Zoning Sub-Committee. Land ownership issues were raised. Copy of 
letter is included as Attachment I. 

May 13, 2002 Application deemed incomplete pending additional information 
required. 

October 1, 2002 Communication initiated from Thomas Callan, an adjacent landowner 
in relation to land ownership issues. 

November 21, 2002 - Application deemed complete. 
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November 25, 2002 - Additional information sent to Midcoast Community Council Planning 
and Zoning Sub-Committee. No further comments received. 

January 9, 2003 Application considered by the Coastside Design Review Committee. 
Recommended conditions of approval received. 

February 6, 2003 Coastside Design Review and Coastal Development Permit Approval 
letter issued. 

February 26, 2003 Appeal filed by Thomas Callan. 

May 28, 2003 Planning Commission Public Hearing. 

DISCUSSION 

A. KEY ISSUES 

The issue of the appeal submitted by the adjacent landowner (a map showing the location of 
the parcels owned by the appellant is included in Attachment B) is indicated below in bold 
type followed by staffs response. A complete copy of the appeal application is included in 
Attachment G. 

County action allowing a driveway condition to be built on a 40-foot lot between two 
(2) separate lots violates the LCP Policy regarding consolidation of lots in Mid coast 
into larger parcels meeting the minimum area required for septic tanks and water. 
The decision effectively creates two orphan parcels that do not meet the standards. 

The project parcel is a legal11,550 sq. ft. parcel following a County-initiated merger in 
1979. The parcel and proposed development complies with Zoning Regulations for 
R-1/S-94 Zoning District as set out below in Section B of this report. 

The existing configuration of the project parcel and adjacent parcels will remain unchanged 
following this development. 

The two parcels included within the grounds of appeal (APNs 048-025-100 and -120) are on 
either side of the subject parcel's access driveway and in different ownership than the 
subject parcel. The appellant refers to a LCP Policy in the appeal documents. This is not an 
LCP policy but a policy adopted by the Board of Supervisors on March 24, 1998 which 
seeks to merge substandard lots in the R-1/S-17 Zoning District and this does not apply in 
the R-1/S-94 Zoning District. Additionally, the project parcel is not a substandard parcel 
and the proposal will not create any substandard situation that did not exist prior to 
development. 

Following an issue raised by the Midcoast Community Council Planning and Zoning Sub 
Committee, the applicant has been in correspondence with the adjacent owner to attempt to 
possibly purchase adjacent land or swap parcels. However, it has not been possible to reach 
a conclusion, which is acceptable to both land owners. The applicant has provided copies of 
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the correspondence to the Midcoast Community Council which satisfied their earlier 
concerns. Copies of the correspondence are included in Attachment J. 

It is not the County's role or policy to insist on reconfiguration oflots or changes in land 
ownership when a project parcel conforms to the Zoning Regulations and the only 
beneficiary would be a third party. The developability of adjacent lots or the feasibility of 
future development on the adjacent parcels should not be a concern when reviewing a 
proposal on a conforming parcel. 

B. COMPLIANCE WITH GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING REGULATIONS 

Staff has determined that the project complies with all applicable General Plan and Local 
Coastal Program Policies. An LCP checklist was completed and is included as 
Attachment K. Staffhas also determined that the project is in compliance with the San 
Mateo County Zoning Regulations. The project conforms with the R-1/S-94/DR Zoning 
Regulations as the following table summarizes: 

ZONING 
REQUIREMENT PROPOSED 

Minimum Lot Size 10,000 sq. ft. 11,550 sq. ft. 

Maximum lot coverage 30% 20.6% 

Maximum FAR 53% 36.7% 

Front Setback 20 feet 20 feet 

Side Setback 10 feet 10 feet 

Rear Setback 20 feet 20 feet 

Maximum Height 32 feet 32 feet 

Daylight Plane 20 feet/45° Complies 

Design Review Standards 

The project was reviewed by the Coastside Design Review Committee on January 9, 2003. 
The Committee recommended conditional approval of the project. 

Section 6565.1 of the Zoning Regulations relates to Design Review Districts in the Coastal 
Zone. Section 6565.7 sets out the design review standards for which projects must be 
assessed. The standards are listed below in bold followed by staffs response. 

1. Proposed structures are designed and situated so as to retain and blend with the 
natural vegetation and landforms of the site and to ensure adequate space for light 
and air to itself and adjacent properties. 

The proposal would ensure that there is adequate space for light and air to the project 
site and adjacent properties. The lot is gently sloping and the proposal is designed to 
conform with the terrain of the land and to retain as much natural vegetation as 
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possible. A eucalyptus tree will have to be removed to accommodate the driveway. An 
existing 15-inch Pine tree shown to be removed on the submitted plans, will be retained 
as per the recommendation of the Design Review Committee (Condition Number 6). 

2. Where grading is necessary for the construction of structures and paved areas, it 
blends with adjacent landforms through the use of contour grading rather than 
harsh cutting or terracing of the site and does not create problems of drainage or 
erosion on its site or adjacent property. 

Minimal contour grading is proposed to accommodate the construction on the site. The 
grading and drainage plan submitted with the application shows compliance with 
County standards. 

3. Streams or other natural drainage systems are not altered so as to affect their 
character and thereby causing problems of drainage, erosion or flooding. 

There are no streams or natural drainage systems within the vicinity of this project. 
However, a number of conditions have been recommended which relate to erosion and 
sediment control measures and the prevention of runoff into storm water drains. These 
are to be implemented for the life of the project. 

4. Structures are located outside flood zones, drainage channels and other areas 
subject to inundation. 

The project site is not located in a flood zone. 

5. Trees and other vegetation land cover are removed only where necessary for the 
construction of structures or paved areas in order to reduce erosion and impacts 
on natural drainage channels, and maintain surface runoff at acceptable levels. 

Only one eucalyptus tree will be removed as part of this project to accommodate the 
driveway. 

A smooth transition is maintained between development and adjacent open areas 
through the use of natural landscaping and plant materials which are native or 
appropriate to the area. 

The project site is located within an urbanized area and is surrounded by existing 
residential development. 

7. Views are protected by the height and location of structures and through the 
selective pruning or removal of trees and vegetative matter at the end of view 
corridors. 

No public views will be affected by this proposal. 
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8. Construction on ridgelines blends with the existing silhouette by maintaining 
natural vegetative masses and landforms and does not extend above the height of 
the forest or tree canopy. 

This project does not involve construction on a ridgeline. 

9. Structures are set back from the edge of bluffs and cliffs to protect views from 
scenic areas below. 

This project is not located on a bluff or cliff. 

10. Public views to and along the shoreline from public roads and other public lands 
are protected. 

No public views will be affected by this proposal. 

11. Varying architectural styles are made compatible through the use of similar 
materials and colors which blend with the natural setting and surrounding 
neighborhoods. 

The architectural style of the proposed house will be compatible with the other varying 
designs in the street scene. The proposed house will be constructed of natural materials 
and earth tone colors. 

12. The design of the structure is appropriate to the use of the property and is in 
harmony with the shape, size and scale of adjacent buildings in the community. 

The proposed shape, size and scale of the house would be in harmony with the 
neighborhood and would not be over dominant in the urbanscape or over-bearing to the 
adjacent properties. There are a number of 2-story houses within the surrounding area. 
The proposed development meets the Zoning District Standards in terms of lot 
coverage and FAR and therefore it will be an appropriate size and in scale with the 
surrounding area. 

13. Overhead utility lines are placed underground where appropriate to reduce the 
visual impact in open and scenic areas. 

All new utilities will be underground. 

14. The number, location, size, design, lighting, materials, and use of colors in signs 
are compatible with the architectural style of the structure they identify and 
harmonize with their surroundings. 

No signs are proposed as part of this project. 

15. Paved areas are integrated into the site, relate to their structure, and are 
landscaped to reduce visual impact from residential areas and from roadways. 
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A condition of approval is recommended which ensures that the proposed driveway 
will be landscaped to reduce the visual impact from adjacent areas. 

C. REVIEW BY COASTSIDE DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE 

The project was reviewed by the Coastside Design Review Committee at a meeting on 
January 9, 2003. The Committee recommended conditional approval. The recommended 
condition related to the requirement to reconfigure the proposed driveway to prevent 
removal of trees. This condition is included as Condition Number 6. A copy ofthe Design 
Review Committee recommendation is attached to this report in Attachment H. 

D. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

This project is categorically exempt under Provisions of Class 3, Section 15303 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines; (a) construction of a new single-family 
residence in a residential zone. 

E. OTHER REVIEWING AGENCIES 

Building Inspection Section 
Department ofPublic Works 
Granada Sanitary District 
HalfMoon Bay Fire Protection District 
California Coastal Commission 
Midcoast Community Council 

ATTACHMENTS 

A. Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval 
B. Location Map 
C. Site Plan 
D. Floor Plans 

Elevations 
CDP and DR Approval Letter dated February 6, 2003 
Appeal Application dated February 26, 2003 

E. 
F. 
G. 
H. 
I. 
J. 
K. 

Recommendation from Design Review Committee dated January 22, 2003 
Letter from MCCC Planning and Zoning Sub-Committee dated April 4, 2002 
Correspondence between Sheila Hayes and Thomas Callan. 
LCP Checklist 

GER:kcd- GERN0688_ WKU.DOC 
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County of San Mateo 
Environmental Services Agency 
Planning and Building Division 

Attachment A 

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Permit or Project File Number: PLN 2002-00115 Hearing Date: May 28, 2003 

Prepared By: Gabrielle Rowan For Adoption By: Planning Commission 

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS 

1.0 FOR THE ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW, FIND THAT: 

1. This project has been found to be categorically exempt under Section 15303 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act) relating to the construction of new structures. A 
Notice of Exemption will be filed and posted for review forthwith. 

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit, find that: 

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

3. The project conforms to the specific findings of the San Mateo County Local Coastal 
Program. 

4. The number of building permits for construction of single-family residences other than for 
affordable housing issued in the calendar year does not exceed ~he limitations ofLCP 
Policies 1.22 and 1.23 as stated in Section 6328.15. 

For the Coastside Design Review, find that: 

5. This project has been reviewed under and found to be in compliance with the Design 
Review Standards for Coastside Districts, Section 6565.17 of the San Mateo County 
Zoning Regulations. 

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

2.0 PLANNING DIVISION 
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1. This approval applies only to the proposal, documents and plans described in this report 
and submitted to and approved by the Planning Administrator. Minor revisions or 
modifications to the project may be made subject to the review and approval of the 
Planning Administrator. 

2. If after two (2) years :from the date of approval, the applicant has not obtained all other 
necessary permits and made substantial progress toward completing the proposed 
development the Coastal Development Permit and Coastside Design Review will expire. 
The CDP and CDSR may be extended beyond two years if the applicant requests an 
extension in writing and payment of applicable extension fees at least sixty (60) calendar 
days before the expiration date. 

3. To ensure the height of the structure and/or structures do not exceed the maximum height 
permitted, staff requires the applicant to adhere to the height verification procedure during 
the building permit process. The applicant shall provide "finished floor elevation 
verification" to certify that the structure is actually constructed at the height shown on the 
submitted plans. The applicant shall have a licensed land surveyor or engineer establish a 
baseline elevation datum point in the vicinity of the construction site. The applicant shall 
maintain the datum point so that it will not be disturbed by the proposed construction 
activities until final approval of the building permit. 

4. 

5. 

a. The datum point and its elevation shall be shown on the submitted site plan. This 
datum point shall be used during construction to verify the elevation of the finished 
floors relative to the existing natural grade or to the grade ofthe site (finished grade). 

b. Prior to planning approval of the building permit application, the applicant shall also 
have the licensed land surveyor or engineer indicate on the construction plans: (1) the 
natural grade elevations at the significant comers (at least four) ofthe footprint of the 
proposed structure on the submitted site plan, and (2) the elevations of proposed 
finished grades. 

c. In addition, (1) the natural grade elevations at the significant comers of the proposed 
structure, (2) the finished floor elevations, (3) the topmost elevation of the roof and 
(4) garage slab elevation, must be shown on the plan, elevations, and cross-section (if 
one is provided). 

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

No site disturbance shall occur, including any grading or tree removal, until a valid 
building permit has been issued. 

The colors submitted with the application and reviewed by the Design Review Committee 
are approved. Color verification by a Building Inspector shall ocr.nr'-1n-tnl"rl"tetrt~~tttto~-----, 
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applicant has painted the structure the approved color and installed the approved roof but 
before the applicant schedules a final inspection. The proposed colors to be used for 
external surfaces should ensure that the development blends in well to the surroundings. 

6. The applicant shall reconfigure the driveway to save the 15-inch diameter pine tree and, if 
possible, to save the 30-inch diameter eucalyptus tree. 

7. Prior to issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall submit a landscape plan to the 
Planning Division. This landscape plan shall show the location, types and sizes of all 
landscaping elements and shall include, at a minimum, the replanting of at least one 
15-gallon size tree. The proposed landscaping shall be installed prior to a final on the 
building permit. The landscaping plan shall utilize native species and will minimize the 
use of non-native and invasive species. The proposed landscaping plan shall include 
planting measures adjacent to the proposed driveway to reduce the visual impact from 
adjacent properties. 

8. During project construction, the applicant shall, pursuant to Section 5022 of the San Mateo 
County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of stormwater runoff from 
the construction site into storm drain systems by: 

a. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures continuously 
between October 1 and May 1. 

b. Removing spoils promptly and avoiding stockpiling of fill materials when rain is 
forecast. If rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials shall be covered with a 
tarp or other waterproof material. 

c. Storing, handling and disposing of construction materials and wastes so as to avoid 
their entry to a local storm drain system or water body. 

d. A void cleaning, fueling or maintaining vehicles on site, except in an area designated 
to contain and treat runoff. 

e. Using filtration or other measures to remove sediment from dewatering effluent. 

£ Limiting and timing application of pesticides and fertilizer to avoid polluting runoff 

9. The applicant shall include an erosion and sediment control plan on the plans submitted for 
the building permit. The plan shall identify the type location of erosion control devices to 
be installed upon the commencement of construction in order to maintain the stability of 
the site and prevent erosion and sedimentation off-site. 

10. All new power and telephone utility lines from the street or nearest existing utility pole to 
the main dwelling and/or any other structure on the property shall be placed underground. 

11. The applicant is responsible for ensuring that all contractors are aware of all stormwater 
quality measures and implement such measures. A handout is available from the Planning 
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-----------------------------------------------

Division, which details the BMPs. Failure to comply with the construction BMPs will 
result in the issuance of the correction notices, citations or a project stop order. 

a. All landscaping shall be properly maintained and shall be designed with efficient 
irrigation practices to reduce runoff, promote surface filtration and minimize the use 
of fertilizers, herbicides and pesticides that can contribute to runoff pollution. 

b. Where subsurface conditions allow, the roof downspout systems from all structures 
shall be designed to drain to a designated, effective infiltration area or structure (refer 
to BMP Handbook for infiltration system designs and requirements). 

12. Noise levels produced by the proposed construction activity shall not exceed 80 dBA level 
at any one moment. Construction activities shall be limited to the hours from 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. 

13. The applicant shall ensure that if during construction or grading, any evidence of 
archaeological traces (human remains, artifacts, concentration of shale, bone, rock, ash) are 
uncovered, then all construction and grading within a 30-foot radius shall be halted, the 
Planning Division shall be notified, and the applicant shall hire a qualified archaeologist to 
assess the situation and recommend appropriate measures. Upon review of the archaeo­
logist's report, the Planning Administrator, in consultation with the applicant and the 
archaeologist, will determine steps to be taken before construction or grading may 
continue. 

3.0 BUILDING INSPECTION SECTION 

14. The applicant shall obtain a building permit for the proposed work and shall comply with 
all application requirements of the Building Inspection Section, the Department of Public 
Works and the respective Fire Authority. 

15. At the time of application for a building permit, the following will be required: 

a. Prior to the pouring of any concrete foundations or retaining walls, written 
verification must be provided from a licensed surveyor that setbacks have been 
maintained as per the approved plans. 

b. An automatic fire sprinkler system shall be installed. This permit must be issued 
prior to or in <;:onjunction with the building permit. 

c. If a water main extension/upgrade is required to provide sufficient water for fire 
suppression (sprinklers, hydrant, etc.), then the applicant must submit verification 
from the water district that a contract and agreement has been agreed to for this 
extension/upgrade. 

d. A site drainage plan is required which will demonstrate how roof drainage and site 
runoff will be directed to an approved location. 

e. A driveway plan and profile will be required. 
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4.0 DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

16. Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant will be required to provide 
payment of"roadway mitigation fees" based on the square footage (assessable space) of 
the proposed residence per Ordinance #3277. 

17. The applicant shall submit a driveway "Plan and Profile" to the Public Works Department, 
showing the driveway access to the parcel (garage slab) complying with County Standards 
for driveway slopes (not to exceed 20%) and to County Standards for driveways (at the 
property line) being the same elevation as the center of the access roadway. The driveway 
plan shall also include and show specific provisions and details for handling both the 
existing and the proposed drainage. 

18. The applicant shall prepare a plan indicating the proposed method of sewering this new 
residence. 

19. The applicant shall have prepared, by a registered civil engineer, a drainage analysis of the 
proposed development and submit it to the Department of Public Works for review and 
approval. The drainage analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of 
the storm water onto, over, and off of the property being developed shall be detailed on the 
plan and shall include adjacent lands as appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow. 
The analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate drainage. 
Recommended measures shall be designed and included in the Building plans and 
submitted to the Public Works Department for review and approval. 

20. The applicant shall submit detailed plans showing the installation of the necessary energy 
and communication utilities to the new residence. Said plans shall be submitted to the 
Public Works Department and the Planning Division for review. 

21. No construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until Public Works 
requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including review of applicable 
plans, have been met and an encroachment permit issued by the Department of Public 
Works. 

5.0 HALF MOON BAY FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT 

22. Prior to the final of the building permit, a fire district approved fire hydrant (Clow 960) 
must be located within 250 feet of the proposed single-family dwelling unit measured by 
way of driveable access. The hydrant must produce a minimum fire flow of 1,000 gallons 
per minute at 20 pounds per square inch residual pressure for two hours. The desired 
location for the required fire hydrant is between parcels 048-025-070 and 036. 

23. As per County Ordinance, the applicant is required to install an automatic fire sprinkler 
system within the proposed or improved dwelling. All areas that are accessible for storage 
purposes shall be equipped with fire sprinklers. The plans for thi~~.a.u..J..UJ.I;;U_~--------, 
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submitted with the building application plans to the San Mateo County Planning and 
Building Division. A building permit will not be issued until plans are received, reviewed 
and approved. Upon submission of plans, the County will forward a complete set to the 
HalfMoon Bay Fire District for review. The fee schedule for automatic fire sprinkler 
systems shall be in accordance with HalfMoon Bay Ordinance No. 13. Fees shall be paid 
prior to plan review. 

24. An exterior bell and interior hom/strobe are required to be wired into the required flow 
switch on your sprinkler system. The bell, hom/strobe and flow switch, along with the 
garage door opener are to be wired into a separate circuit breaker at the main electrical 
panel and labeled. 

25. As per the California Building Code and State Fire Marshal regulations, the applicant is 
required to install State Fire Marshal approved and listed smoke detectors which are hard 
wired, interconnected and have battery back-up. These detectors are required to be placed 
in each sleeping room and at a point centrally located in the corridor or area giving access 
to each separate sleeping area. A minimum of one detector shall be placed on each floor. 
Smoke detectors shall be test and approved prior to the building final. 

26. Building identification shall be conspicuously posted and visible from the street 
(Temporary address numbers shall be posted prior to the combustibles being placed on 
site). The letters/numerals for permanent address signs shall be of an adequate size and a 
color, which is contrasting with the background. In no case shall letter/numerals be less 
than 4 inches in height with a minimum of3/4-inch stroke. Such letters/numerals shall be 
internally illuminated and facing the direction of access. 

27. The roof covering of every new building or structure, and materials applied as part of a roof 
covering assembly, shall have a minimum fire rating of Class "B" or higher as defined in 
the current edition of the California Building Code. 

28. The applicant must have a maintained all-weather surfaced road for ingress and egress of 
fire apparatus. The San Mateo County Department of Public Works and the Half Moon 
Bay Fire District ordinance shall set road standards. Dead-end roads exceeding 150 feet 
shall be provided with a turnaround in accordance with Half Moon Bay Fire District 
specifications. Road width shall not be less than 20 feet. 

29. The Half Moon Bay Fire District requires a minimum clearance of 30 feet, or to the 
property line of all flammable vegetation to be maintained around all structures by the 
property owner. This does not include individual species or ornamental shrubs and 
landscaping. 

30. All new single-family dwellings, including duplexes are required to form a Communities 
Facilities District prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit. Please be aware that this is 
a legal process that takes a minimum of three months to complete. For details, please 
contact the HalfMoon Bay Fire District Administration Office. 

GER:kcd- GERN0688 _ WKU.DOC 
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ENVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES 
AGENCY 

Agricultural 
Commissioner/ Sealer of 

Weights & Measures 

Animal Control 

Cooperative Extension 

Fire Protection 

LAFCo 

Library 

Parks & Recreation 

Planning & Building 

December 23,2003 

Chris Kern 
California Coastal Commission 
North Central Coast"District 
45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

Dear Mr. Kern: 

RECEIVED 
oEC 2 4 2003 

C.AUFO~SSION 
COASiAL CO --------

EXHIBIT NO. 10 

APPLICATION NO. 

A-2-SMC-03-033 
(HAYES) 

SUBJECT: CDP and LLA for Single Family Residence 
CCC File No: 2-03-03-EDD (Bayes/Callan) 
County File No: PLN2002-00115 

(Page 1 of 2 pages) 

Thank you for your letter dated December 12, 2003 in relation to the above 
application. 

The applicant, Sheila Hayes applied for a Coastal Development Permit on 
March 5, 2002. The project proposal included a new 4,233 square foot 
residence, installation of a new fire hydrant, extension of water/sewer lines (120 
linear ft) to the parcel and a lot line adjustment. 
The project received approval by the Planning Commission on September 24, 
2003. 

The Lot Line Adjustment was processed under a Coastal Development Permit 
because it was part of the larger scope project as described above. 

In previous correspondence, the County has stated its position in relation to the 
requirement for a Coastal Development Permit for lot line adjustments and the 
appealability of these permits. 

County local coastal program regulations exempt lot line adjustments from the 
requirement for a coastal development permit. The County's coastal 
development permit regulations are contained at section 6328 et seq. of the 
County's Zoning Regulations. These regulations were originally approved and 
certified by the California Coastal Commission as part of the County's Local 
Coastal Program in the early 1980s. Section 6328.5 provides for exemptions 
from the requirement of a coastal development permit. 

The Coastal Act, at Public Resources Code section 30603, provides that, after 
certification of a local coastal program, "an action on a coastal development 
permit application may be appealed to the commission" for certain specified 

PLANNING AND BUILDING 
455 County Center, 2"d Floor • Redwood City, CA 94063 • Phone (650) 363-4161 • FAX (650) 363-4849 



Chris Kern -2- December 23,2003 

types of developments. Since, in our view, lot line adjustments are not subject to the 
requirement that a coastal development permit be obtained under the provisions of section 
6328.5, subdivision (i), any approval of a lot line adjustment is not "action on a coastal 
development permit" for purposes of appeal jurisdiction under the Coastal Act. 

Therefore the County will not be sending a corrected notice in relation to the appealable status of 
this application. 

If you have any questions in relation to the above please do not hesitate to contact me at (650) 
363 1829. 

Sincerely, 

t{:~ 
Gabrielle Rowan 
Project Planner 

c.c. Michael Murphy, County Counsel 
Mary Raftery, County Counsel 
Marcia Raines, Environmental Services Director 
Terry Burnes, Planning Administrator 
Sheila Hayes 
Thomas Callan 
Barbara Mauz 



FROM : XXXXXXXXXXXXXxXXXXX PHONE NO. : 7264013 

·~TE OF CALIFORNIA-THE Rf:SOURCES AGENCY 
~==~.a.;;.=--.==:-..;.;;;;;::-.;.;;;~;;,;;;.::.:;:.:.....==--=:;:;;;;;;a-= ....... o==:-·· ,..:;:;;:."··-==;aoc:=-===---== 
ALJFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
FRtiMON 1' STFW!T; 'liUITE 2000 

N FAIWCISCC, CA 14105·.2219 
ICB AHP TOO 1415) SD4-52DO 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT 1 
DECISION OF LOCAL GOVER..l'\'MENT 

Oct. 14 2003 06:36PM P1 

EXHIBIT NO. \ \ 
APPLICATION NO. 

A-2-SMC-03-033 
(HAYES) 

(Page 1 of 51 pages 

Please Review Atta~hed Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form. 

SECTION I. AppellantOO 

SECTION n. Decision Beillg Appealed 

1. 

2. 

Name oflocal/port govemm_ant_: _ c~ 
S:a..-~A ~~1 ~--~ s . 

Briefdescr.i tionof~~~~?ealed: ~.;L_<:Jf-/..A \-u ji.£1 . ~ 

3. Developnrent's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, etc.): 

4, Description of decision being appealed; 

a. Approval; no special conditions: ____________ .,...... _____ _ 

@pproval with special condition:~ {J/_ ~ ~ c:;u;;;:; 'iJ I~ 
T ~~~~ 

c. Decial: 

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 govenunents are not appealable. 

TO BE COMPLETED BY CO.M'MISSJON: 

APJ?EALNO: ,·--1- 1- <~~~~C _, 0? -u·33 
DATEFlLED: • 1 c I u; I o ·"5. 
DISTRICT: CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
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APPEAL FRO¥ COASTAL PERMIT DECISTON OF LOCAL GOVERN}IIENT CPage ~) 

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

6. 

7. 

a. _Planning Director/Zoning c. ty Plmn.ing Commission 
Administrator '('\ 

b. _ City CollD.cilJBcard of 
Supervisors 

Date oflocal. government's decision: 

Local government's file number (if any): 

d. Other 

SECTION m. Ident1.fic:ation of Other Interested Persons 

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

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant: 

. . 

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either vmally or in writing) 
at the city/county/port heariug(s). Include other parties which you lmcw to be in'tensted and 
should receive notice of This appeal. _ _ "' /) /) . 

(I) ?:~~~~;::.~~ 
(2) A H (, k kzs jbu2 v. · L-<. i ifa. (sx~-;f~ 
(3) 

(4) 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

Note: Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of fa.c:tors and 
requirements of lhe Coastal Act. Please review the app~ information sheet for assistance in 
completiz1g this section, which continues on the next page. 
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APPF AL FROM CO:\STAL PER;V.O:T DECISION OF LOC.AL GOVERNMENT (Pa_ge 3) 

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 additiotlal paper as necessary.) 

~o.g fi~c~ . 

Note; The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive statement of your reason$ of 
appeal; however, there must be sufficient discussion for $taff to determine that the appeal is 
allowed by law. The appellant, subsequent to :filing the appeal, may submit additional 
iuformation 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 knowledge. 

gcubcu..c._tG ~ 
Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent 

Date: I 0 --( cr <- 0 \.. 
( 

Note: Hsigned by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below. 

Section VL 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) 

Ds.te: 



FROM XXXXXXXXXXXXXxXXXX><. PHONE NO. 

October 14, 2003 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
Members of the California Coastal Commission 
C/O Chris ~ern and Charles Les~er 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

7264013 

Re: San Mateo County PLN 2002-00115 - Sheila Hayes, Owner 

Oct. 14 2003 06:37PM P4 , 

Blanket "Administrative" Approved CDP, Coastside Design Review and LLA 
Location: Steep Hillside Area in ~rarnar Oirectly Adjacent 
To Both the Urban/Rural Boundary and Agricultural Land 
A2N: 048-025-110, 120, 130 and 140 (Flag Pole Shaped Lot) 

Dear Mr. Douglas and Commission Members; 

This appeal is being made as a maeter of principle and for multiple concerns 
including threats to the environment, ques~ionable lot legality and the threat 
of possible urban sprawl into rural land behind the lJrban/Rural Boundary and 
Agricultural that are directly adjacent. The above named project would put 
development pressures on the adjacent areas. {See my letters dated September 
24r.~ and May 28~, 2003 and Staff Report materials attached herewith.) 

Despite the Coastal Commission's dete~nation in August, 2003 which was 
handed to Terry Burnes, Planning Director - (Agenda Item #W4a Tom Carey L~) 
that Lot Line Adjustments (LLAs) ARE considered to be development requiring a 
separate Coastal Development Permit (CDF) and, that LLAs ARE appealable to the 
Coastal Commission (See Exhibit A), on September 24, 2003, the San Mateo 
County Planning Commission, on advisement !rom Mr. Burnes, WENT TOTALL~ 
AGAINST the Coastal Commission's determination with the granting a blanket COP 
for LLA and project as described above for Sheila Hayes PLN 2002-00llS, It is 
doubtful that Mr. Burnes disclosed the Oeter.mination regarding LLAs to the 
Planning Commissioners. ~so, the statement in the Staff Report that says that 
LLAs are not appealable to the Coastal Commission misinformed both the 
appellant and other concerned parties. 

I am requesting that I be able to appeal the decision regarding the project 
noted above directly to the California Coastal Commission. I am attaching my 
letters regarding the above named I,LA/Project, which were submitted for the 
record along wich other background materials for your review. Please also note 
that I am in complete support of Nick Licata's recent ~ppeal of Tom Carey's 
LLA - this LLA carried along with it schemes for buildoue water and sewer line 
extensions and a huge t:urnaround "cu1-de-sac11 plans (PLN 2001-00508) which 
were Exhibits attached to my letter of July 30~ at the time of the 
Co~ssion's LLA Deter.mination regarding Tom Carey's (PLN 2001-00508). 
Please note, these buildout utili~y plans that were R part of ~he project 
under appeal by Mr. Licato include a 8" diameter water main extension that 
could service Hundreds of houses, 4" diameter sewer. main extension, plans to 
cut down thirty (30) t£ees, grade an ephemeral stream/stream bank with the 
possibility of filling it in for constr~ction of houses has now been converted 
into a NEW proposal using this same Project File Number ~ (PLN 2001-00508) by 
Tam Carey and his Contractor/Agent, Bruce stebbins which was also granted a 
blanket CDP on September 11~~, 2003 (See Exhibit B). This project would put AT 
RISK Three (3) contiguous Greenbelt/Open Space Areas - ("Mirada surf" 
Hillside, Quarry Park/Quarry Park Trail Ac~ess Rd. and the newly acquired 
Peninsula Open Space Trust (P.O.S.T.) forested hillside areas called 
"Wicklow"). (See Exhibit C). Continued ... 
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.P.age 2 

Audrey Rust describes these three Open Space Areas as One Contiguous Greenbelt 
where people will be able to walk along -che ocean, over the "Mirada Surf" 
bluff area up along the Quarry Park trail access road, past the beautiful 
field/tree grove areas of "Mirada Surf" which is directly adjacenT!, past the 
Ephemeral Stream and the Grove of Trees along that Stream Bank up into the 
Quarry Park area and into the newly acquired "Wicklow'' hillside areas and 
tnen, clear over to Montara Mountain. This little stream and tree covered 
stream bank are the GATEWAY to these treasured Greenbelt/Open Sp~ce Areas! 

It is requested that the Coastal Commission issue an immediate Stop 
Order/Injunction to stop the destruction of this Coastal Resource that has is 
well documented- (See U.S.G.S. Geologist, retired, Ken LaJoie's letter of 
February 2.7, 2001, aerial photos, and topographic maps which were hand 
delivered to Chris Kern earlier this month - these photos show over sixty 
years existence of this .ephemeral stream which ~ere given to the County and 
were subsequently lost. Perhaps the ONLY way to prevent the destruction of 
this valued Coastal Resource is for a return visit to the site by Mr. Kern, 
Biologist, Dr. John Dixon and Enforcement Officer, Jo Ginsberg who determined 
that this ephemeral stream/stream bank is a Coastal Resource wi~h an intent to 
change ~he Coastal Commission's jurisdictional map to reflect this; now, that 
the Commission has Mr. LaJoie's materials, this determination can finally get 
accomplished. 

Thank you, 

/3uG~ /:<. AA~ 
Barbara K. Mauz 
P.O. Box l284 
El Granada, CA 94018 
Phone: (650) 726-4013 

Attach. 



FROM XXXXXXXXXXXXXxXXXXX PHONE NO. 

September 24, 2003 

San Mateo County Planning Commission 
coun~y Government Center 
455 County Center, 2nd Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

7264013 

Re: File No. PLN 2002-00115 - Lot Line Adjust~ent 
OWner/Applicant: Sheila Hayes - Appellant: Thomas Callan 
APN's 048-025-110. 120. 130 and 140 - Miramar 

Dear Chairman Kennedy and Commissioners: 

Oct. 14 2003 06:39PM P6 

I ~ writing to e~press my continued opposition to this LLA proposal that 
involves multiple Sub-Standard Lots of undetermined legality. Please make this 
letter a part of the Official Public Record regarding the appeal of the 
project described above. 

At their August meeting, ~he California Coastal Commission handed P~anning 
Directox, Terry Burnes, a deter-Mination tha~ upheld the findings in the Staff 
Report (W-4a) which was prepared by Peter Douglas, Executive Director, Charles 
Lester, Deputy Director and Chanda Meek, Coastal Program Analyst involving a 
proposed LLA between 4 contiguous parcels of undetermined legality by Tom 
Carey at Coronado Ave. and Magellan Ave. in ~ramar (APNs 048-024-180, 350, 
420 and 4301 • This determination was a result of a unanimous vote of all 
Coastal Commissioners and essentially stated to Terry Burnes that LLAs are 
considered to be development by the Coastal Commission as they increase the 
density and the Coastal Act seeks to protect Coastal Resources in the Coastal 
Zone; this determination also states that LLAs ARE considered appealable to 
the Coastal Co~ssion. 

This relevant Coastal Commission determination on LLAs has been left out of 
the Staff Report which deprives the ~lanning Commission of this new 
information that is critical towards making any decision involvinq the Sheila 
Hayes LLA appeal before you and, that is very improper procedure. 

The Coastal Commission's determination on LLAs was based on the b119186 -
La Fe v L.A. County & the CC in 1999 in ~ Case Law at: 

~H-f<//~·k· t~-(qvv;/~::tj~.,...~-r;( 
As I wrote in my previous letter which was submitted for the record on J:!lf.lgb "~ ~ 
11, 2003 at that hearinq of Mr. Thomas Callan's appeal of Ms. Hayes' proposed 
L~, I object to the fact that the configuration of this land is a flag pole -
this proposed house of 4,233 sq.!t. including a 637 sq.ft. attached garage is 
~ay over-sized house for what the size of the flaq portion is and which would 
be directly adjacent to aqricultural land and the t1~ban/Rural Boundary; also, 
the pole shaped lot which is proposed to be a "driveway" is directly adj~cent 
to the Urban/Rural Boundary. That puts a tremendous amount of development 
pressure on both the Urban/Rural Boundary and the agric~tural land which is 
directly adjacent 1:0 the proposed development site. Additionally, ehe proposed 
development site is located on a rather steep hillside. 

Continued ... 
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At the hearing on June 11, 2003, as you will recall, Mr. Leonard Waren 
presented two parcel configurations that would have combined enough land for 
both Ms. Hayes and Mr. Callan to have conforming lots of 10,000 sq.!t. which 
is the Zoning Lot Minimum Requirement for Miramar - I don't think that a flag 
pole shaped parcel is at all appropriate. 

Please deny this projec~ and uphold the appeal on the grounds described above. 
Members of this Planning Commission should contact Mr. Chris Kern at the San 
Francisco Coas~al Commission Office at (415) 904-5200 for further information 
and the Staff Report findings and about the Coastal Comrnissj,on appeal filed my 
Mr. Nick Licata against the Tom Carey LLA mentioned herein. Please see these 
findings which sere adopted by Commission's unanimous vote in the attached 
Coastal Commission Staff Report W-4a as Exhibit A. 

Very ~ruly yours, 

E~ .. ~.a K), ftt{~ 
Barbara K. Mauz 
P.O. Box 1284 
El Granada, CA 90418 

Attach. - Exhibi~ A - Coastal Commission Staff Report W-4a 
Public hearing and Commission determination of appealability for 
Pu~oses of applicable hearing and notice procedures, pursuan~ 
~ California Code of Regulations. Title 14, Section 13569, for 
Coastal develo·pment permit granted to Tom Carey by san Mateo County 
Fo~ a pu~ported lot line adjustment between 4 contiguous pa~cels of 
Undetermined ~eqality at Coronado Ave. and Magellan Ave. in ~ramar, 
San Mateo Cd~ ~Ns 048-024-180, 350, 420 and 430). 



FROM XXXXXXXXXXXXXxXXXX~ 

May 28, 2003 

~lanning Commission 
County Government Center 
455 County Center - 2nd F~oor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

PHONE NO. 726412113 

Re: PLN # 2002-00115 - Applicanc: Sheila Hayes 
AEN: # 048-025-110, l30 & 140 - Appellant: Thomas Callan 

Location: 482 Coronado Ave., Miramar 

Dear Planning Commissioners:/ 

Oct. 14 21211213 06:40PM PS 

I write in support of the appeal and of Nicholas Licato's (adjacent homeowner) 
letter of concern dated May 22nd. It is not the obligation of the adjacent 
homeowner nor of the purchaser of lo~ in ~his case or in any other case ~o 
attempt to solve problems involving Non-Conforming, sub-Standard Lots. It is 
the County's obligation to do this -- the County needs to establish a 
moratorium on any fur~her development until such time ~hat these Non­
Conforming, Sub-Standard Lots can be re-configured into Confor.ming Parcels. 
Plea'5e make this letter a part of the Official Public Record .r.agarding this 
appeal and place a copy in the file. 

The parcel purchased by Ms. Hayes is flag-shaped - the flag portion is at the 
paper sereet "Cortez" and the Sub-S~andard pole portion connects onto 
Coronado. Ms. Hayes' letter states that a realtor, Judy Taylor" encouraged her 
to purchase this lot -- knowing full-well that there are constrictions on the 
deveopability of Sub-Standard Lots. Ms. Hayes can sue her realtor, Judy 
Taylor, and report this incident to the ·nept. of Real Estate that oversaes 
realtor's behavior relative to their license for absolute failure to properly 
disclose the facts relating to the Sub-Standard Lot portion of the parcel $he 
sold her. 

This ~ransaction creates two orphan Sub-Standard Lots on each side (Mr. 
Callan's property) this is one of the most outstanding problems involving Non­
Conforming, Sub-Standard Lots in the Mid-Coast as delineated in excerpts from 
the Coastal Commission's Staff Repo~t shown below- in particular see the last 
paragraph that has to do with the p~oblems ehe Coastal Commission has relative 
to people being able to split and thereby create and isolate new Sub-Standard 
Lots - currently, there is NO control ove~ this: 

Jack Liebster, Staff Analyst. at the Coastal Commission forewarned about the 
peril of these exact circum5tances in the Scaff Report of the Appeal in 1999 
of the 25' lot at 910 Ventura, El Granada. Report by Jack Liebster S~aff 
Analyst, (retired) Re: Coastal Commission Appeal A-l-SMC-99-014 (25' lot 
located at 910 Ventura; El Granada) (Applicants: Judy Taylor and Linda Banks) 
(Appellants: Gar~ett Crispell, Barbara K. Mauz and Morris Gaede of El Granada) 
(Pages 12,13 &14): 11 In support of their contentions (conc::arns regarding 25' 
lots), 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: 

Continued .... 
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There has been NO definitive planning axound the issue of how to manage and 
use and impacts for thousands of vacant, substandard lots uncounted for in the 
LCF buildout total (19,000 sewer connections worth of buildings), but the 
numbex of lots is unknown. The MAGNITUDE of this UNCERTAINTY c~n be seen by 
comparing the number of substandard lots (5,000) manually cmmted for the 
Montara Sanitary District(Montara and Moss Beach) (Ref.15:8/97 MSD Ltr.] with 
the number of lots {2,000) the County gets from statistical sampling of the 
entire :Mldcoast.(Ref 16:3/98 County Staff Rpt.] ••. Letting market for.cP.s and 
court cases alone detenmine what happens on such a large, unknown number of 
substandaz:d lots, 1m::roduces so much UNCERTAINTY into what the LCPs can 
accomplish, that ~he ~SIC LCP ASSUMPTIONS MAY. NO LONGER BEAPPLICABLE. These 
az:e SERIOUS CONCERNS. The consequences of highez: buildout totals and 
OVERLODDING infxastxucture capacities could include: (1) increased levels of 
congestion on Highways l and 92, with consequent adverse impacts on 
opportunities for z:ecreational access to the coast, (2) incr.P.ased demands for 
already strained water supplies, and the heightened problems associated with 
OVERDRAFT of the GROUNDW.!>.TER BASINS, including REDUCED WATER FLOWS fo.r. stxeams 
and wetland areas, and (3) exceeded water tz:eatment capacities, with 
consequent hazaxds 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 the LCP Amendment 1-97-C (failed Coasr.al Protection 
Initiative), the County submitted amendments to the certifiP.d zoning non­
conformities use per.mit section of the LCP that wer.e intended to add~ess the 
substandard lot question. The amendments morP. or less incoxporated the lot 
coverage and floor-area-ratio (FAR) provisions of the "San Mateo County 
Policy: "Use Penmits" for Construction on Non-c::onforming (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 COMMUNIT~ MEMBERS RAISED CONCERNS that the 
standards in the existing Policy and the pxoposed amendment per.mitted houses 
too large for such small lots, causing undesirable impacts to Community 
Character. Moreover, there was CONCERN that MAKING SUCH S~LL LOTS MORE 
MARKETABLE would INCREASE the IKCENTIVE to DEVELOP THEM as individual building 
sites, RATHER THAN to COMBINE THEM into building sites that MEET ZONING 
STANDARDS. This in turn would RESUtT in an UNANTICIPATED LEVEL OF BUILDOUT OF 
SMALL LOTS, with the potential impacts discussed above. ****** 

Fox these xeasons, the Commission's action on LCP Amendment 1-97-~ rejected he 
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 problern, and directed staff to encourage the County to 
determine the exact magnitude of the problem, and develop an effective means 
to deal with it. *** (Ed Note: NOT noNe TO D~TE!) 

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 (El Granada) 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 
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drops below 5,000 sq.ft. for two consecu~ive years, ~he Coun~y 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 homes on substandard locs, but did offer County planning staff assistance 
to the Mid-Coast Community Council if it demonstrated broad Community support 
for such more restrictive standards. There has been much subsequent public 
debate about the adequacy of the approach the County has taken. The Midcoast 
Community Council (Elected individuals advisory to the Board of Supervisors) 
has actively raised ~he issue of potential problems associaced with buildout 
of substandard lots; their letter is included as Exhibit 19. Another local 
public agency, che Granada 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 specitically count the substandard lots in its 
jurisdiction. 

+++ Indeed, some of the facts related to this appeal raise serious concerns 
over the EFFICAC~ of the county's approach to substandard lots. A3 discussed 
further in section 2c, page 26 below, the subject parcel was recently one of 
three ••contiguous, commonly owned subscandai:d lots" held by Richard Shimek: and 
Shannon Marquard. The 8, 000 sq. ft. total area of the three J.ots, 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 pu~ehaser, the present applicant (tinda Banks/Judy Taylor). 

That THREE CONTIGUOUS LOTS in A SINGLE, COMMON OWNERSHIP COULD BE SOLD 0~~ in 
a·~ER that NECESSITATED DE~LOPING A SUBSTANDARD BUILDING SITE RATHER THAN 
MERGED TN~O ~ PARCEL MEETING MINIMUM LOT REQUIREMENTS, POSES RF.~L QUESTIONS 
about the WORKABILITY OF THE COUNTY'S APPROACH.COMMISSION STAFF had EXPRESSED 
CONCERN to COUNTY STAFF during the formulaUon of its substandard lot 
consolidation policy that PRECISELY this KIND OF TRANSFER of TITLE could be 
USED as a LOOPHOLE to AVOin the CONSOLIDATION REQUIREMENTS. Staff further 
CAUTIONED that it WOULD BE VERY DIFFICULT TO TELL IF SUCH TRANSFERS WERE 
HAPPENING ON A IJ\RGE SCALE, because STJCH S.T\LES 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 substanti.al 
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 
Iruii.Y well wa:r..rant development of an LCP amendment by the County." *** 

I have three other concerns: 

(1) I feel this proposed house will put undue pressures on the Urban/Rural 
Boundary and the PAD Agricultural land it is directly adjacenc eo - this isn't 
right at all due to the fact that this ~ocation may negatively impact 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas - plants and animals there and this 

·-appeal should therefore be appealable to the Coastal Commiss:i.on as a 
conse~'8otlce. 
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(2) It is not appropriate for this proposed project or any others to be 
granted "Administrative" I'' Staff" Approved Coastal Development Penni ~s. For 
your information, the Half Moon Bay City Council has directed that there be NO 
"Administrative"/"Staff" Approved Coastal Development Permits for residential 
developmen~. Their directive stipulates ~ha~ there is a definite need for 
oversight from the Planning Commission and City Council in t.h:i s regard because 
they want to make sure that LCP Policies, Zoning Laws and Environmental 
Concerns according to the Coastal Act are taken 1nto consideration with a full 
and comprehensive review. The County's Planning Department needs to match Half 
Moon Bay's lead in this regard. 

(3) The County's "LCP Update" is NOT dealing with the Sub-Standard Lot 
Problems in the Mid-Coast! ·George Bergman 1 s material states that it is the 
County's intent to consider lots 3,500 sq.ft. "buildable, as a. matter of 
right" and 25' wide lots - 2,500 sq.ft. "buildable with a Use Permit" - that 
is NOT dealing with the Sub-Standard Lot Problem as the Coastal Commission 
directed. Nor does the fact that the Zoning Lo~ Minimum Requirements or lo~ 
merging policies are NOT being enforced. 

Please uphold the appeal and take steps to consolidate both the applicant's 
and the appellant's parcels into Conforming Parcels that DON'T create and 
isolate Sub-Standard Lots as is the case with the current proposed project. 
And, to ensure that this type of problem does not reoccur, impose a moratorium 
on any further development involving Non-Conforming, Sub-Standard Lots until 
such time that they are consolidated into feasible, conforming parcels . 

. Very truly yours, 

~~K~ 
P.O. Box 1284 
El Granada, CA 94018 
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~NVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES 
AGENCY 

. ; ; .. · :.': :·.~ .. :. •,:· . :· .. ·. 
. · ... 

Agricultural 
Commissioner/ Sealer of 

Weights & Measures 

Animal Control 

Cooperative Extension 

Fire Protection 

LAP Co 

Library 

Parks & Recreation 

Plannjng & .Buildin& 

Commissioners: 

David Bomberger 

William Wong 

Bill Kennedy 

Ralph Nobles 

Jon Silver 

Septem'Qer 49, 2003 

Thomas Callan 
2790 Junipero Serra Boulevard 
Daly City, CA 94015 

. " .. ,: . :: .... ·. ·.. ·~ 

Dear Mr. Callan: 

Please reply to: 

.. ''· 

:·... . 

Subject: File Number2002-00115 

... 

Gabrielle ·Rowan 
(650) 363-1829 

' : 

... · .. < .: ... :· 

..... 

Location: 
APN: 

482 Corodado Avenue, M:irSmat-
048-025-110, 120, 130, and f40 . 

On September 24, 2003, the San Mateo County Planning Commission. 
considered your appeal of a decision by the Planning Directo~ to apin"oye a 
Coastal Development Permit and Coastside Design Review pUISuant to Sections 
6328.4 and 6565.7, respectively, of the San Mateo 'County Zoning ReSillations, 
and a Lot Line Adjustment pursuant to Section 7124 of the Couti.ty ~ui::idivision 
Regulations, for a new 4,233 sq. ft. residence including a 63.7 sq:· ft attached 
garage and the installation of a new fire hydrant and the· extension of 120 linear 
feet of water and.sewer main lines on a parcel located at 482'Coronado Avenue 
in the unincorporated Miramar area of San Mateo County. The Lot Line 
Adjustment revises the parcel boundary and effectively 'swaps' lot 23 (048·02:5-
110) with lot 22 (048-025-120). 

Based on information provided by staff and evidence presented at tbe hearing the 
P~anning Commission denied the appeal, upheld the decision of the Planning 
Director, approved the Coastal Development Permit, Coastside Design RevieW 
and Lot Line Adjustment, made the findings and adopted conditions of approval 
as attached. 

Any interested party aggrieved by the determination of the Planning 
Commission has the right of appeal to the Board of Supervisors within ten (1 0) 
business days from such date of determination. .The appeal period for this matter 

·will end at 7:00p.m. on Tuesday, October 14,2003. 

PLANNING COMMISSION. 
4SS County Center, 21111 Ploor • Redwood Ocy, CA 94063 • Phone (650) 363-4161 • FAX (650) 363-4849 
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J!youhave questions regarding tlris matter, please contact the Project Planner listed above. 

Sinc~ll ~ 
KanDeeRud 
Planning Commission Secretary 
Pcd0924n_5kr.doc 
cc: Department of Public Works 

Building Inspection 
Enviromnental Health 

. . ~ . 

CDF 
HMB Fire Protection District 
Assessor 
Califotnia Coastal Commission 
Sheila Hayes, Owner 
~baraMauz 
Nicholas Licata 
Leonard Woren 
James Brennan 
MCC 

·:··.";·';~· ·, ~:.?·:t<.<·>:··:.: :·.-: 
.. . ... ·. ·.. ..... . ..... 
. -\.: \:~~:·~~· .. ~· .. ~:.;:.· . ·~·'. : .... : ":•: . . . . . ' ..:·~:··'' ' . . ~ :: ~ ... : 

, 'I,' l:;,:· 

:• 
. ·. '.; ..... _. ~:-··r .. 



148-2 ,. 

• I • I • 1 • I ' I ....,. 1p1PI 49 I ..,.. I tpo I ·•-• ..;.I -zlff1Wita"!E"Ii 
e 

l ~ 
BlfOU.LO! Lilli 
ADJUSD!IJifl 

/A PARCCL. 14Af' H:1L 12j4J 

~PARCEL' MAP VOL B7~ 
A SHORE ACRE$ ltSII 

0 

APplicant: MAYES/cALLAN 

Fife Numbers: PLN2002-00t 15 · 

~ 
¥ 

I 

'®I@' I I 
39 I 31 .J7 1 .Jti 

I~ 

. AI'I-B LO.T LID 
ADJUST·IID! 

lA MTfC'fL MAP VOL 12j4.J 

£·PARCEL M~P. ·vo~ ~7~2_ 
l&sNOR£.. ACRE$ RSM 

81 

~­
¥ 

~ 3 

I 

I 

~ 
3 .. 

j 
~ 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
:>S 

! 

"'0 
I 
0 z m 
z 
0 

.. 

""" 1\) 
m 
~ 
(S) ..... 
w 

0 
0 
t+ 

..... 
~ 

1\l 

~ 
m 
~ 

ftJ 
3: 

"'0 ..... 
~ 



FROM xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx __ PHONE NO. : 7264013 Oct. 14 2003 06:44PM P15 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Item #5/Hayes/Callan 
Regular Agenda 

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO 
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES AGENCY 
PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION 

DATE: September 24, 2903 

Planning Commission 

Planning Staff 

STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM: Consideration of an appeal or"a decision by 
the Planning Director to approve a Coastal Development Permit and. Coastside · ·· 
Design Review, pursuant to Sections 6328.4 and 6565.7, respectively, of the 
San Mateo County Zoning Regulations, and a Lot Line Adjustment, .pw-suant 
to Section 7124 of the County Subdivision Regulations, for a new 4,233 sq. ft. 
residence including a 63 7 sq. ft. attached garage, and including the installation of 
a new fire hydrant and the extenSion of 120 linear feet ofwater·and sewer main 
lines on a parcel located at 482 Coronado Avenue in the unincorporated Miramar 
area of San Mateo County. This project is not.appealable to the California· 
Coastal Commission. 

County File Number: PLN 2002-00115 (Hayes) 

RECOM:MENDATION 

Deny the appeal and 1:1phold th.e decision oftb.e Pl2Il!ling Director to approve the Coastal 
Development Permit, Coastside Design Review and Lot Line Adjustment, County File Number 
PLN 2002-00115, by making the required findings and adopting the conditions of approval listed 
in Attachment A. 

PROPOSAL 

This item was continued from :the June 11, 2003 'Planning Commission meeting in order to allow 
time for both parties to submit a lot line adjustment application to prevent two substandard 
parcels continuing to exist following the proposed .development. 

The applicant and appellant submitted a lot line adjustment application on August 6, 2003. The 
proposed lot line adjustment effectively swaps Lot 23 (048-025-110} ~th Lot 22 (048-025-120) 
as per the discussion at.the last Planning Conuhission hearing. The proposed development site 
for the new house will still be a flag configuration and will still be 11,550 sq. ft. The design of 
the house and driveway has been revised to relocate the proposed: driveway adjacent to the open 
space at the end of Coronado Avenue and to re-orientate the garage to face the street. 
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The adjacent parcels will be 3~850 sq. ft. and 4,400 sq. ft., respectively. As a condition of this 
approval, these will be required to be merged to create just one substandard parcei of8,.256 'sq. ft. 
This will significantly improve the current non-conforming situation of two legal substandard 
parcels. 

This revised application ha.s been reviewed by the Midcoast Co:mmu:nity ~ouncil and they stated 
that they have no further issue with the proJect. 

Planning staff considers that this revised proposal complies with the applicable General Plan 
Policies, the Local Coastal Program, the Zoning Regulations and the Subdivision Regulations 
and. therefore, recommends that the Plsnmng Commission deny the appeal and uphold the 
decision of the Planning Director to approve the Coastal Development Permit, Coastside Design 
Review and Lot Line Adjustment by making the required findings and adoptfug the conditions of 
appr_oval as listed in Attachment A. · · 

ATTACHMENTS 

A. Revised Recommended Find.inis and Conditions of Approval 
B. Lot Line Adjustment Plan 
C. Revised Site Plan 
D. Revised Elevations 

GR:cdnlfc • GERN1270 _ WCU.DOC 

-------

~·· 
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CAL:·IF.ORN.;A coASTAL COivlri'i"s's'ioN ···.u.O:I:O"'"'"'"•'·····w· ,,,, ·-4-. aet-h .... ~t ~~r- ~: 
•s F"'I~ONT, S\illU %ooo •• 
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"'OIC! A:-'0 TDtJ (AI.l') ~M· SZGO 
FAX ( 41 ~) ~04• HOD 

lto>·. 

· June 26, 2003 

To: 

From; 

Subject: 

Coastal Commissioners and Interested Parties 

Peter Douglas, Executive Director 
Charles Lester, Deputy Director 
Chanda Meek, Coastal Program Analyst 

Public hearing and Commission determ'ination of appealability far 
purposes of applicable hearing and notice proeadures, pursuant to 
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 135f;i9, for coastal 
development permit granted to Tom Carey by San Mateo County for 
a purported lot line adjustment between 4 contiguous parcels of · 
undetermined legality at Coronado Avenue and Magellan Avenue in 
Miramar, San Mateo County (APNs 048~024-180, 3501 420, and 430). 

Summary of Staff Recommendation 
On September 1 0, 2002, staff received a Notice of Final Local Decision from San Mateo County 
indicating that the County had gT~nted a coastal development pem1jt (CDP) to Tom Carey for a 
purported lot line adjustment betw·een 4 contiguous parcels of undetermined legality jn the R-1 
zone (single family r~sidential~ ~ 0,000 square-foot lot minimum) located at Coronado Avenue 
and Magellan Avenue in Miramar (APNs 048~024-180, 048-024-350. 048~024-420~ and 048-
024-430). Staffha.d pre,·iously infom1ed County Planning staff on Ausust 8. 2002 in writing 
that, pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30603( a)( 4), County approval of a coastal deve-lopment 
permit for the purported lot line adjustment would 'be appealable to the Commis::tion because a 
lot line adjustment is development and is not identified as the principal permitted u.ss in auy 
.zoning districts \Vithi.n the Coastal Development overlay zone in the County, including the R-1 
zone. Staff also infonned the County of the administrative procedures provided by the · 
Commjssion's regulations for resolution of questions or disagreements concerning whether a 
development is non-appealable or appealable for purposes ofn.otice, hearing and appeals 
procedures (14 CCR §13569). Despite the fact that the County believes a COP is not required 
for lot line adjustments in the County of San Mateo, the County informed the applicant o!the 
dispute between the County and the Commission.'s Executiv~ Director and allowed the applicant 
to voluntarily apply for a CDP (Exbibit 4, page 2). 

On A1.1gust 14, 2002, on appeal from the Planning Director~ s decision, the San Mateo County 
Planning Conunission approved CDP PLN2001-001.93 for a pmported lot line adjustment 
betwee11 four con.tiguous parcels ofundetennined legality. The Commission received a Notice of 
Final Local Action ("FLAN'') from thP- Cotmty on September 10, 2002. The County's FLAN did 
not designate the project as appealable or non-appealable (Exhibit 1 ). 

By letter dated September 12, 2002, Commission staffinfotmed the County and the applicant 
that purs1.1ant to 14 CCR Secti.on 13571, the Executive Director had detennined that the project 
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was appealable and that the FLAN was deficient because it did not meet the requirements of 14 
CCR Section 13571 and San Mateo County Zoning Code Sections 6328.11.1 and 6328.16 and 
requested that the County issue a. corrected FLAN that indicates tbe pennit is appealable and 
includes the procedures for appeal oftl?.e local decision to the Commission (Exhibit 3). The 
September 12, 20021etter also informed the County and the applicant th~ pw-suant to Section 
13572 of the Commission's regulations and San Mateo County Zoning Code Section 6328.16, · 
the CDP approved by the County (PLN2001-00193) WO\Jld rem.ain suspended and would not 
become effective until a correctt3d notice had been issued and the ten-day appeal period to the 
Commission had elapsed. 

On November 21, 2002 Commission staff received a FLAN date;d November 19, 2002 
continuing to notice CDP PLN2001-00193 as not appealable to the Commission (Exhibft 4). 
The accompanying letter to the applicant stated that the County does not consider a coastal 
development permit to be required for a lot line adjustment. By letter dated November 25, 2002, 
Commission staff infonned the County .and the applicant that the FLAN remains deficient 
(Exhibit 5). Commission staff also infonned th~ County that as the County contin~es to 
disagree with the Executive Dire~tor's detennination that the prQject comes within the 
Commission's appellate jurisdiction, the staff would schedule a hearing on the determination of 
appealability pursuant to 14 CCR Section 13569(d). 

Staff recommend$ that the Commission determine that the County's action on the coastal 
development permit application authorizing the purported lot line adjustment is development 
appealable to the Coastal Commi.ssion pursuant to Section 30603(a)(4} of the Coastal Act. 

1.0 .STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

1.1 Motion 
I move that the Commissio12 reject tho Executfve Director's determination that th1 coastal 
development p•rmit approved by thP- San Mateo C"un.ty Planm'ng Commission on August 
14, 2002,for Assessor Parcels 048~024-1 80, 048-024-350, 048·024-420, a11d 048-024-
430 is apptJalable to the Coastal Commission. 

Staff recommends a NO vote. Fai.lu1'8 oft!Us motion will result in: (1) the Commission 
upholding the Executive Director's determination that the coastal development permit for the 
purported lot line adjustment granted by the San Mateo County Planning Commission on Aupst 
14,2002, f'ot San Mateo County Assessor Parcel Nwnbcrs 048-024-180,048-024-350, 048-024-
420, and 048-024-430 is appealable to tbe C~a.stal Commission; and (2) the adoption of the 
following resolution and findings. A :majority vote of the Conunissioners present is required to 
pass the motion. · 

1.2 Resolution 
The Cotnmission. by adoption of the artached findings, determines consistent with Section 13569 
of Title 14 of the California Code ofRegulatiotlS, that the coastal development permit for the 
purported lot line adjustment granted by the San Mateo County Planning Commission on AuJUst 
14, ~002, for Assessor Parcel Num.bers 048-024-180, 048-024-350, 048-024-420, and 048·024-
430 1s appealable to the Coastal Commission. 

2 

·. 
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2.0 Findings and Declarations 
· The Commission finds and declares as follows: 

2.1 Authority for Determination 
Title 14~ Section 13569 of the Califom.ia Code of Regulations states: 

The determination of whether a development is categorically excluded, non-appealable or 
appealable for purposes of notice, hearing and appeals procedures shall be made by the local 
government Qt the time the application for development within the coastal zone is submitted. This 
determination shall be made w1th reference to the certified local Coastal Program, including any 
maps, categorical !Xclusions, land use designation.s and zoning ordinance$ which are adopted as 
part of the Local Coastal Program. Where an applicant, interested person. or a local government 
has a question as to the appropriate designation for the development, the following procedl)l'¢s 
shall establish whether a development is categorically excluded, non-appealable or appealable= 

(a) The local government shall make ;ts determination ns to what type of development is being 
proposed (i.e. categorically excluded, appealable, non-appealable) and shall inform the 
applicant of the notice and hearing requirements for that particular development. The local 
determination may be made by any designated local government eml'loyee(s) or any local 
body as provided in local government procedures. 

(b) lf the determination of the local government is challeil.i~d by the applicant or an interested 
person, or if the local government wishes to have a Commission determination a$ to the 
appropriate designation, the local government shall notify the Commission by telephone of 
the dispute/question and shall request a.n Execuciv¢ Director's opinion; 

(c) Ttte executive director sh1dl, within two (2) working days of the local government request (or 
upon completion of a s;te inspection where such inspection is warran.ted), transmit his or her 
determination as to whether the development is categorically excluded, non-appealable or 
appea1able: 

(d) Y..'here. after the executive diTector's investjsmtion, the executive diret;tor's determi!lation is 
not in aQSoniance with the local government determination, the Commission shall hold a. 
hearingjor pumoses of detennining the appropriate designation for the area. 'The 
Commission shall schedule the hearing on the dctenninatiort for the next Comm;ssion 
meeting (in the appropriate geographic region of the state} following the localiOvemrnent 
request. [ErnphaFis added.] 

After the certification of a LCP, the Coll'Ullission is authorized to resolve disputes regarding the 
appropriate status of a development proposal (i.e., categorically excluded, non-appealable, or 
appealable). The purpose of the dispute resolution regulation is to provide for an administrative 
p~cess for the resolution of disputes over the $tatus of a particul.ar project. Such a process :is 
important when two agencies, here San Mateo County and the Coastal Conun;ssion, each have 
either original or appellate jurisdiction over a giv~n project. The Coastal Act was set up to give 

-- certified local gove111ments the primary permitting authority over projects proposed in the 
Coastal Zone but to allow the Commission oversight authority over specified projects through 
the appeal process. Thus, the reguladons anticipated that, from time to time, there may be 
disagreements regarding the status of a particuhir project and an administrative dispute resolution 
process would be preferable (and quicker) than the immediate alternative Qf litigation. The local 
go"·emment or other interested person may initiate or forward a request to the Commission's 
E.""<ecutive Director. lf the Executive Director attd the local govenunEmt are in disagreement over 

3 
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the appropriate processing status, as is the situation here, the Comm.ission is charged-with 
maldng the final determination. 

The Executive Director is required to render a detennination (14 CCR § 13569(c)) and, in the 
event the local government disagrees with the opinion, "the Com.mission shall hold a hearing for 
pui:poses of detennin.ing the appropriate designation for the area, (14 CCR § 13569(d)). It is · 
clear from a plain reading of the regulation, that where the Executive Director and the local 
government disagree, participation is not optional and that if a system for dispute resolution is to 
be effective .• the requirements for implementation of the pror.~ss must be obs:erved by botlt the 
Coastal Commission and the local govemro.ent. n1e Executive Director has therefore made a 
determination, the pounty disagrees, and the Commission will hear the matter. 

2.2 Local Government Action 
On August 14, 2002, the San Mateo County Planning Commission gtanted Coastal Development 
Pennit PLN200l-00193 to Tom Carey for development described as: · 

Lot lziJe adjustment between four parcels to c1·eate fou1' reconfigured parcels located at 
Coronado Avemce and }..fagellan A venue. 

The Planning Director's approval of the CDP was appealed locally to the County Planning 
Commission. On August 14, 2002 the Planning Commission took final action on the appeal, 
denied the appeal and upheld the Planning Director's approval of CDP PLN20.01-00193 for the 
purported lot line adjustment. 

The County Plannh)g Department subsequently transmitted to Coastal Commission staff a Notice 
of Final Local Decision. dated September 9, 2002 (Exhibit 1) stating: 

• On August 14, 2002, the Coupty l1ad. conditionally approved a coastal development 
pennit for the subject lot line adjustment; and 

• The County appeal period for this action ended on September 3, 2002. 

2.3 Executive Director's Determination 
On August 8, 2002, Commission staff received an agenda staff report for CDP PLN2001·00193 
for a purpot}ed lot line adjustment between 4 contiguous parcels of undetermined legality. On 
Augll$t 8, 2002, Commission staff informed the County Planni:og Oepartmertt by letter that CDP 
PLN2001·00193 is appealable to· the Commission pursuant to Coastal Act Section 30603(a)(4) 
because lot line adjustments are development and are not designated as the principal permitted 
use under the zoning ordinance or zoning district map (E:dlibit 2). Staff requested that the 
County correct the report and notice the permit application as appealable to the Commission. 
Staff also notified the County that if it disagreed with the Comm~ssion staff's determination of 
appealability, staff would sc~edule a dispute resolution hearing before the Commission pursuant 
to 14 CCR 13569. 

Section 6328.16 of the County's certified LCP specifies that actions by the County "may bg 
app~aled to the Coastal Commission in.accordance wz'th Coasral Commission regulations. " 
S~ct1on 13571 ~fthe Commission's :regulations requires that a local government's Notice of 
F1nal Local Action on appealable development must include the procedures for appeal of the 

4 
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local decision to the Commission. The September 9, 2002 County Notice of Final Local 
Decision did not meet the requirements for such notice specified by Section 13571 ofthe 
Comm.i.::~si_on's regulations and Sections 6328.11.1 and 6328.16 of the County's Zoning Code. 

In accordance with Section 13572 of the Commission's regulatioXls: 

A \Qsal government's flnal decision on an applic~t1on for an am71eaJable develo.runcnt shall 
become effective: after the ten (10) working day appeal period to the Comnussiol'l has apired 
unless e1thcr of the following occur: 

(b) the notice of fins.1local government action dw not meet the .requirements of Section 
13571. £Emphasis added.) 

Section 13571 of the Cornmission•s regulations requires that a Notice of Final Local Action 
provide the procedures for appeal of the 1ocal decision to the Commjssion. The County's Notice 
ofFimd Local A.c.tion did not contain these required procedures. Consequently, the Co'f:IIlty~s 
No1iee afFinal Local Action on CDP PLN2001-00193 was deficient and~ pursuant to section 
13572 of the Commission~s regutations and Section 6328.16 of the County's Zoning Code, the 
effective date of the local government action has been suspended. 

On August 14, 2002. on appeal from the Planning Director's decision, the San Mateo CountY 
Planning Commission approved CDP PLN2001-00193 for a purported lot line adjustment 
between four contiguous parcels of undetermined legality. The Commission received a Notice of 
Firta.l Local Action C•ftAN1

') from the County on September 10,2002. The County's FLAN did 
not designat~; the project as appealable or n.on-appealable (Exhibit 1). 

By letter dated September 12. 2002. Commiss1on staff informed the County and the applicant 
that pursuant to 14 CCR Section 13571, tbe Executive Director had determiued that the project 
was appealable and that the PLAN was deficient because it did not meet the requirements of 14 
CCR Ser;tion 13571 and San Mateo County Zoning Code Sections 6328.11. I an.d 6328.16 and 
requested that the County issue a corrected FLAN that indioa.tes the permit is a.ppeaJa.ble and 
includes tbe procedu.r.es for appeal ofth.e local decision to the Commission (Exhibit 3). The 
September 12, 2002letter also infonncd the County a11d the applicant that, pursuant to Section 
J 3572 and San Mateo County Zoning Cod~ Section 6328.16. the CDP approved by the County 
(PLN2001-00 193} would remain suspended and would not become effective until a con-ected 
notice had been issued and the ten-day ap.peaJ p~riod to the Commission had elapsed. 

On November 21.2002 Commission staffreceived a FLAN dated November 19.2002 
continuh1g to notice CDP PLN2001~00193 as not appealab1e to the Com1nission. (Exhibit 4). By 
letter dated November 25, 2002, Commission staff informed the County and the applicant that 
the PLAN rcmah1s deficient (ExhibitS). Commission staff also ittforrned the County that as the 
County continues to disagree with the Executive Director's detennination that County approvBl 
ofCDP PLN2001-00193 is appealable to the Commission. l:he staff would schedule a hearing 011 

the detennination of appe:tlability pursuant to 14 CCR Se~tion 13569( d). 

2.4 Summary of Issue and Commission Determination 
The issue before tho Commission at this time is: 

5 
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Is approval by the Co~ty of the coastal development pertclit for the puzported lot line adjustment 
'between 4 contiguous parcels of und!i:tennined legality appealable to the Coastal Commission? 

. As discussed below, the Commission .finds that Section 30603(a)(4) confers the Commission 
with appellate jurisdiction over any "development" that is not listed as the principal pennitted 
use in the County's certified Local Coastal Program. Because the purported lot line adjustment 
between 4 parcels of undetermined legality constitutes "developmenf' under 30106 ofthe 
Coastal Act and because lot line adjustments are not listed as the principal permitted use in the 
County's Certified Local Coastal Program, the pti.J:ported lot line adjustment between 4 parcels of 
undetcnnined legality is development appealable to the Commission pursuant to Section 
30603(a)(4) of the Coastal Act. 

2.4.1 Appealability 
Coastal Act Section 30603(a) states in relevant part: 

(a) A1t.er certification of its local coastal pteg:ram. an a.ation taken by a looal gtWemment on a 
coastal dewlopn:Jent pennit application may be appealed to the commission for only the 
following t)l}:les of developments: 

(4) Any sJevelopmcnt approved by a coastal county that is not designated as the princi]:lal 
~itted Use under the .Wp:irtg ordinance OJ: 7.Qning district map approved pursuant to Chapter 6 
(-;ommenc:ing with Section 30500). (Emphasis added.] · 

Section 30603(a)(4) confers appellate jurisdiction over any c'development" approved by a coastal 
county that is not designated as the pri11cipal permitted use under a county's approved zoning · 
ordinmce (See also Section 632S.3(s) of the County's zoning code- Exhibit 6). Section 30106 
of the Coastal Aet states that "[d]evelopment'' means, on land, in or under water, ... change in 
t!Jfl density or intensit)l of use of land, including, but 1zot limited to, subdivisi01'f pursuant to the 
Sl.tbdivisir:m Map Act (c()mmenciltg with Sectio1z 66410 of the Government Code), and any other 
'division of land, including lot splits, " ... The Court of Appeal held in its published decision in La 
Fe v. Los Angeles County (1~99) 73 Cal.App.4th 231 that lot line adjustments are development as 
defined in Section 30106 both becaus~ lot line adjustments constitute a division·ofland and 
because Jot line adjustments result in a change in the density or intensity of use of land. A lot 
line adjustment thus constitutes "development" under Section 30106 of the Coastal Act. 

Lot line adjustments are not designated as the princiJ'al permitted use under the San Mateo 
County One-family Residential (R-1) Zoning District, the Coastal Zone Overlay District (CD) or 
the applicable zoning district map. The ptoperty affected by the purported lot line adjustment is 
zoned R-1/S-94/CD. The R-l!S~94/CD Zoning District enumerates 10 different types of uses 

. and none of these uses are designated as the principal permitted use (Exhibit '7). Therefore. the 
County's zoning ordinance falls to designate one principally pennitted use for the R.-1/S-94/CD 
Zoning District (Exhibit 7). In addition~ none of the ten types of uses enumerated in the R-liS-
94/CD Zonini District such as "one-family dwellings" include lot line adjustments (Exhibit 7), 
Aceordiugly, because a lot line adjusttn~t constitutes "development" but is not identified as 
either the principal permitted use of th.e R-1/S-94/CD Zoning District or even a pennitted use in 
the R.-1/S-94/CD Zoning District, pursuant to Section 30603(a)(4) of the Coastal Aet, any 
approval of a coastal de\Telopment penn it for a lot line adjustment in the R-11S·94/CD zone is 
appealable to the Coastal Commission. Therefore, County ;1ppro'Val of CDP PLNZOOl-00193 for 

6 
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the purported lot line adjustment is appe~l.a.ble to the Commission pursuant to Section 
30603(a)(4) of the Coastal Act. 

. Additionallyt the County's certified zoning ordinance further recognizes that the purported lot 
line adjustment does not qualify as a "priucipa.l permitted use" and is therefore development · 
appealable to the CoJJ1.roission pursuant to Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. The County defines 
"principal pemtitted use" as ~oany u$e representative of the basic zone district allowed without a 
use permit in that underlying di$trfcl" (Sea Section 6328.3(q) of the County's Zoning Code­
Exhibit 6). As discussed above, a lot line adjustment is not listed as a pellD.itted use in the 
County's :zorti.ng ordinance and is thus not a use representative ofthe basic zone district. Further, 
pursuant to Zoning Code Sectio11 6133(3)(b)(l)(a) ~(Exhibit 8), a use permit would be required 
for the putported lot Une adjustn\ent because on.e of the purported parcels to be· adjusted is an 
unimproved, nonconforming p;\rcelless than 5,000 square feet in $i.ze in a zone that requires a 
10,000 squar.e-foot minimum lot size. Specifically, Section 6133(.3)(b)(l)(a) (Exhibit 8) ofthe 
City's Zonirtg Code states that ''[d]evalopment of an unimproved non-conforming parcel shall 
require the issuarzce of a use permit when ... (c) the required parcel s:'ze is > 5, 000 square feet but 
the actuallloncatiformtngparcel si;e J's <5,000 squarefoet" As stated above, a lot line 
adjustment constitutes .. development'' under 30). 06 of the Coastal Act. In the case of the subject 
property, the purported lot line adjustment would occur in a zone where the minimum lot size is 
10,000 square feet an.d would involve a purported parcel <5,000 square feet. Thus, since one of 
the purported parcels is <5,000 squate feet, the purported lot line adjusnnent would require a use 
permit becau.se it constitutes development of that unimproved no11-confonnu1.g parcel <5,000 
square feet in a zone where the rninimwn lot siz:e is 1 0,000 square feet. Thus, pursuant to 
Section 6133(3)(b)(1)(a) of. the County's zoning code, the purported lot line adjustment is . 
development that would require a use permit and does not constitt1te a principally pennitted use 
in the County's zoning district. A.s such, the purported lot line adjustment between four 
contiguous parcehi of undetemtined legality is appealable to the Conunission under Section 
30603(a)(4) of the Coastal Act because i.t is "development approved by a coastal county that is 
not designated as the principal pennitted use,. under the County's certified zoning ordinance. 

It should be noted that the four subject lots are held by two sets of owners in an antiquated 
subdivision in which many lots "fe nonconfonn1rlg, substandard lots smaller than the required 
10,000 square feet in the R-1/8-94/C.O zone. The County did not conduct an analysis into 
whether or not the original subdivision of the lots was conducted in accordance with the 
subdivision law in effect at the time the lots were purportedly created. Ifthe lots were not 
legally subdivided~ then the purported lot line adjustment would constitute a subdivision. It is 
the Executive Director's opinion, consiatent with the reasoning above, that whether the 
development approved by the County is a lot line adjustment or a subdivision, a CDP is required 
for such development and that any CDP approved b:y the County for either a lot line adjustment 
or a subdivision is appealable to the Commission. 

2.4.2 Review of Lot Line Adjustments in the Coastal Zone is an lsslte of 
Statewide Significance 

The Commission's appellate r.eview oflot line adjustments for confonnity \\ith the policies of 
the County's LCP and the Coastal Act is a matter of statewide significance. Lot line adjustments 
can result irt a chartge in the density or 1n.tensity of use ofland in a manner that conflicts with the 
resource and/or public access protection policies of a certified LCP and the Coastal Act. In the 
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case of the subject property, the purpose o.fthe purported lot line adjustment would be to allow 
for the reconfiguration of four contiguous parcels of undetennined legality and ranging in size of 
4,400, 13,600, 11,000 and 10,600 square feet into fow parcels of9,600, 9,600~ 10,400 and 
10,000 square feet in a zone jp which the min.imum parcel size is 10,000 square feet San Mateo 
Coun~ has hundreds of nonconfonning s1.1bstand;u:d lots purportedly "created" by subdivision 
map in the early 20m century. Commission staff has not yet been ab1e to investigate the legality 
of the majority of these lots under laws regulating divisions of land that existed at the time of the 
purported subdivision. In addition, many of these lots are not counted under the existing build­
out calculations of the San Mateo County LCP. A careful review of the legal status of lots to be 
adjusted is important in order to protect coastal resources and public access to the sea. 

The California Court of Appeals acknowledges the significance of the Commission's review of 
lot line ~djustments in La Fe v. Los Angeles County (1999) 73 Cal.App.4th 231). In this case, the 
appellate court upheld the Commission's denial of a coastal development permit application for a 
lot line adjustment because it would have made all of the affected lots accessible to a public 
$tree1 that was insufficient to provide access to the developed lots by tire .fighting equipment. A 
lot line adjusbnent could. also result in the configuration of property boundaries to create a parcel 
entirely covered by wetlands or environmentally sensitive habitat such that the resulting parcel 
could not be developed ~onsistmt with the wetland or ESHA protection policie$ of the Coastal 
A~t or a certified LCP. 

The Co:nimission recently affirmed that lot line adjustments are development that requires a local 
coastal development pennit appealable to the Commission in an October 10, 2002 hearing. The 
Commission directed San Mateo County to process a coastal development pennit for a purported 
lot line adjustment il'l San Mateo County ~.nd to notice it as appealable in acco~dance \Yith the 
certified LCP and the Commission's regulations (Commission file 2-02-01-:SDD, Buu) . 

.List of Exhibits 

EXHIBIT 1: September 9. 2002 Deficient Final Local Action Notice 
EXHIBIT 2: August 8, 2002 CCC letter fdentifyfng approved development as appealable 
EXHIBIT 3: September 12,2002 CCC Letter regarding Oeflclent Final Local Action Notice 
EXHIBIT 4: November 19. 2002 Final Local Action Notice 
EXHIBIT 5: November 25. 2002 CCC Latter regarding Deficient Final Local Action Notice 
EXHIBIT 6: Exoerpt of San Mateo County Coastal Zone Disbict Regulations and Definitions 
EXHIBIT 7: Excerpt at San Mateo County R-1 Zone Regulations 
EXHIBIT 8: Excerpt of San Mateo County Zoning Regulations pertaining to Non-Conforming Parcels 
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October 6, 2003 -u~-
Members or th~ Calirornia Coastal Commission 
C/O Mr. Chris Kern~ 

--qs Fremont, Suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
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Re: Request to Appeal to Coastal Commission Lot Line Adjustment/Project 
San Mateo County PLN 2002-00115 - Sheila Hayes, Owner - and, 
San Mateo County PLN 2001-00508 - Carey/Stebbins COP for. "Lot MergerH, 
"Utility Line (water/sewer main) Extensions", Tree Removal-30 Trees), 
Grading/Filling In of Ephemeral Stream/Stream Bank ~ House Construction 

Dear Mr. Kern, 

Despite the Coas~al Commission's determinatton in August, 2003 (Agenda Item 
#W4a Torn Carey LLA) that Lot Line Adjustments (LLAs) ARE considered to be 
development requiring a separate Coastal nevelopmen~ Pe.rmit (CDP) and, thac 
LLAs ARE appealable to the Coastal Commission we are seeing a continuation of 
the pattern of abuse described in my lettl!!·r da:t:~d Juiy 30, -2003 ,(see attach.) . 

• .r 
On September 24, 2003, the San Mateo County Planning Commission WENT TOTALLY 
AGAINST ~he Coastal Commission's de~er.rnination made in August by denial of 
Thomas Callan's appeal and granting a blanket CDP for LLA and project for 
Sheila Hayes ~LN 2002-00115 again, misinforminq the appellant and other 
concerned parties that LLAs axe not appealable to the CoastaJ. Commission. 

I am reques~ing ~hat I be able to appeal ~he decision regarding the project 
noted above directly to the California Coastal Commission. r am attaching my 
letters regarding the above named LLA/Froject which were submitted for the 
record along with other background materials for your review. Please also note 
tha~ I am in complete suppor~ of Nick Licata's recen~ appeal of Tom carey's 
LLA - this LLA carried along with it schemes for buildout water and sewer line 
extensions and a huge turnaround "'cul-de-l'iac" plans (PLN 2001-0050.8) which 
were Exhibits attached to my letter of July 3otn. 

Please also see attached the materials that show a NEW scheme that involves 
these plans for (PLN 2001-00508 - Carey/Stebbins Project) . The area involved 
is directly on a well-documented ephemeral scream/stream bank. No~ed U.S.G.S. 
Geologist, retired, Ken Lajoie made a presentation of aerial photos and 
topographical maps showing over 60 years existence of this stream to the San 
Mateo Coun~y Board of Supervisors on F.ebruary 27u', 2001 where he submitted 
these photos and maps directly to them. These materials have apparently been 
lost. Seeing that PLN 2001-00508 Tom Carey/Bruce Stebbins is a Blanket CDP 
which has received an "Administrative/Staff" approval 1 t.he only chance to 
prevent the exploitation~and destruction of this stream/stream bank, which is 
a Coastal .Resource, will~\-'t return vi.sit of your' Biologist, John Dixon, 
Enforcement Officer, Jo Ginsberg and yourself to this site fo~ identification 
so that the Coastal Commdss1on's jurisdictional boundaries can be changed. 

I will appreciate it very much if you can contact me as soon as possible via 
phone or mail of your advisements in these rnat~ers. Note that appeal period 
for the Kayes LLA will end at 7:00p.m. on Tuesday, October 14, 2003 as per 
County Planning Department's Notice of Final Decision (attached). 



FROM XXXXXXXXXXXXXxXXXXX __ _ 

July 30, 2003 

Peter Oouglas. !xecutlve Director 
Members of the california Coastal Commission 
C/0 Chris Kern, 01arles Lester & Chanda Meek 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 
san Francisco, CA 94105-2219 

PHONE NO. 7264013 

Re: Agenda Item W-4a (Procedures 2-D3-1-EDD [Carey-San Mateo County] 

Dear Mr. Douglas and Commission Members: 

Oct. 14 2003 06:51PM P26 

The matter of the County's failure to require Coastal Development Permits for Lot Une Adjustments per the Commission 
considered appealable to !tie Coastal Commission as in the above case is but one example of an ever increasing pattern of 
abuse by the County of the Community Plan which was Incorporated as Policy 1.5 in the County's Local Coastal Plan for the 
Mid-coast. 

Please advise what proceeding, audit, Investigation or enforcement action that the Commission can offer a very agglieved 
public in regard to a~rrealng 1tle following pattern of land use manlpufadon at worK on the San Mated County Mid-coast. 

Creation of Sub-Standard Lots via LLA (See Exhibit 1) 

Proliferation of AdminiStrative COPs (See Exhibit 2) 

Incremental and thus piecemeal lril'i'a-structure expansion racked onr.o Administrative COPs in the Conditions of 
Approval (See Exhibit 3} 

Note: These plans Involve fragile/sensitive habitat areas on an Intermittent Creek Bank that is directly adjacent ro 
the "Mirada Surf' tree grove and hillside areas. 

Oenlal of valid appeal status for projects with slgniHcant cumulative impact on development IntenSity (Exhibit 3) 

Out of order approval of project entitlements (See Exhibit 4) 

Attempt to lower the lot Size required for an entitlement to build by nght from the current Zoning Lot Minimum 
ReqUiremenlS of s,ooo sq. ft. for El Granada, Moss Beach & Montara and 10,000 sq.ft. In Miramar to 3,500 sq.ft. in 
County's "LCP Update" which iS NOT dealing with the SUb~Standard Lot Problems In the Mid-Coast as 1t1e coastal 
Commission previously directed them to do. Nor, Is the County reviSing down the out-dated, over-est1rMtecl LCP 
Builclout Numbers from the 1980'S ttlat don't even include the hundreds, if not thousands of Sub·Standard L.otsl 

AttemptS to suppress communications between the elected Mid-Coast LCP adviSory body (Mid<oast Community 
Coundl) and the Commission. 

There must be some remedy available tc correct the County'S attempt to make the Mid-coast a Coastal Ad: Free Zone. 
Otherwise, both the County and Commission will be faced with hundreds of fub.Jre appeals at great and unnecessary cost 

During the most recent (1998) lCP reviSion (spurred by the Coastal Protection Initiative} the Commission already rejected 
the County's attempt to grant 1i.JII-scale development rtghts to Sub-Standard Lots. The above pattern shows the County 
Implementing the rejected policy on a lot-by--lot basis that is destroying Coastal Resources Including Coastal/Ocean 
Viewsheds and putting incredible pre5SUres on other COastal Resources such as roads and water supply(lnfra-sb'ucture. 

Something ITU.JSt be done to stop this piecemeal destruction of the Mid-coast. 

Very truly yours, 

.:8~~.1<·~ 
Barbara K. Ma~a, 
Co-Appellant- CC Appeal # 2·SMC-02-D81 - Hodge- SUb-Standard Lot In Miramar 
P.O. Box 1284 
El Granada, CA 94018 

See attached Exhibits 



FROM : xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx___ _ PHONE NO. : 7264013 Oct. 14 2003 06:52PM P27 

' "~(~ LJ..JiA>L Vv<Jt-e. , · rj- 1"1 • , ~ 
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~~ ~ ';..{r;ru-R 
September 11 , 2003 

Bruce Stebbins 
992 Lakeview Way 
Emerald Lake Hills, CA 94062 

Dear Mr. Stebbins: 
/ 

NVIRONMENTAL 
SERVICES 
AGEN~¥ 

SUBJECT: 
·X 

When ~afting the conditions of approval. staff.inadvertently forgot to 
Animal Conuol specifically mention the r.rees that would be removed due to the road . . 

improvements. The Coastal Development Pennit does allow for the removal of 
the one pine tree within the building envelope of the proposed residence as well 

'! as allows for the removal ~~l!!_lU.!E"ees, as shown on the appro. ved ~. ooperative Extension ~ 
plans, which will be affect y ' e roa tmprovcments and utility line 
extensions. / 

Fire Protection Regarding the, 'ro ntal exe ion, all aspects of the pro,ject, as stated Y 
~ above, are coverea under the cate orical exem tio~t was filed subsequent1o \ 

I " e approval of the Coastal Deve opment ermit. 

LAP Co 

Litirary 

'acb & Rocreation 

anning & Building 

Ifthere are any questions, please contact me at 650/363-1839. 

Sara Bortolussi, AICP -
Planner Ill 

PLANNJNG Ai~D BUILDING 
4SS County Center. 2114 Floor • Redwood Ciry, CA 94063 • Phone {650) 363-4161 • FAX (650) 363-4849 
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FROM xxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxxx ___ _ 

February 27, 2001 

San Mateo County Board of Supervisors 
400 County Center 
Redwood aty, CA 94063 

Re: PLN 2000-00493 
APN 047-330-010 

Dear Members of the Board, 

PHONE NO. 726412113 Oct. 14 21211213 06:55PM P3121 

I am Kenneth R. Lajoie, a geologist recently retired after thirty years service with the US Geological 
Sutvey in Menlo Park, CA. While with the USGS, I conducted extensive research and published 
several reports on the geology of coastal San Mateo County. 

I am writing this letter in support of a citizen's appeal regarding the definition of a riparian wetland 
habitat along a small, unnamed stream near the sou them boundary of land parc:el4776 between El 
Granada and Miramar in coastal San Mateo County (please see enclosed map). Residents from El 
Granada recently informed me that part of this wetland had been damaged by road construction and 
home building in the area. 

l understand that t.he wetland along this stream is not recognized as an environmentally sensitive 
habitat by the County Planning Department or by the Coastal Commission mainly because the stream, 
itself, is not delineated by a blue line on the USGS 1:24,000 topographic maps (Half Moon Bay and 
Montara Mountain) covering that area. I should point out that most small, intermittent streams are not 
delineated on any USGS topographic maps at this scale. Consequently, these maps are virtually useless 
for locating or defining riparian habitats, or any other wetlands for that matter. 

At the request of two El Granada residents, I have inspected three sets of stereoscopic aerial 
photographs (1943, 1956 and 1974) presently in the archives of the USGS library to ascertain the nature 
of the disputed stJ:eam course (please see enclosed photocopies of these photographs). I have also 
inspected a 1962 ortho-photographic map from the CAL TRANS archives in Oakland, CA and a 1995 
ortho-photographic map from the Department of Public Works of San Mateo County (please see 
enclosed photocopies of these ortho-photographs). Additionally, I inspected the site in the field with 
local residents on Friday, February 24, 2001. 

On all five aerial photographs, which span 67 years, a small stream course clearly delineated by 
riparian vegetation (most likely willows) extends from the mouth of the hmside watershed above 
land parcel4776, across the flat coastal terrace and into the ocean. The stream course is also clearly 
delineated by the 10' contour lines on the large-scale 1962 CAL TRANS ortho-photographic map. On 
the 1962,1974 and 1995 photographs part of the stream course is obscured by a grove of eucalyptus trees, 
but is still visible. 

A small culvert allows the stream to flow beneath a dirt road along the southem boundary of land 
parcel 4776, and a second, larger culvert allows it to flow beneath Highway 1. Prior to severe sea-cliff 
erosion in the 1960's, a low concrete bridge allowed the stream to flow beneath Mirada Road and into 
the ocean; presently the stream enters the ocean through a deep gully east of the damaged bridge. 
Additionally a small culvert beneath the dirt road allows drainage from Magellan Ave. to enter the 
stream. 

The evidence from the aerial photographs, the culverts and the bridge clearly attest to the presence of 
a stream course along the southern boundary of land parcel4776, even though it is not delineated by a 
blue line on the USGS maps. The presence of water-loving vegetation along the stream clearly attests to 
the presence of a riparian wetland, which by any environmental standard is a sensitive habitat. 
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Si ncr; r.; I y 1 

'K(•nn<:rh 1:: l.:li\);t•~ Ph.j). 
GcologJst 
275 Oakhurst n<tl:l.' 

Menlo Patk, CA ~4025 

650·.322·97':)1 
kalajoie@ao! ('.tlm 

n·. Calif(lrnia Cn .. btili c~m\l'llls:HO!'l 

Lama Sti!in, Ch,lir .. !\'!ki-Cou.;;r C:.1m.n•un!l'·.' '.:·. li.mdl 
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STAT& OF CALIFORNIA-'THE RESOUF!CES AGENCY GRAY DAVIS. GOVERNOR =========-'""'"1""'!!"!...,'1'""'""= ....... =t·"'""'"'.,.,..•NUIIIII.oll•o~~~·'\lhN""":':"''-I•• .. ._MW~w:lc::II:::"O=•••=-====••=w-PH•» .. I\-:, ======---=====c==cMo-..i;;,;.,;;,;;;.;,;;,;.====. 
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45' FREMONT, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105· 2219 
VOICE ANO TOO (~15) 904• 5200 
FAX I 4 15) 904· 5400 

7 Apri12000 

San Mateo County Planning & Building Division 
ATTN: Dave Holbrook 
Mail Drop PLN 122 
455 County Center 
Red woo~ City, CA 94063 

RE: Mirada Surf/Doherty 

Dear Dave: 

I am writing regarding the alleged Coastal Act/LCP violations on the Mirada Surf/Doherty 
properties. During our site visit of Tuesday, April 4. 2000. Chris Kern, John Dixon, and I looked 
at the culvert repair/expansion, the access/haul road, the drainageway, the areas of tree removal, 
and the Mirada Surf property. Pursuant to our site visit, John Dixon. our biologist, indicated that 
he belleves that the drainageway located near the access road is actually a streambank, under the 
Coastal Commission's definition, as weJl as the Department ofFish and Game's definition of a 
stream This stream constitutes an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA), and, thUSt~fJ 
dev~opment proposed within 100 feet of the ESH,A would be appealable to the Coastal 
Commission. It is our intent to revise our post-certification map to reflect this change. 

In addition. as we discussed on site, the County's LCP regulations for repair and maintenance 
exclusions limit exclusions to repairs that do not incl'ease the size of the structure being repaired. 
Since an addition to the culvert was constructed, increasing its size, it appears that the work done 
on rhe culvert does not propedy qualify for an exemption under the County's regulations. You 
indicated to Mr. Doherty that an after-the· fact coastal permit would be required for the culvert 
repair and expansion. This coastal permit would be appealable to the Coastal Commission. We 
further concluded that the pending coastal permit for a single-family residence located near the 
culvert would be appealable to the Coastal Commission, based on its proximity to the stream. 

We have yet to determine if the access/haul road graded by J. L. Johnson js exempt from coastal 
permit requirements because it was allegedly graded pursuant to a timber harvest plan. We will 
look into that matter. 
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DAVE HOLBROOK 
Page 2 

Er.allv, biased on hil> sit~:: v!:.it. ll i~: D1. Dix;)!1's nl':nion that the hi.'•LinJ~~rks QfLSA's wetland 
st:rvt.y of th~ ~1irar.la Surr' prnpcrty ~~-:lib tu b .. ~ .lCCl!!':ile. 

I . 
/ .. ,. 

JO Gll'SBfRG 
Enfml'tiller.t Ar~a.lyst 
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PENINSULA OPEN SPACE TRUST 

A Key Coastal Property Is Donated to POST 
A few miles :north of Half Moon 

Bay, a large, 482-acre property forms 
the scenic backdrop Lo !he Coasts ide 
communities of El Granada and 
Miramar. 

This land, ·marked by gra!;sy 
hillsides, coastal ridges and a 
massive eucalyptus forest, affords . 
sweeping views of the coast. Its 
strategic location provides a rare 
opportunity to link other protected 
lands and create an extraordinary 
trail connection from the ocean 
shore to the crest of the Santa Cruz . 
Mountains. 

Recently appraised at $3.6 
million, the property, known as 
Wicklow, could have been developed 

, into a number of luxury hom~s. 
Instead, due to the gene~osily and 
foresight of the landowners, Mike 
and Margaret O'Neill and their. five 
children,. it has been donated to POST 
and will be permanently preserved 
as open space. Of the property's 482 
acres, the family gave 462 to POST 
and retained a 20-acre pm:·cel that 
includes the home where the senior 
O'Neiltc; reside. 

Wick.Iow was named after the 
county in Ireland where Mike 
O'Neill grew up. The land has high 
recreational value h1 its own right, 
but il<; most significant recreational 
potential. lies in providing an 
important link to other open lands. 

The property is· bordered by 
three other protected parcels: 
Rancho 'Corral de Tierra, a 4,262-
acre property acquired by POST for 
inclusion in the Golden Gate 
National Recreation Area (GGNRA), 

Margaret and Mike O'Neill on the Wicldow woperty 
(!JIIckground a11d inset) they dcmmd tcJ POST 

lies to the north and east; Quarry 
Park, a 40-acre community park 
owned by San Mateo County and 
maintained by Midcoast Park Lands 
(a local nonprofit organization that 
introduced POST to Mr. O'Neill) lies 
to the southwest; and Mirada Surf, 
a 40-acre parcel being purchased by 
the County for park use, is directly 
south, immediately adjacent to the 
Half Moon Bay state beaches. 

When POST transfers the 
property to public ownership, 
Wicklow will conned these open 
lands and facilitate w(.mderful 
recreational opportunities. A 

c(lntinuous network of county, stat• 
and (ultimately) GGNRAlands wil 
create a spectacular trail connectioJ 
stretching from the peak ofMontar 
Mountain all the way down to th 
coast. 

In the not too distant futurE 
thanks to the O'Neill family, yo1 

• continued orz baclc pag• 
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... . ...... , ..... ~~. .. ,:···· . 
Audrey Ru~t, POST president. POST will do the right thing. 

"At n time when !:here is a lot of They'll keep it as open space." 
retrenching taking place, it's nice to Wjcklow has a tich and diverse 

Coastal Property 
• •• '..... • • 0 ....... ·: •• ,. ' •• 

see someone step forward and make history. 'Dle bowl~shaped. parcel was 
·:;.,contirzuedfrom page 1 1 th a significant gift tot 1c ~ommunily. used for cattle grazing in e early 

will be able to hike frorn the beach I find it verj inspiring." 1800s and later became the Blue 
at Mirada Surf up through the ..... Mike O'Neill, 80, has been ~n the Gum Ranch, the first settlement in 
eucalyptus forest of Wicklow const·tUction bl.lsint!ss in San .'; the area; When renowned architect 
through Rancho Corral de Tierr-a to Ft~cisco for 40 years. Hjs ,company :. .. ~aniel T-t:· Bum ham designed the 
MontaraMow1tnin. You'll then have owTI,s and manitges. ·apartmerit'!r~ town of El Granada in the early 
the opportunity, to trek down buiidil'lgs: . · ·· . . ··:;-:;::!·;-:. 190Qa, 'thiS land was designated as 
through.the complex of state and. "'California:·.:i$/ getting too.···:': a 500-acre "Pleasu.re PaTk" and 
county parks that lead to Pacifica crow~ed, th~~~--n~:Fi.~~~.t~.1,1'10V~/' · plan.te~ with groves of Blue Gum 
or over t~ the trail t~~t ~ill be. O'l':leill said; ... :·'~.W,lj'~xf.yqu corrie Eucalyptus. 
formed along Highway 1 after the down her~ fro~'Sap .. f:raJ;l~sco, you The land is home tu abundant 
Devil's slide tunnel ~s compl~te:: ... ··think you're iifa different wo:rJd. · wildlife, including dee:t;. fox, bobcat, 
· It's remarkable to think tha~. ·.·You're in the couritry. There's lots rap'tors and a variety of other bi.rds. 

these properties- along with ~e of fresh air. You see the deer and The upper reaches provide 
San Francisco Waters~ed lands - bobcat running arottnd ... the rabbitc;,·. excellent views of Montara 
wiJJ forll} a co.ntiguous, 29-sq~are the quail .. You get back to nature. ' Mountain to the north, Half Moon 
mile corridor of open lands just 11'l'he reason I'm·doing this is Bay and the coaRtal bluffs to the 
seven mil~s south of the San that I don;t .. want tp see ·anyone south, Pillar Point and the harbor 
FranCisco b~mndary line! building anything· tiut here. When · to the west, af!.d Scarper Peak to the 

"We' .re de~ghted tu receive this I go out in the morning or nighttime cast. The protection of Wicklow will 
gift and ensure that this beautiful 'and walk around, I like whc1.t I see, preserve this. viewshed and the 
property. will be permanently and I'd like to keep it that way. I highly visible, scenic greenbelt 

·protected as. open space," said wantto sec it ]eft just as it i!;. I know behind El Granada an.d Miramar. 

·~rttothe 
Co1~lity. 

5PRING2003 

Focusing on POST's land protection 
activities on tl1e San Mateo Coast 

Peninsula Open Space Trust 
3000 Sand Hill Road, 4-135 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Bo"~.oJ !Jirect~~ 
Dianne McKenna, Chair 
Allan F. Brown 

· SusanFord 
Vince S. Garrod 
Sukey Grousbec:k 
Christina A HoUoway 
Robert C. Kirkwood 
Nonnan E. Matteoni 
David W. Mitchell 
Paul New hagen , 
Bill Reller 
:Katie Thom~an 
Anne M. Westerfield 

@>Recycled Paper ~Jl,;~. 

---.. -... ·-·-·- ----· --··----.. -··---

**~ww**ft***;pRWSS**B-011 
MILDRED PVLE .' ~ht!-....ei. 
OR CURRENT RESIDENT 
PO BOX 1264 
~L GRANADA CA 94018-1284 
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San Mateo County Parks 
& Recreation Foundatlon 

Thl1 1111(1e~~eloped ooast~ blurfs, wllh open l!fliSSiands and sr.~ccert!d stands of Ctl,YOCP. 
brush, provide sood bird nabittJI (lfld eJitrsorclinary Vi(!W!I. 

Foundation joins effort 
to purchase Mirada Surf 

In mid January, the County of 
San Mateo authorized half the 
required funds, approximately 3 
million dollars, towards the pur­
chase of a key piece of undevel· 
oped coastal property, known as 
Mirada Surf. The site has been 
identified for open space and 
public recreation on the General 
Plcm maps for over 20 years. 

The San Mateo County Part<s 
and Recreation Foundation has 
accepted the challenge of raising 
the remaining 3 million dollars 
by Dec 2002 for this acquisition. 
Though much of the funding is 
expected to come from founda-

tlons or state agencies. this long 
held community vision will only 
be realized with generous contri· 
butions from the community. 

The 49-acre parcel, located at 
the south end of Ef Granada, lies 
on both sides of Highway 1. The 
mixed terrain supports numerous 
habitats. iricluding coastal bluff. 
a creek with healthy native wil· 
lows, seasonal wetlands, grass­
lands. and forested hillsides. 

Nestled between the northern 
boundary of Half Moon Bay and 
the southern edge of El Granada, 
this property is a natural green­
belt. The bluff. just south of 

Until the coastol ptrtl'l is comp/Bted, jo(Qf$ also JJet to cJo Cl Oir or rock climbif'lg, 
This is mtJCI! more dsntterous at hten tk1e ar wi!h !IOUrlt cfll/ctren. 

Benefiting County Parks 

The nat~rtll /!feenbelt from acetJn to lllfls Is shown in thiS ~9erlsl view. 
02 m"ke up Mirada Surf. Quarry Perk Is porce/ C. 

Surfers' Beach, is the only unde­
veloped coastal bluff in the area. 
The curve of the shoreline In this 
area provides expansive views of 
thP. harbor to Lhe north and 
beaches to the south. The bowl 
shaped terrain of the eastern 
portion of Lhe property provides 
hillside views from both north 
and south bound Highway 1, the 
coastal bluffs and beach. 

Coastal Trail advocates are 
ecstatic about the proposed pur­
chase. Once funding is secured, 
planning can begin to complete 
this segment of the trail, the miss­
Ing link hctween Pillar Point harbor 
and the City of Half Moon Bay. 

The properLy tJI:~o provides 
other opportunitie~ for improved 
access and recreation. A section 
of a proposed regional trail, the 
Mid-Coast Foothill Trail, and the 
proposed 2.3-rnilc Scarper View 
Trail would be located on this 
property. The Scarper View Trail 
could provide access and link­
age with Quarry Park, the Bi'lY 
Area Ridge Trail, and future 
Golden Gate Natural Recreation 
Area lands. 

(cmnrinued 011 next page ) 

An cDri.Y m"mit1J: rider commutes 011 fh~ 
vrlirnproved bike path. 

Benefits of the 
Mirada Surf purchase 

• establish 11 permanent 
greenbelt 

• preserve coastal alld hillside 
views from Highway 1 

• protect sensitive wetlands 
and arroyo willows 

• public ownership of proposed 
regional trail segments 

• linkage to Quarry ParK and 
other public lands 

• opportunities to improve 
sarety and parking for coastlll 
access 
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Your donations 
support 

• Volunteer recruitment 

• Volunteer recognition 

• Special tools 
and equipment 

• Unique training 
opportinities 

• Interpretive materials 

• New play equipment 

• Environmental 
Education 

• Habitat protection 

• Restoration planning 
for Sanchez Adobe 
Historical Site 

San Mateo 
County Parks 

Coyote Point Recreation Area 

Crystal Springs Trails 
Sawyer Camp Trail 

Edgewood Park & Preserve 

Augerald Marino Reserve 
Pillar Point Marsh 

Rood Park 

Junipero Serra Park 

Huddart Park 

Pescadero Creek Pork 
Memorial Park 
Heritage Grove 

Sam McDonald Park 

Sen Bruno Mountain Park 

Sanchez Adobe 

San Pedro Valley Park 

Woodside Store 

Wunderlich Park 

Contact Information 
San Mateo County Parke 

and Recreation Foundation 

215 Bay Road, Menlo Park, 
CA 94025 

650/321-5812 voice 
650/321·5813 fax 

info@su,pportparks.org 
www.supportparks.org 

<!~"!." .... ~· 

~ 
roueto••seN 

lllef'm'e .......... MfiCI 

Putting your 
donations to work 

Thanks to the generous dona­
tions of our members, over 800 
people now, and grants from 
businesses and foundations, 
the San Mateo County Parks 
and Recreation Foundation has 
been able to support a variety of 
programs and projects in the 
San Mateo CountY Parks. Here 
are~ few ways that your money 
is beln£ spent. 

Veeetatlon Asssssment snd 
Management Plan 

Over the past year, volun­
teers, rangers and consultants 
have been working on an effort, 
funded by the Foundation, to 
inventory and map vegetation 
communities and habitats. The 
project also included starting a 
database to record the health 
and conditions in these habi· 
tats. Drafts of these projects 
are currently under review. Look 
for the information to be posted 
on the county's web site 
www.sanmateocountyparks.com 
later this spring. 

As this phase of the project 
ends, the Foundation is seeking 
funds for the next phase of the 
Vegetation Management Plan. 
This phase will develop applica­
ble Best Management Practices, 
a ranking system for project 
management and Identify poten­
tial pilot projects, collaborative 
efforts and community involve-

Mirada Surf 
(continued from prcviou~ page ) 

This pUrchase also means per· 
manent protection of the site's 
seasonal wetlands. the healthy 
arroyo willOW plant community 
found along the creek. and its 
value as a wildlife corridor. 

The san Mateo County Parks 
and Recreation Foundation was 
established 1998 to secure addi· 
tional private funding for the 
CountY Parks. The Foundation's 
focus Is. and will remain, 
improvements that enhance the 
visitors' experience or preserve 
the native habitats in the parks. 

The Foundation's Board of 

mem opportunities 
to preserve and 
restore the parks' 
many habitats. 

Edgewood Park and 
Nstutal Pteserve 

Interpretive Center 

The Acorn Group 
and Ron Yeo, FAIA 
Mchitects, Inc, firms 
with extensive expe­
rience in interpretive 
activities and design, 
have been hired to 

Not all schools have the l~ri of s flsld trip lo ll!e 
County Partes. Our cnii/J'Onmtmtsledin:slion effort will 
MilS fhe County Psrl<s to the Cllil$sroom. 

lead the community 
planning and design process for 
the proposed interpretive cen­
ter. Over thR next yea1·, working 
with a local steering committee, 
they will seek input through sur· 
veying park users and facllltat· 
ing design workshops. This 
input will gulde development of 
a conceptual plan addressing 
parking. circulation, trails, build­
ing footprint, outdoor improve­
ments and interpretive concepts 
for the proposed center. 

Ent~lranmantal Education 

Thanks to the ~enerous sup. 
port from Uu~ San Francisco 
Foundation. we are starting a 
project to bring the County 
Parks to tne schools. over tne 
next year, teacher"s guides and 
resource kits using the County 
Parks as a theme will be devel­
oped and tested. If you are a 

Directors strongly believes that 
the tremendous benefits of this 
purchase from the preservation 
of open space, views and sensi­
tive resources to Ule enhanced 
access opportunities are worth 
the effort and expense. ~we arl!l 
a partner with the County and 

teacher, or know of a teacher. 
Interested in helping with thls 
effort, please let us know. 

Sanchez Adobe Historical Site 

Recent contributions from 
the Foundation will be used to 
update the Master Plan for the 
Sanchez Adobe Historic Site 
and for a new roof and seismic 
upgrades on the adobe build­
ing, which is over 150 yeArs 
old. The goal of the master 
plan update is to improve the 
experience for the over 4000 
students visit that visit the $ite 
every year. 

For More Information 

For more infotmarlon about any 
of riJese efforts, plesse contact 
Julia Boll, Founl1ation Executive 

Dlrscror, at 650..321.·5812 or 
Jullae>SupportParks.org. 

are pleased to work with them or 
this historic opportunity," sale 
Bruce Wright, board chairman. 

To help, please milks a check 
out to san MB[80 County Parlfs 
and neore•tiotJ Found8lion and 
wrile M/f8da Surf In the memo. 
Send to 2~5 83y Road, Menlo 
POJrl<, CA 94025. 
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January 9, 2004 - ADDENDUM TO APPEAL 

Peter Douglas, Execut:i.ve Di.recL.or 
Members of the California Coastal Commission 
C/0 Chris Kern and Charles Lester 
45 Fremont, Suite 2000 

~ CALIFORNIA San Francisco, CA 94l05 
COASTAL C::OMMIS.SION 

Re: San Mateo County PLN 2002-00115 - Sheila Hayes, owner 
Blanket ''Administrat:ive" Approved CDP, Coastside Design Review and LLA 
Location: Steep Hillside Axea in Miramar Directly Adjacent 
To Both the Urban/Rural Boundary and Pasture/Agricultural Land 
R-1/S-9 (10,000 sq.ft. Zoning Lot Minimum - Medium Low Density)* 
APN: 048-025-110, 120, 130 and 140 (Flag Pole Shaped Lot) 
• Commission Appeal No. A-2-SMC-03-033/(2-SMC-03-104) 
• 

and, 

Maeeers relating to PLN 2001-00508 (Infrastructure Plans 
Were a part of Tom Carey's LLA which is NOW under Coaseal 
Commission Appeal by Mr. Nick Licato and now are a part of 
New (Carey/Stebbins) Blanket "Administrative" Approvact CDP that covers 
"I.ot Merger", Construction of 3,490 sq. ft. House, "Access Road 
Improvements", "Utility Line Ex'tensions" (8" Diameter Wa-r.e.r. Main Extension 
goes Beyond What the LCP ~lows and is Above the State Standard of 6u 
Diameter, capable of servicing Hundreds of Houses & 4» Diameter Sewer Main 
Extension, Cutting Down Thirty Heritage Sized Trees ON Ephemeral Stream 
Bank, Grading of Stream Bed/Bank & the eventual Filling In of that Stream. 

Dear Mr. Douglas & Members of the Commission, 

I would like to draw to your attention the multiple Exhibits and attachlnftrtts·. 
previously faxed to you regarding my appeal and request that these import'iill'itt;' 
letters and documents be carefully considered as they carry substantiating 
infor.mation to my appea~. 

I urqe the Commission not to continue to allow San Mateo County to continue to 
thumb thei~ nose at the Commission's deter-mination that LLAs ARE development 
and Atquire a separate CDP and ARE appealable to the Coasta~ Comm~.ssion. 

the Coastal Resources in this area are under siege by the County's allowance 
o~ Blanket CDPs for LLAs such as the Hayes LLA. The consequence to not drawing 
·a ~ard line would be death of a thousand cuts to our Coasta~ Re$OUrces and the 
qevelopment of hundreds if not thousands of Sub-Standard Lots. 

Tha~ you, "'J ~~ 
,. .................. , f<. ~,...____ 

Ba.rbara K. Mau~ -;;7' 
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,~,f.·oRN.IA c·oASTAL COMMiSSION 

. : ~.': ''." ........ . '.~'-tCN::;, SUIT! 2000 
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E·.';~lt'. TOO :•1!11 ~C~·a2~:l 
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P:annlng Qke,;tors of c;;a;~aJC:ties ~d Co nties TO: 

FROf\.,"1: 

- : ... ··.',. c.,;t":w;e'/ 

Peter r,'. Dc.ug!ss. Executive C.!rector/ ~ ~Mi'"·..­
Re: Coast;:il Development .Permit Juri~ictior. and the lr.t&rpretation cf 

Post-Ce~ificaticn Locct! Coastal Program Permit Jurisdiction Maps 

On several recent occasions, c;uest1or.s were raised aboi...!t the reliance by iocar 
governments and property cwnsrs or. Post Certification Locai Cca.stal P!·ogram (LCPt 
Permit Jurisdiction Maps. These liir:~ps indicate the boundaries where the Coast~! 
Cornmis.c;.icn retains coastal deveiooment permit (COP) authcrity and where coastiEll 
deveiopr.~ant permits approved by tr.e local gove:·nment ars appealab!e to the 
Comrni~sicr.. Gene·raliy, these maps are reliable and should be used hy local 
governments in making COP jurisdictio~ decisions. However, as is clear;y statad on the­
maps, the uitimate cont~·o!llng factor as to jurlsdictiol') turns on st~tutory language (i.e., 
Sections 30512- and 30603 PRC) a::d, at tii!tes, interpretive juC:gment. 

l write to urgs you to give d!rect!or1 to and remind persons who \ltiiize these maps that 
over time circl!rnstances affecting j:.;;-isdiction can change, that further refinament of 
these jurisdic'ticnal boundaries r-lP..y be necessary througr. verifk:ation ~n H1e ground, 
and that :r. so"'1e instances 1he maps may be in errG. Me:::: sped'fica!ly, i want tc 
underscore the :-~ee.:l for cio~"= ccordinat!on berween your staff ard Ccastal Commissio~ 
staff when.a·prcoosed :)rciect is ~:::(..~:ed ;:: t~e 7c!tmNing a;e-as: ' . ' .. ,, 

'! I'" t' • .j, ... ' I I ' d ? L., 
0 

' • • d f .j.l ' 1. · vner.e ne prc;ecL s''.a lnCIUCes eve Jprr.en, en a ~..~eacn or ;s ssawar o \ne 
tee of a shoreiine b!uf., 9\/t:;r. thoug11 the Post Certificatlcn LCP Jurisdiction· tv1ap may 
show the site in ~he appe2!s a:·ea, in many insta::ce~ dl;e to changing ccrditio!\s such 

' ,. J • • f I t""" • t ' • I "' ' • I as sncrennt: e~O:SiOi'l an(. r:e:r:::J se;; .e':e'. , ;.g prc.Jec. may oe 1n tns \..,O~m:ss1or. s 
re·tair.e:d CJP l~.ir:-;dlcF:-Jil. ~n E;~:\..~!- cases, t!ie appllcant ne-eds to c:b~ain a COP c!irectiy 
from tt-:e co~r;;;-.:ss:on. 

') ' .... .rre::.~._ ~~,~~ "'r~.i.<:~.-~ .::~·!.::. :co ,..;:,E,...•!· I a,.;i<::>t'•C.•""' to: ... 'wF:-t:a .... d c~ .::.c•l ,:::;,··y or ;s "'-· , •• "··= · •.. ~ \,/ t· • ... ;~ ... ,~ ,,.., ..... ,.;;.) ""-•· .. vL•:f '-';Cl~ .... -~... ~ .... ..,. • a r ~ .... ,..,.....,, 1 

between tr.:::: sea c:.i; :~~.:::1~)-: ':::=:Ci of \Ve~e!' a lago~.":~1 or stream and the i!earest public 
;oad a toc:a!~v a;:r:.::·;\'e:::; c,c;;:, r:-:~·~~· be C!i.'lt:h?.r!!~i:~ e t.:-. the CornrniS8ior,. or i~ ma'J' p.:~r.sib!L· . "" ' - . ' . } 

ho ·1.-. tL··.c r~-.!-,,....,:S~;='~.-=c "t::.~'.:--:•··--,...l ~· r1....._.- ·. :ri.~f";ir.;!,!"'.!""· e..~._. •· .. 1 ..., ......... ~ ••.• , .• .,,_,, ._ . ·-··'""' ~.~u ._.w 1 \..0 ................ ~· •• 

..\.,• ., .. 
.. 
..... 
~)': 

·.: 

•0 

! 

:·· 
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·~'.-~·Memo To .c/ann!r:g Directcrs 

Pc.c;t-Certlf'lcatlon Maps 
:J&camber 2.;, 1~9-; 

PHONE NO. 

cc: CCC .District Direct~rs an:i Managers 
Jon Va1 Coops. Map1=:ng Program iv1ar.age; 

7264013 Jan. 09 2004 06:05PM P3 
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
45 FREMONT. SUITE 2000 
$AN FRANCISCO. CA 94105· 2219 
VOICE AND TOO (4151 904· 5200 
FAX r 4UJ 904• 5400 

7 April2000 

San Mateo County Planning & Building Division 
ATTN: Dave Holbrook 
Mail Drop PLN 122 
455 County Center 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

RE: Mirada Surf/Doherty 

Dear Dave: 

~ 
¥ 

I am writing regarding the alleged Coastal Act/LCP violations on the Mirada Surf/Doheny 
properties. During our site visit of Tuesday, April 4, 2000, Chris Kern, John Dixon, and I looked 
at the culvert repair/expansion, the access/haul road. the drainageway, the areas of tree removal, 
and the Mirada Surf property. Pursuant to our site visit, John Dixon. our biologist, indicated that 
he believes that the drainageway located near the access road is actually a srreambank, under the 
Coastal Commission's definition, as well as the Department of Fish and Game's definition of a 
stream. This stream constitutes an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA), and, th~.§ 
qevelopment proposed within 100 feet of the ESHA would be appealable to the Coastal 
Commission. It is our intent to revise our post-certification map to reflect this change. 

In addition, as we discussed on site, the County's LCP regulations for repair and maintenance 
exclusions limit exclusions to repairs that do not increase the size of the structure being repaired. 
Since an addition to the culvert wns constructed, increasing its size, it appears that the work done 
on the culvert does not properly qualify for an exemption under the County's regulations. You 
indicated to Mr. Doherty that an after-the-fac( coastal permit would be required for the culvert 
repair and expansion. This coastal permit would be appealable to tbe Coastal Commission. We 
further concluded that the pending coastal permit for a single-family residence located near the 
culvert would be appealable to the Coastal Commission, based on its proximity to the stream. 

We have yet to determine if the access/haul toad graded by J. L. Johnson is exempt from coastal 
permit requirements because ir was allegedly graded pursuant to a timber harvest plan. We will 
look into that matter. 
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Octab~r 16, 2003 - ADDF:NDUM TO APPEJu, P'TT.F.:O ON 1 

~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ Peter Douglas, Execu-cive Direct:or. 
Members of the California Coastal Commission 
C/O Chris Kern and Charles Les-cer OCT 16 2003 
45 Fremont, suite 2000 
San Francisco, CA 94105 CALIFORNIA 

COASTAL COMMISSION 
Re: San Mateo County PLN 2002-00115 - Sheila Hayes, Owner 

Blanket "Administrat:ive" Approved CDP, Coa.stside Design Review 
Location: Steep Hillside Area in Miramar Direc~ly Adjacent 
To Both the Urban/Rural Boundary and Pasture/Agricultural Land 
APN: 048-025-110, 120, 130 and 140 {Flag Pole Shaped Lot) and, 

Ma"tt:ers relating to PLN 2001-00508 {!nfrastructure Plans 
Were a part of Tom Carey's LLA which is NOW under Coastal 
Commission Appeal by Mr. Nick Licato and now are a part of 

and LLA 

New (Carey/Stebbins) Blanket "Administrati.ve" Approved CDJ? that covers 
"Lot Merqer", Cons-cruction of 3,490 sq. ft. House, "~ccess Road 
Improvements", "Utility Line Extensions" ( 8" O.:i.amet.er Water Main Extension 
goes Beyond What the LCP Allows and is Above the State Standard of 6" 
Di~eter, capable of servicing Hundreds of Houses & 4" Diameter Sewer Main 
Extension, cutt:ing Down Thirty Heri"tage Sized Trees.ON Ephemeral Stream 
Bank, Grading of Stream Bed/Bank & the eventual Filling In of that Stream. 

Dear Mr. Douglas & Members of the Commissi.on, 

The above two subjects of this appeal are current ex~ples of San Mateo 
County's, hereafter ~the CountyH continuing Patterns of Abuse and Manipulation 
that involve "Administrative" Approvals = Rubba.r Stamps, Denial of Public 
Hearings, Blankec Approvals, Strained Exemptions to CEQA/Environmental Review, 
Ignoring California Coastal Commission Findings, Misinf.or.minq the Public, etc-

The County is ignoring the Commission's Augus-c deter.mination on L~'s- this 
appeal aqainst the above described Hayes t~ seeks to reinforce the 
Commissionts dete~nation and suppor~ Nick Licata's appaal against Tam 
Carey's L~ which was the subject of that deteDmination. 

It is-requested that the Commission issue an immediate Stop Order/Injunction 
and with the aid of the materials furnished by Ken LaJoie have a return site 
visit to this Ephemeral Stream/Stre~ Bank which will facilitate the 
determination that it is a Coastal Resource so that the jurisdictional 
boundaries on the Coastal Commission Map can get changed to reflect that and 
put a STOP "to the County's Blanket "Administrative" approved CDP for the 
Carey/Stebbins environmentally damaging plans described above that would 
destroy this treasured, well documented Ephemeral Stream/Stream Bank Area and 
negat:Lvely impact three (3) Greenbelt/Open Space 'l'.n~ities, "Mirada Sur.f" 
Hillside Area, Quarry Park Area/Trail. Access and the recently acquired 
Peninsula Open Space Trust, hereaf.ter "P.O.S.T." land called "Wicklow~ ---ALL 
of these beautiful Greenbelt/Open Space Areas are directly adjacent t:o the 
Carey/Stebbin$ proposals delineated above. Please note that NO NOTICE of these 
plans that would be destruc-cive to this Stream/Tr.$e Covered Stream Bank Chat 
acts as a Gateway to these three Greenbelt/Open Space Areas was pro\T:i.ded to 
(1) Julia Bott, County Park Department - "Mirada Surf", (2) the Mid-Coast 
Pa.rklands Group -"Quarry Park" or (3)to Audrey Rust of P.O.S.T. - "Wick~ow" 
by the County. 

Continued .•.... 
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Gran~ing a Coastal Development Perrnic requires a finding that the Co1~nty's 
Local Coastal Plan (LCP) Policies are met. The following LCP Policies have 
been ignored/violated by the County's Blanket "Administrative" approved CDP 
regarding the Hayes LIJ\ - l?LN 2002-00115: 

LCP Policy 8.18 Development Design, in part states: 

Require that development ( 1} BLEND wi t.h and be SUBORDINATE to the envi .. t:onment 
And the CHARACTER of the area where located, and (2) be ~s UNOBTRUSIVE as 
possible and not detract from the natural, open space or visual qualities of 
the area, including but. not limited to sitting, design, layout, size, height, 
shape, materials, colors, access and landscaping. 

Require screening to minimize-the VISIBILITY of the development from scenic 
roads and other public viewpoints. Screening shall be by vegetation or other 
materials which are native to the area or blend with the natural envi~onment 
and character of the site. 

This area is on a rather steep slope and is directly adjacent to the forested 
Urban/Rural Boundary and a Cow Pasture. The Hayes LLA/Proposed House of 4,233 
sq. ft. with 63'/ sq. ft. attached garage would stand out like a sore thumb and 
WOULD BE VISIBLE from SR 1 in this area which is a part. of a County Scenic 
Corridor! Additionally, it would be visible from ALL other Publi.c Viewpoints 
including the visitor serving areas in the Ocean Side ~ramar Areas. Please 
also note that there are NO houses on this hillside area. 

LCP Policy 9.18 Regulation of Development. on 30% or Steeper Slopes 

Prohibit development on slopes of 30% or more, unless (l) no alternative 
e~ists or (2) the only practicable alternative site is on a skyline or 
ridgeline. Parcels shall noe be created where the only building site, in whole 
or in part, including roads and driveways, is on a slope of 30% or more. An 
engineering geologic report shall be required for any deyelopment on a slope 
of 30% or more. 

This hillside area is over 30% -- surely, there must be a better., more level, 
less obtrusive building site than on this steep hillside that is directly 
adjacent to {1) the forested Urban/Rural Boundary and (2) Cow 
Pasture/Agricultural Land! Apparently no alternative sites were even 
discussed. This project would undoubtedly put development pressur.es on the 
both the Urban/Rural Boundary and Agricultural Land that is directly adjacent. 

LCP Policy *8.17 Alteration of Landforms 

Require that development be located and designed to CONFORM with, rather than 
change landfo~s. Minimize the alteration of landforms as a consequence of 
grading, cutting, excavating. filling or other development. 

To the degree possible, ensure restoration of pre-existing topographic 
contours after any alteration by development, except to the extent necessary 
to compiy with ~he requirements of Policy 8.18. 
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Control development to avoid che need to conscruce access roads visible from 
State and County Scenic Roads. Existing p~ivaee roads shall be shared wherever 
possible. New access roads may be permitted only wher~ it is demonstraeed that 
use of existing roads is physically or legally i~possible or unsafe. New roads 
shall be (l) located and designed to minimize visibility fram State and County 
Scenic Roads and (2} built to fit the natural topography and to minimize 
alteration of existing landforms and natural characte.riscj.cs 

LCP Policy 7.3 prohibits development ~hat would have significant adverse 
impact on an ESHA and requires that development in areas adjacent to sensitive 
habitats shall be sited and designed to prevent impacts that could 
significantly degrade the sensitive habitats. 

There have been sittings of raptors including hawks and owls nesting in the 
forested areas behind the Urban/Rural Boundar.y which is directly adjacent-to 
this proposed development site. This development would negatively 
impact/deseroy these nesting areas. 

LCP Policy 7.5 requires that the applicant demonstrate that there will. be no 
significant impact on sensitive habitats. When it is deter.mined ehat 
significan~ impacts may occux, then ~here must be a report prepared by a 
qualified professional. This report must provide mitigation measures and a 
program for monitoring. Please note thae LCP Policy 7.3 does no~ require that 
ehe ESHA be on the subjecc parcel. 

LCf Sections 7.32 through 7.35 and Sections 7.43 and 7.44 require that 
habitats for rare, endangered or unique species shall be designated on a 
special habitat map and that the CDP evaluation shall consider ~hat map. 

That has noe been carried out. 

LCP Policy 7.18 provides chat a minimum buffer zone fox wetlands is 100 feet. 
However, a larger setback shall be required as necessary to maineain the 
functional capacity of the wetland ecosystem. 

There has been no investiga~~on to determine if ehere are wetland areas in the 
adjacent pasture land or, if there is the presence of Red I.egqed Frogs ox the 
San Francisco Garter Snake. The Planning Direceo~ has found that "ehis project 
has been found to be ~categorically Exempt0 under Section 15303 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act. 

LCP Policy 9.10 Geological Investigation of Building Sites 

Require che County Geologist or an independent consuleing certified 
engineering geologist to review all building and grading permits in designa~ad 
haza~dous areas for evaluation of potential geotechnical problems and to 
xeview and approve all required investigations for adequacy. As appropriate 
and where not already specifically required, require site specific 
geotechnical investigations to determine mitigation measure$ for the remedy of 
such hazards as may exist !or structures of human occupancy and/or employment 
other than those considered accessoxy to agriculture as defined in Pol~cy 5.6. 

This has not been done. 
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What would b~ ~he results of grading on this hillside in ter~~ of erosion? How 
would the addi~ion of impervious surfaces to this steep hi~~side effA~t the · 
absorption of ground water? There are many concerns regarding the negative 
impacts on adjacent areas of pollutants from resulting run-off as a resu~t of 
development. There are MANY unanswered questions with regard ~o the negative 
impacts on the adjacent Agricultural Land and the land that lies be~ow that 
would result from the Hayes LLA/Proposed House Project. 

What would the cumulative impacts of this project be? We have nn idea because 
the project was not evaluaced according to CEQA 

In closing, there is a heavy concern that the County has allowed the 
Designated Density of Medium Low to be converted to High Density - De Facto in 
Miramar by allowing houses to be constructed on 4,400 sq. ft. ~ots where the 
Zoning Lot Minimum Requirement is 10,000 sq. ft. ---you will note that the 
great majority of these houses have received an "Administrative" approved CDP 
= Rubbe.t Stamp (the Half Moon Bay City Council has determined ·that NO 
"Administrative" approved COP's should be granted; the County should be 
following Half Moon Bay's example - this is ONE Coastside) and 1 the effects of 
this are the blocking of Coastal/Ocean Views, the destruction of Coasta~ 
Resources, increased traffic on SR's 1 & 92 and increased pressures on our 
shared water supplies and watex/sewer systems. 

lt is unconscionable for the County to award this B~anket L~ that goes 
against the Coastal Commission's determination that would allow this large 
development on a steep hil~side that is adjacent to both the forested 
Urban/Rural Bounda.ty and Pasture Land that would now increase development 
pressures in these areas and exacerbate the ever-increasing density of Miramar 
which is designated Medium Low Density. 

Very truly yours, 

Barbara K. Mauz 
P.O. Box 1284 
El Granada, CA 94018 
Phone: (650) 726-4013 




