STATE OF CALIFORNIA — NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN JR., GOVERNOR

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

PHONE: (904) 904-5260

FAX: (904) 904-5400

WEB: WWW.COASTAL.CA.GOV

Appeal filed: 12/20/2011

49th day: Waived
See additional correspondence received. Staff: N.Dreher-SF
Staff report: 11/29/2012

Hearing date: 12/13/2012

STAFF REPORT: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE & DE NOVO REVIEW

Appeal Number: A-2-SMC-11-044
Applicant: Nori Gerardo-Lietz
Appellants: Commissioners Steve Blank and Mary Shallenberger; Surfrider

Foundation; Casey Schaufler and Ann Forriste

Local decision: Approved by the San Mateo County Zoning Hearing Officer on
November 17, 2011 (Coastal Development Permit (CDP)
Application Number PLN2010-00251).

Project Location: 263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach, San Mateo County (APNs: 037-
112-110 and 037-112-120).

Project Description: Construction of a 2,783 square-foot addition to an existing 2,912
square-foot single-family residence.

Staff Recommendation: Substantial Issue Exists; Approval with Conditions

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION

San Mateo County approved a CDP for a 2,783 square-foot addition to an existing 2,912 square-
foot single-family residence on a blufftop lot within a single-family residential area of the Moss
Beach community in the Urban Midcoast area of unincorporated San Mateo County. Appellants
contend that the County’s approval is inconsistent with County Local Coastal Program (LCP)
policies related to hazards, visual resources and biological resources. Staff recommends that the
Commission find that the appeal raises a substantial issue of conformance with the County’s
LCP and that the Commission take jurisdiction over the CDP for the project. Further, Staff
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recommends that the Commission approve a conditioned CDP for a modified project that
addresses the LCP issues associated with the project.

In terms of the substantial issue question, the County’s approval relied upon a preliminary
geotechnical report and deferred the LCP-required, more detailed geotechnical review to the
building permit process. Thus, potential coastal hazard issues, including in terms of the potential
need for armoring to protect the approved development, were not adequately evaluated. In
addition, the preliminary geotechnical information that was present in the record indicated that
shoreline protection might be necessary in the future to ensure the safety of the approved
development over the next 50 years. The County’s approval also did not fully evaluate the
potential visual impacts of the project, including impacts to public views from the nearby
Fitzgerald Marine Reserve (Reserve). Similar to the hazards question, there was inadequate
evaluation to conclude on this question. In addition, the approved project would be larger than
surrounding residential stock, and its consistency with the character of the surrounding
neighborhood was not assured. Thus, the appeals raise substantial LCP conformance issues
regarding hazards and public views.*

With respect to the CDP determination in a de novo review, issues associated with the project
can be addressed via conditions of approval. First, with respect to hazards, the Applicant
provided a final geotechnical evaluation in the time since the appeal, and it demonstrates that
proposed house addition will actually be safely sited for its design life and will not rely on future
shoreline protection. Additionally, the Applicant is now proposing to remove the patio
improvement component of the project, which would have been seaward of the house
foundation, and which raised questions of bluff setback consistency in this regard. In addition,
the Applicant has also agreed to a condition prohibiting future shoreline armoring at the project
site. With regard to visual resources, recommended conditions of approval require design
modifications and landscaping to reduce the appearance of bulk and mass, and to blend with the
surrounding built and natural environment. As modified, the project would blend with the
community character of the area, and would not lead to significant adverse impacts to public
views. Additional conditions protect against construction impacts, ensure that the property
involved is treated as a single parcel of land moving forward (and not multiple parcels), require
the Applicant to assume the risks for development at this location, and require future notice of
the terms and conditions of this CDP via a deed restriction.

Therefore, the proposed project, as conditioned, is consistent with the LCP and with Coastal Act
access and recreation requirements. As a result, Staff recommends that the Commission approve
a CDP with conditions for the proposed project. The motions and resolutions to act on this
recommendation follow below on page 4.

! The appeals do not raise substantial LCP conformance issues with respect to biological resources inasmuch as those contentions
were based on shoreline armoring leading to such biological impacts. However, shoreline armoring was not approved by the
County in this application.
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I. MOTIONS AND RESOLUTIONS

A. Substantial Issue Determination

Staff recommends a NO vote on the following motion. Failure of this motion will result in a de
novo hearing on the application, and adoption of the following resolution and findings. Passage
of this motion will result in a finding of No Substantial Issue and the local action will become
final and effective. The motion passes only by an affirmative vote of the majority of the
appointed Commissioners present.

Motion: | move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-2-SMC-11-044
raises no substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. | recommend a no vote.

Resolution to Find Substantial Issue: The Commission hereby finds that Appeal Number
A-2-SMC-11-044 presents a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the
appeal has been filed under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act regarding consistency with
the certified Local Coastal Program and/or the public access and recreation policies of
the Coastal Act.

B. CDP Determination

Staff recommends a YES vote on the following motion. Passage of this motion will result in
approval of the CDP as conditioned and adoption of the following resolution and findings. The
motion passes only by affirmative vote of a majority of the Commissioners present.

Motion: | move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Number A-2-
SMC-11-044 pursuant to the staff recommendation. | recommend a yes vote.

Resolution to Approve a CDP: The Commission hereby approves the coastal
development permit on the ground that the development as conditioned will be in
conformity with the policies of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program and the
public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act. Approval of the coastal
development permit complies with the California Environmental Quality Act because
either: (1) feasible mitigation measures and/or alternatives have been incorporated to
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the amended development on the
environment; or (2) there are no feasible mitigation measures or alternatives that would
substantially lessen any significant adverse effects of the amended development on the
environment.

I1. STANDARD CONDITIONS
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This permit is granted subject to the following standard conditions:

1.

Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and development shall not
commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the Permittee or authorized agent,
acknowledging receipt of the permit and acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned
to the Commission office.

Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two years from the

date on which the Commission voted on the application. Development shall be pursued in a
diligent manner and completed in a reasonable period of time. Application for extension of
the permit must be made prior to the expiration date.

Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by
the Executive Director or the Commission.

Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided assignee files
with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and conditions of the permit.

Terms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall be perpetual,

and it is the intention of the Commission and the Permittee to bind all future owners and
possessors of the subject property to the terms and conditions.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions:

1.

Revised Project Plans. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit two full-size sets of Revised Project Plans (Plans) to the
Executive Director for review and approval. The Revised Project Plans shall be in substantial
conformance with the plans attached to the November 17, 2011 San Mateo County Zoning
Hearing Officer approval report for PLN2010-00251 (received in the Commission’s North
Central Coast District Office on November 16, 2011) except that they shall be revised and
supplemented to comply with the following requirements:

a. Patio Improvements. All development seaward of the existing footprint of the existing
residence shall be eliminated (including patio improvements, bluff top pathways, wind
screens and other improvements), except landscaping that will not obstruct ocean views
as further described in Special Condition 5 below.

b. Design. The Plans shall clearly identify all measures that will be applied to ensure that
the project design, including all structures and including all other project elements (e.g.,
driveway, fencing and barriers, lighting, landscaping, etc.) reduces the appearance of
bulk and mass and blends with the surrounding environment. At a minimum, the second
floor area located between the garage and the main structure shall be stepped back three
feet from the first floor, and exterior materials shall appear natural and non-reflective,
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g.

including through the use of wood, stone, brick, and earth tone colors. Plans shall clearly
identify all structural elements, materials, and finishes (including through site plans and
elevations, materials palettes and representative photos, product brochures, etc.).

Landscaping. The Plans shall include landscape and irrigation parameters that shall
identify all plant materials (size, species, quantity), all irrigation systems, and all
proposed maintenance measures. All plant materials shall be native and non-invasive
species selected to be complimentary with the mix of native habitats in the project
vicinity, prevent the spread of exotic invasive plant species, and avoid contamination of
the local native plant community gene pool. Landscaping (at maturity) shall also be
capable of partial/mottled screening and softening the appearance of new development as
seen from the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve as much as possible. All landscaped areas on
the project site shall be continuously maintained by the Permittee; all plant material shall
be continuously maintained in a litter-free, weed-free, and healthy growing condition. No
plant species listed as problematic and/or invasive by the California Native Plant Society,
the California Invasive Plant Council, or as may be so identified from time to time by the
State of California, and no plant species listed as a ‘noxious weed’ by the State of
California or the U.S. Federal Government shall be planted.

Lighting. All exterior lights, including any lights attached to the outside of the residence,
shall be the minimum necessary for the safe ingress and egress of the residence, and shall
be low-wattage, non-reflective, shielded, and have a directional cast downward such that
no light will shine beyond the boundaries of the subject parcel.

Drainage. All project area drainage shall be directed away from the bluff, either to
undeveloped areas on the site that can provide for infiltration, or to inland drainage
systems capable of handling such flows

Property Lines. All property lines for the subject property and all adjacent properties,
including the Nevada Avenue right-of-way, shall be clearly and accurately identified.

Utilities Underground. All utilities shall be installed underground.

All requirements above and all requirements of the approved Revised Project Plans shall be
enforceable components of this coastal development permit. The Permittee shall undertake
development in accordance with the approved Revised Project Plans.

2. Construction Plan. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit shall submit two copies of a Construction Plan to the
Executive Director for review and approval. The Construction Plan shall, at a minimum,
include the following:

a.

Construction Areas. The Construction Plan shall identify the specific location of all
construction areas, all staging areas, and all construction access corridors in site plan
view. All such areas within which construction activities and/or staging are to take place
shall be minimized to the maximum extent feasible in order to have the least impact on
coastal resources, including by using inland areas for staging and storing construction
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equipment and materials as feasible. Construction (including but not limited to
construction activities, and materials and/or equipment storage) is prohibited outside of
the defined construction, staging, and storage areas.

Construction Methods and Timing. The plan shall specify the construction methods to
be used, including all methods to be used to keep the construction areas separated from
the shoreline and public recreational use areas (including using unobtrusive fencing (or
equivalent measures) to delineate construction areas). All work shall take place during
daylight hours.

General BMPs. The plan shall identify the type and location of all erosion control/water
quality best management practices that will be implemented during construction to
protect coastal water quality, including the following: (a) silt fences, straw wattles, or
equivalent apparatus, shall be installed at the perimeter of the construction site to prevent
construction-related runoff and/or sediment from discharging to coastal waters or to areas
that would eventually transport such discharge to coastal waters; (b) equipment washing,
refueling, and/or servicing shall take place at least 50 feet from the bluff edge; (c) all
construction equipment shall be inspected and maintained at an off-site location to
prevent leaks and spills of hazardous materials at the project site; (d) the construction site
shall maintain good construction housekeeping controls and procedures (e.g., clean up all
leaks, drips, and other spills immediately; keep materials covered and out of the rain
(including covering exposed piles of soil and wastes); dispose of all wastes properly,
place trash receptacles on site for that purpose, and cover open trash receptacles during
wet weather; remove all construction debris from the site); and (e) all erosion and
sediment controls shall be in place prior to the commencement of construction as well as
at the end of each work day.

Material Containment BMPs. Particular care shall be exercised to prevent foreign
materials (e.g., construction scraps, wood preservatives, other chemicals, etc.) from
entering the beach or coastal waters.

Construction Site Documents. The plan shall provide that copies of the signed CDP and
the approved Construction Plan be maintained in a conspicuous location at the
construction job site at all times, and that such copies are available for public review on
request. All persons involved with the construction shall be briefed on the content and
meaning of the CDP and the approved Construction Plan, and the public review
requirements applicable to them, prior to commencement of construction.

Construction Coordinator. The plan shall provide that a construction coordinator be
designated to be contacted during construction should questions arise regarding the
construction (in case of both regular inquiries and emergencies), and that contact
information (i.e., address, phone numbers, etc.) including, at a minimum, a telephone
number that will be made available 24 hours a day for the duration of construction, is
conspicuously posted at the job site where such contact information is readily visible
from public viewing areas, along with indication that the construction coordinator should
be contacted in the case of questions regarding the construction (in case of both regular
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3.

inquiries and emergencies). The construction coordinator shall record the name, phone
number, and nature of all complaints received regarding the construction, and shall
investigate complaints and take remedial action, if necessary, within 24 hours of receipt
of the complaint or inquiry.

g. Notification. The Permittee shall notify planning staff of the Coastal Commission’s
North Central Coast District Office at least 3 working days in advance of commencement
of construction, and immediately upon completion of construction.

Minor adjustments to the above construction requirements may be allowed by the Executive
Director if such adjustments: (1) are deemed reasonable and necessary; and (2) do not
adversely impact coastal resources. All requirements above and all requirements of the
approved Construction Plan shall be enforceable components of this coastal development
permit. The Permittee shall undertake construction in accordance with the approved
Construction Plan.

Assumption of Risk, Waiver of Liability, and Indemnity Agreement. By acceptance of
this permit, the Permittee acknowledges and agrees on behalf of himself and all successors
and assigns:

a. Coastal Hazards. That the site is subject to coastal hazards including but not limited to
episodic and long-term shoreline retreat and coastal erosion, high seas, ocean waves,
storms, tsunami, coastal flooding, landslides, bluff and geologic instability, and the
interaction of same;

b. Assume Risks. To assume the risks to the Permittee and the property that is the subject
of this permit of injury and damage from such hazards in connection with this permitted
development;

c. Waive Liability. To unconditionally waive any claim of damage or liability against the
Commission, its officers, agents, and employees for injury or damage from such hazards;

d. Indemnification. To indemnify and hold harmless the Coastal Commission, its officers,
agents, and employees with respect to the Commission’s approval of the project against
any and all liability, claims, demands, damages, costs (including costs and fees incurred
in defense of such claims), expenses, and amounts paid in settlement arising from any
injury or damage due to such hazards;

e. Property Owner Responsible. That any adverse effects to property caused by the
permitted project shall be fully the responsibility of the Permittee; and

f. Future Armoring Prohibited. That the Permittee shall not construct, now or in the
future, any shoreline protective device(s) for the purpose of protecting the residential
development approved pursuant to CDP A-2-SMC-11-044 including, but not limited to,
the residence addition, foundations or decks in the event that these structures are
threatened with imminent damage or destruction from coastal hazards including but not
limited to episodic and long-term shoreline retreat and coastal erosion, high seas, ocean
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waves, storms, tsunami, coastal flooding, landslides, bluff and geologic instability, and
the interaction of same or other natural hazards in the future, and by acceptance of this
permit, the Permittee hereby waives any rights to construct such devices that may exist
under Public Resources Code Section 30235 or the San Mateo County LCP.

Removal Required. If the residential development approved pursuant to CDP A-2-SMC-
11-044 is threatened by coastal hazards in the future that would typically engender a
shoreline armoring response (e.g., when the bluff has retreated to a point such that the
residence is unsafe to occupy), the Permittee shall remove/relocate threatened elements
of the development away from such danger. Such removal/relocation shall require a
separate CDP authorization.

. Debris. Any debris, including that related to the approved residential development itself,
that falls from the blufftop onto the beach shall be immediately removed and properly
disposed of.

Lot Combination of APNs 037-112-110 and 037-112-120. By acceptance of this CDP,
the Permittee acknowledges and agrees, on behalf of herself and all successors and assigns
that: (1) all portions of the parcels known as APNs 037-112-110 and 037-112-120 shall be
combined and unified, and shall henceforth be considered and treated as a single parcel of
land for all purposes, including but not limited to sale, conveyance, lease, development,
taxation or encumbrance; and (2) the single parcel created thereby shall not be divided, and
none of the parcels existing at the time of this permit approval shall be alienated from each
other or from any portion of the combined and unified parcel hereby created.

PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, the Permittee
shall execute and record a deed restriction against the property described above, in a form
acceptable to the Executive Director, reflecting the restrictions set forth above. The deed
restriction shall include a legal description and graphic depiction of the two parcels being
combined and unified. The deed restriction shall run with the land, binding all successors
and assigns, and shall be recorded free of prior liens, including tax liens, and encumbrances
that the Executive Director determines may affect the enforceability of the restriction.

Deed Restriction. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, the applicant shall submit to the Executive Director for review and approval
documentation demonstrating that the applicant has executed and recorded against the
parcel(s) governed by this permit a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to the
Executive Director: (1) indicating that, pursuant to this permit, the California Coastal
Commission has authorized development on the subject property, subject to terms and
conditions that restrict the use and enjoyment of that property; and (2) imposing the Special
Conditions of this permit as covenants, conditions and restrictions on the use and
enjoyment of the Property. The deed restriction shall include a legal description of the
entire parcel or parcels governed by this permit. The deed restriction shall also indicate
that, in the event of an extinguishment or termination of the deed restriction for any reason,
the terms and conditions of this permit shall continue to restrict the use and enjoyment of
the subject property so long as either this permit or the development it authorizes, or any
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part, modification, or amendment thereof, remains in existence on or with respect to the
subject property.

1V. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS
The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A. PROJECT SITE, DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND

Project Site

The project site is located at 263 Nevada Avenue? in Moss Beach, which is within the San
Mateo County Midcoast urban service center. The project site is an eighth of a mile north of the
Fitzgerald Marine Reserve public educational and recreational area. The project site consists of
two assessor’s parcels: one is a 15,526 square-foot lot (APN 037-112-110) and the other is a
2,730 square-foot lot (APN 037-112-120). The large lot contains the majority of the existing and
proposed development. This property is zoned R-1/S-17/DR/CD (Single-Family
Residential/Mid-Coast Combining District/Design Review/Coastal Development). The existing
single-family residence on the site is served by water and sewer service provided by Montara
Water and Sanitary District. See Exhibit 1 for a project location map and Exhibit 2 for photos of
the project site.

Background

Prior to 2002, the existing residence was located approximately 30 feet from the bluff edge. In
early 2002, the Coastal Commission approved the construction of a temporary emergency rock
revetment limited to a 50-foot section immediately seaward of the existing single-family
residence. This permit was never exercised and it subsequently expired. Also in 2002, the
County approved an emergency permit (PLN 2001-00556), and subsequently approved regular
CDP as follow up in 2004 (PLN2003-00048), authorizing: 1) relocation (approximately 60 feet
landward of the original footprint) of the then existing 1,414 square-foot residence; 2) a 2,880
square-foot addition to the residence, and 3) merger of the 5 previously separate lots to establish
the approximately 13,000 square-foot paper parcel. The Permittee at the time only improved the
home to its current size of 2,912 square-foot (adding 1,498 square-foot to the home instead of the
approved 2,880 square-foot).

Project Description

The County-approved project includes the addition of 2,783 square feet (first and second floor
additions) to the existing 2,912 square-foot single-family residence on the site, which would
result in a 5,695 square-foot two-story residence (see Exhibit 5 for the approved project plans).
Additionally, the County’s approval includes improvements to the patio area seaward of the
principal residential structure, including expansion of the existing 845 square-foot concrete patio
area to 1,119.50 square feet (approximately 65 feet from the bluff edge), with a barbeque, fire pit
and a decomposed granite path that comes within eight feet of the bluff edge, as well as
landscaping.

2 In the past, the site’s address has been listed as 100 Beach Street, Moss Beach.

10
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B. SAN MATEO COUNTY CDP APPROVAL

The San Mateo County Zoning Hearing Officer approved the project on November 17, 2011 (see
Exhibit 3). Notice of the County Zoning Hearing Officer’s decision on the CDP was received in
the Coastal Commission’s North Central Coast District Office on December 9, 2011. The
Commission’s appeal period ended at 5pm on December 23, 2011. Three valid appeals (see
below) were received during the appeal period.

C. APPEAL PROCEDURES

Coastal Act Section 30603 provides for the appeal to the Coastal Commission of certain CDP
decisions in jurisdictions with certified LCPs. The following categories of local CDP decisions
are appealable: (a) approval of CDPs for development that is located (1) between the sea and the
first public road paralleling the sea or within 300 feet of the inland extent of any beach or of the
mean high tide line of the sea where there is no beach, whichever is the greater distance, (2) on
tidelands, submerged lands, public trust lands, within 100 feet of any wetland, estuary, or stream,
or within 300 feet of the top of the seaward face of any coastal bluff, and (3) in a sensitive
coastal resource area; or (b) for counties, approval of CDPs for development that is not
designated as the principal permitted use under the LCP. In addition, any local action (approval
or denial) on a CDP for a major public works project (including a publicly financed recreational
facility and/or a special district development) or an energy facility is appealable to the
Commission. This project is appealable because it involves development between the sea and the
first public road.

The grounds for appeal under Section 30603 are limited to allegations that the development does
not conform to the certified LCP or to the public access policies of the Coastal Act. Section
30625(b) of the Coastal Act requires the Commission to conduct a de novo CDP hearing on an
appealed project unless a majority of the Commission finds that “no substantial issue” is raised
by such allegations. Under Section 30604(b), if the Commission conducts a de novo hearing and
ultimately approves a CDP for a project, the Commission must find that the proposed
development is in conformity with the certified LCP. If a CDP is approved for a project that is
located between the nearest public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of water located
within the coastal zone, Section 30604(c) also requires an additional specific finding that the
development is in conformity with the public access and recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the
Coastal Act. This project is located between the nearest public road and the sea, and thus this
additional finding would need to be made if the Commission approves the project following a de
novo hearing.

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission on the substantial issue question are
the Applicant, persons who made their views known before the local government (or their
representatives), and the local government. Testimony from other persons regarding substantial
issue must be submitted in writing. Any person may testify during the de novo CDP
determination stage of an appeal.

D. SUMMARY OF APPEAL CONTENTIONS

11
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The Appellants contend that the County-approved project raises issues with respect to the
project’s conformance with LCP policies regarding hazards, visual resources/community
character, and biological resources.

The appeal contentions focus mainly on the effects of potential hazards on site and the County-
approved development. The Appellants contend that the County only preliminarily addressed the
geotechnical issues on site, leaving the majority of evaluation to be done at the building permit
phase of the project, rather than the CDP stage as required by the LCP. Accordingly, the
Appellants contend that a complete hazard evaluation should have been conducted as part of the
County’s review process to demonstrate the proposed development could be safely sited on the
subject property. Additionally, the Appellants state that the County’s determination that the site
may require some form of rock revetment in the future to stabilize this bluff is inconsistent with
the LCP’s hazards component. Given the County’s finding indicating the potential for shoreline
protection in the future, the Appellants also raised concerns over potential biological impacts due
to placement of rock or other structures on the beach.

Additionally, the Appellants raised concerns regarding the visual impact of the approved
additions, which would result in a residence over 5,000 square-foot in size, which is larger than
most of the surrounding structures in the neighborhood, and which could have impacts on nearby
public views. Finally, the Appellants contend that the visual simulations provided by the
Applicant were not adequate and that the County’s approval did not include a complete
evaluation of visual impacts.

See Exhibit 4 for the full text of the appeals.

E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION

Substantial Issue Background

The term substantial issue is not defined in the Coastal Act. The Commission's regulations
simply indicate that the Commission will hear an appeal unless it “finds that the appeal raises no
significant question” (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 13115(b).). In previous
decisions on appeals, the Commission has been guided by the following factors in making such
determinations:

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

12
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5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.

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

In this case, for the reasons discussed further below, the Commission determines that the
development as approved by the County presents a substantial issue. See Exhibit 9 for
Applicable LCP and Coastal Act Policies

Hazards

The LCP’s Hazards Component regulates blufftop development. LCP Policy 9.8(a) requires that
new blufftop development be located where it will not create or contribute to erosion problems
or geologic instability. Additionally, Policies 9.8(a)-(c) require the submittal of a site stability
evaluation containing specific criteria, which must be completed prior to issuance of a CDP. The
LCP requires an analysis of the site stability in order to make the findings that even with
projected erosion, site stability and wave action (including sea level rise), the proposed
development will be stable for the economic life of the development (no less than 50 years).
Policies 9.8(d) prohibits new structures that rely upon shoreline protection now or in the future,
and Policy 9.11 requires new development to be located in areas where beach erosion hazards
are minimal and where no additional shoreline protection will be needed.

First, the Appellants contend that the project is inconsistent with the LCP because the County
approved the project without the necessary site stability evaluation. Second, the appellants
contend that the project is inconsistent with the LCP because the County-approved project may
not be safely sited to provide at least 50 years of stability, meaning the approved project may
need shoreline armoring during its economic lifetime.

The County-approved project is located on a blufftop lot in Moss Beach and adds 2,783 square-
foot (first and second floor additions) to an existing 2,912 square-foot single-family residence,
resulting in a 5,695 square-foot two-story residence. The County’s Geotechnical Section
completed a preliminary review of the Applicant’s Limited Geotechnical Report® and found it
adequate for CDP approval. However, the County indicated in its findings of approval that a
more detailed review would be conducted upon submittal of a building permit application. Policy
9.8 requires that the full geotechnical review take place during the CDP process, not the building
permit process, to ensure the location and scale of development is appropriate in higher hazard
areas, such as on top of coastal bluffs. This review in its entirety is required to occur at the CDP
stage, as mandated by the LCP. This review is critical when deciding where to allow new
development that is located on a coastal bluff. Accordingly, the County’s reliance on the Limited
Geotechnical Report with the suggestion that the more thorough geotechnical review would be
undertaken at the building permit phase is inconsistent with the LCP’s Hazard Component.

Further, the Applicant’s Limited Geotechnical Report found that shoreline protection may be
necessary within the next 50 years. The County’s findings indicated that the submitted report

8 By Murray Engineers, Inc., June 14, 2011.

13



A-2-SMC-11-044 (Gerardo-Lietz SFD addition)

“determined a low level of risk to the site within the next 50 years relative to bluff retreat,
subject to implementation of construction measures recommended in the report.” The 2011
Limited Geotechnical Report concluded that while the site is suitable for the proposed
improvements, “[i]t should be clearly understood that eventually some form of mitigation will be
required to protect the house and proposed improvements from future bluff retreat”. As
discussed above, Policy 9.11 requires that new bluff top development be located where no
additional shoreline protection will be necessary. The County determined that the Limited
Geotechnical Report was sufficient to conclude that the site was safe, even though the report and
the County clearly stated that some form of structural shoreline protection would be required to
protect the existing and new development from erosion hazards in the future. The County’s
determination that the proposed new development may require shoreline protection within its
economic lifetime is inconsistent with Policy 9.11.

Finally, the approved project did not include the required site stability evaluation. Thus, the
County’s approval was unclear as to the extent it minimized hazards, including with respect to
providing for at least 50 years of stability without the need for shoreline armoring, as required by
the LCP. For these reasons, the approved project raises a substantial issue of conformance with
respect to the LCP’s hazards policies.

Visual Resources and Community Character

The San Mateo County LCP’s Visual Resources Chapter requires that visual impacts to public
viewpoints, including those along coastal bluffs, be minimized, and also requires that structures
be designed to be consistent with community character. Policy 8.4 requires that bluff top
development and landscaping be set back sufficiently from the bluff edge to ensure they are not
visually obtrusive when viewed from the shoreline. Policy 8.5 requires that new development be
located on a portion of a parcel where the development (1) is least visible from State and County
Scenic Roads; (2) is least likely to significantly impact views from public viewpoints; and (3) is
consistent with all other LCP requirements, including best preserving the visual and open space
qualities of the parcel overall. Under the LCP, public viewpoints include, but are not limited to,
coastal roads, roadside rests and vista points, recreation areas, trails, coastal accessways, and
beaches. Policy 8.12 establishes general design standard policies, including requiring that
development not block ocean views from scenic roads and publicly owned land. Policy 8.13
establishes certain design standards specific to coastal communities, such as Moss Beach, within
the San Mateo County coastal zone. Finally, Section 6300.2 of the LCP’s Implementation Plan
(IP) includes development standards for single-family residential development in the mid-coast
(which includes Moss Beach) area of the County. (See Exhibit 9 for the above policies and IP
standards.) Taken together, these policies and standards are designed to ensure that visual
resources are protected and that development along the bluffs in San Mateo County, including
Moss Beach, is appropriately sited and designed to minimize impacts to public viewpoints.

The Appellants contend that the project is inconsistent with the LCP with respect to visual
impacts and community character for the following five reasons. First, they contend that the
County-approved project (including incremental increases in house size since 2004) will result in
a residence that is out of scale with the surrounding smaller residential development. Second,
due to erosion, the parcel is substantially smaller than the parcel size stated in the County’s staff
report, and the Appellants contend that the calculations used with respect to the S-17 zoning
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district development standards need to be re-calculated based only on the blufftop (developable)
portion of the property. Third, the approved project will result in visual impacts from public
viewpoints, including the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve (Reserve). Fourth, the County’s approval
states that the project conforms to the LCP’s design guidelines, but did not include an analysis in
this regard. And fifth, the approved roofing material is metal, which may cause a visual impact
from public viewpoints, including the Reserve.

As previously mentioned, in 2004 the County approved a CDP to allow the relocation of the then
existing 1,414 square-foot residence about 60 feet landward of the residence’s original footprint.
This 2004 CDP also approved a 2,880 square-foot addition to the structure, and with that permit,
the landowner completed a project resulting in a residence of about 2,912 square feet. The
currently approved project will result in a house that is 5,695 square feet in size and about 27
feet in height. However, Appellants contend that the average square-footage of the nearest 28
homes is about 1,500 square feet, and that, the approved project will result in a residence that is
much larger than any other residences in the neighborhood along the bluff. Thus it is not clear if
the approved project is consistent with the character of the surrounding community, as required
by the LCP.

LCP Section 6300.2 (see Exhibit 9) sets forth the development standards for residential
development in the S-17 Mid-Coast Combining District. The County used the lot size (15,526
square feet) of the Applicant’s larger lot* to calculate both the maximum lot coverage and the
maximum building floor area allowed by LCP Section 6300.2, and determined that the subject
property is allowed a maximum lot coverage of 5,434 square-foot (35%). However, due to
erosion, the blufftop portion of the larger parcel, is currently only about 11,700 square feet.
Appellants contend that the County should have based their calculation on the size of the
blufftop portion of the parcel, not the entire parcel. Basing the calculation on the blufftop portion
of the parcel, the maximum allowable parcel coverage on this parcel would be 4,095 square-foot
(11,700 square feet x .35), while the County-approved project will result in parcel coverage of
4,231 square feet. Although the Appellants make a compelling argument about the most
appropriate way to calculate appropriate building coverage, given the changing nature of eroding
blufftop lots, the LCP’s maximums are currently based on the size of the entire legal parcel, not
on the size of the developable portion of the parcel. Therefore, the approved development does
meet the LCP’s maximum lot coverage and floor area standards, as determined by the County.

Regarding the approved project’s consistency with the LCP’s Mid-Coast design requirements,
the approved project includes a stepping back of the second floor mass located between the
garage and the main structure to reduce the apparent mass and bulk of the structure. The
approved project also includes shingles, siding, stone, and trim designed to blend well with the
vegetative cover of the site. The approved project also includes a color scheme to enhance the
structure’s visual harmony with the onsite vegetation. Taken together, these design requirements
and architectural elements ensure that the approved project will harmonize with the surrounding
development and vegetation. Finally, one of the Appellants contends that the metal roof will
have a high reflectivity, which will create a visual impact on the surrounding area. However, the

* The majority of the residential development (i.e., the existing residence and the approved additions to the existing residence) is
located on this larger APN. The smaller APN contains a portion of the existing patio, as well as portions of the County-approved
patio and landscaping.
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County-approved project includes a gable roof made of non-reflective standing seam metal.
Thus, this aspect of the project is consistent with LCP Section 6565.20(D), which requires the
use of non-reflective materials on the exterior of residential structures.

With regard to the project’s impact on public viewpoints, the County concluded that the project
will not impact views from the beach. Following a site visit, Commission staff also concluded
that the approved project will not impact views from the beach, including from the beach
immediately seaward of the blufftop lot. However, although the approved project would not be
visible from the beach below the project site, the County did not evaluate the project’s impacts
on public views from the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve. The existing residence is visible from
Reserve trails, which are less than an eighth of a mile downcoast of the subject property, and the
approved project increases the size of the existing residence by more than 2,000 square feet. The
County did not include an analysis of LCP Policy 8.5, which requires that new development be
located on a portion of a parcel where the development is least likely to significantly impact
views from public viewpoints (including vista points, recreation areas, trails and coastal
accessways), and also requires consistency with all other LCP requirements, to best preserve the
visual and open space qualities of the parcel overall. The approved 5,695 square-foot structure
will nearly double the existing structure’s size, thus becoming more visible from coastal vistas at
the Reserve. Therefore, because the County did not evaluate the project’s impacts to the Reserve,
these appeal contentions raise a substantial issue of conformity with the San Mateo County LCP.

Sensitive Habitat

The LCP contains numerous policies designed to protect sensitive habitats and resources from
impacts caused by new development. LCP Policy 7.1 defines sensitive habitats as any area in
which plant or animal life or their habitats are either rare or especially viable, and any area that
meets specific criteria. Policy 7.3 prohibits any land use or development which would have
significant adverse impact on sensitive habitat areas, and also requires that development in areas
adjacent to sensitive habitats be sited and designed to prevent impacts that could significantly
degrade the sensitive habitats. Two Appellants contend the approved project could impact
important sensitive resources at the Reserve. Implicit in this contention is that there could be
impacts to the Reserve caused by future shoreline protection needed to ensure site stability for
the approved development. However, the approved project is located on a bluff top that is about
an eighth of a mile from the Reserve, and there is intervening bluff top residential development
between the project site and the Reserve. Thus, the approved project will not have any direct
impact on the sensitive habitat and biological resources of the Reserve. Also, the approved
project does not include a shoreline armoring component. This contention therefore does not rise
to the level of a substantial issue in terms of the project’s conformance with the sensitive habitat
and resource policies of the certified LCP.

Substantial Issue Determination Conclusion

In conclusion, the County-approved project raises substantial issues with respect to its
conformance with applicable LCP provisions related to hazards and visual resources/community
character. Therefore, the Commission finds that a substantial issue exists with respect to the
approved project’s conformance with the certified San Mateo County LCP, and takes jurisdiction
over the CDP application for the proposed project.
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F. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT DETERMINATION

The standards of review for this CDP application are the San Mateo County certified LCP and
the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act (Exhibit 9). All Substantial Issue
Determination findings above are incorporated herein by reference.

Revised Project Description

Following discussions with Commission staff, the Applicant has proposed to remove all
patio/seaward improvements from the project description, and has agreed to a requirement that
no future shoreline protection be allowed to protect development on the property. Accordingly,
the project description has been revised to include only additions to the single-family residence
within the existing building envelope, and in no case seaward of the existing building footprint,
and to include a no future shoreline protection condition. The Applicant also submitted an
updated final geotechnical analysis, including a site stability evaluation, and a visual impact
simulation. Lastly, the Applicant has proposed that the two separate APNs associated with this
project (APNs 037-112-110 and 037-112-120) be merged as part of this application
(implemented through Special Condition 4).

Hazards

LCP Policy 9.8(a) requires that new blufftop development be located where it will not create or
contribute to erosion problems or geologic instability. Additionally, Policies 9.8(a)-(c) require
the submittal of a site stability evaluation containing specific criteria, in order to make the
findings that even with projected erosion, site stability and wave action (including sea level rise),
the proposed development will be stable for the economic life of the development (no less than
50 years). Policy 9.8(d) prohibits new structures that rely upon shoreline protection now or in the
future, and Policy 9.11 requires that new development be located in areas where beach erosion
hazards are minimal and where no additional shoreline protection will be needed.

As discussed above, the Applicant submitted a Limited Geotechnical Report, which determined
that certain undefined mitigating measures might be necessary to assure stability for the project —
including shoreline protection — within 50 years, inconsistent with LCP Policies 9.8 and 9.11.
Following the filing of the appeal, the Applicant submitted a final site stability evaluation (2012
Stability Report),> which analyzed erosion rates and site stability (with sea level rise) at the
project site over the 50 year period required in the LCP (see Exhibit 6). The 2012 Stability
Report evaluated historical coastal bluff erosion rates, expected future erosion rates, slope
stability and sea level rise.

Erosion Rate

With regard to erosion, the 2012 Stability Report identifies two separate erosion rate scenarios:
long term (0.96 feet per year) and short term (1.26 feet per year). The 2012 Stability Report finds
that if the long-term historical average annual erosion rate continues into the future, by 2062
(i.e., in 50 years) the top of the coastal bluff would erode 48 feet inland of where it is now; if the
short term historical average annual erosion rate continues into the future, by 2062, the top of the
coastal bluff would erode 63 feet inland of where it is now. The Commission’s Senior Geologist,

% Coastal Bluff Recession Study by Haro, Kasunich and Associates, Inc., dated June 12, 2012.
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Dr. Mark Johnsson, has determined that it is more appropriate to use the latter scenario (i.e., the
short-term erosion rate of 1.26 feet per year) to take the most precautionary approach and to
account for end effects caused by the riprap that exists upcoast and downcoast of the subject site.
While the 2012 Stability Report indicates that these revetments may incidentally protect the
subject bluff somewhat over time, Dr. Johnsson has found the opposite to typically be true,
because the ends of revetments typically result in increased wave energy being directed to
adjacent unarmored bluffs, such as the bluff located directly seaward of the subject property,
resulting in increased erosion of the unarmored bluff. For these reasons, the Commission finds
that the appropriate erosion rate at the site is 1.26 feet per year, or 63 feet over 50 years.
Accordingly, from an erosion standpoint, the necessary setback would need to be a minimum of
63 feet from the existing bluff edge.

Slope Stability

To address slope stability, the 2012 Stability Report evaluated the potential for landsliding along
the coastal bluff face caused either by an undermined bluff toe or saturation of the bluff edge or
face. The bluff was found to be composed primarily of relatively weak sedimentary deposits.
The 2012 Stability Report recommends 6 to 12 feet of bluff retreat be considered possible over
the next 50 years due to land sliding during an earthquake and based on the slope stability
analysis. Again, the 2012 Stability Report assumes that the neighboring revetments will help to
slow slope failures at the subject bluff, but, as discussed in the above section, Dr. Johnsson
believes these revetments will have the opposite result and increase the rate of slope failures.
Accordingly, Dr. Johnsson determined the more protective 12-foot figure should be used to
account for potential slope stability failures. Therefore, the Commission determines that to
account for erosion and slope stability, at a minimum, the setback should be 75 feet (63 feet for
erosion plus 12 feet for slope stability) landward of the existing bluff edge.

Sea Level Rise

Finally, with regard to sea level rise impacts, the 2012 Stability Report used the Bruun Rule to
assess the influence of sea level rise on shoreline recession. The Bruun Rule is based on the
premise that sediment deposition offshore keeps pace with the rising sea level so that the ocean
depth landward of the closure point remains constant. The 2012 Stability Report uses the most
conservative rate projected by the State of California Interim Sea Level Rise document (1.8 feet
of sea level rise by the year 2062), resulting in 5.3 feet of additional bluff top edge recession by
2062. The Dr. Johnsson has determined that while the Bruun Rule is not the best metric for
determining sea level rise impacts, using the higher erosion rate (1.26 feet per year) adequately
offsets and accounts any underestimation attributable to the sea level rise impact analysis.

Given all of the above, the Commission’s Senior Geologist concludes that the recommended 50-
year coastal blufftop setback for the project site would be 80.3 feet. This is based on using the
short-term average annual erosion rate of 1.26 feet per year, which would equal 63 feet of coastal
bluff erosion over 50 years. Additionally, using the more conservative slope stability analysis of
12 feet of bluff retreat, plus an additional 5.3 feet of bluff top edge recession due to sea level
rise, these three numbers (63 feet plus 12 feet plus 5.3 feet) are added together to create the
appropriate 50-year coastal blufftop setback of 80.3 feet. The proposed additions to the
residential structure are located a minimum of 85.5 feet from the bluff edge and therefore meet
the required 50-year setback requirement of 80.3 feet.
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However, in addition to setback requirements, the LCP further requires that new development
not lead to shoreline armoring and/or other bluff altering development should it be threatened by
erosion and related coastal hazards in the future. The setback addresses this requirement, but
cannot by itself assure these LCP requirements are met. Thus, this approval both prohibits future
construction of a seawall, shoreline protection device, bluff retaining wall, or similar structures,
and requires that the residence be moved or removed if threatened by coastal hazards for which
shoreline armoring and/or other shoreline altering development might otherwise typically be
considered. Also, given the project’s location on a blufftop area that is subject to extreme coastal
hazards, and given that the Applicant is willingly pursuing residential development nonetheless,
this condition also requires that the Applicant assumes all risks for developing at this location so
as to ensure that the public is not unfairly burdened by any problems that may arise here. See
Special Condition 3.

Finally, poor drainage conditions can in some cases exacerbate geologic hazards, and therefore,
Special Condition 1 requires submission of a drainage plan that shows all drainage retained
through infiltration or other means on the undeveloped portions of the project site, or directed to
inland drainage systems, in such a way that does not exacerbate geologic hazards or degrade
visual resources.

Therefore, as conditioned, the Commission finds that the proposed project is consistent with the
LCP’s hazard policies.

Visual Resources

The LCP has multiple provisions that require that visual impacts to public viewpoints, including
those along coastal bluffs and from coastal recreational areas, be minimized and also requires
that structures be designed to be consistent with the community character. The LCP also includes
certain design standards specific to coastal communities, such as Moss Beach, and also includes
development standards for single-family residential development in the Mid-Coast (which
includes Moss Beach) area of the County. (See Exhibit 9 for the applicable policies and IP
standards.) Taken together, these policies and standards require visual resources to be protected
and development along the bluff in San Mateo County, including Moss Beach, to be
appropriately sited and designed to minimize impacts to public viewpoints.

The proposed project would not be visible from the beach below the bluff, but it would be visible
from the nearby public access trail at Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, as seen from the trail looking
toward the area of existing urban development. However, the existing residence is already
visible from the trail, and the proposed addition does not extend any farther seaward than the
existing residence does, nor does it block views to the beach or shoreline in any way. In addition,
the resulting residence would only be seven feet taller than the existing residence. Therefore, the
proposed project will be visible in the context of other existing residential development located
along the bluff top, upcoast from the Reserve, and its impacts on coastal views would be
minimal.

In addition, as previously discussed, the proposed project is consistent with the LCP’s
development standards including required height, setbacks, floor area and maximum parcel
coverage, and it is located along an urbanized section of coast adjacent to existing residential
development. Although many of the surrounding homes are smaller than the proposed project,
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there are several moderately-sized homes in the vicinity, including an approximately 3,900
square-foot home located along the bluff adjacent to the Reserve (between the project site and
the Reserve). Further, additional measures can be taken to reduce the appearance of bulk and
mass in the proposed project, as required by the LCP. Therefore, to minimize the project’s visual
mass the project is conditioned to require that the second floor steps back from the first floor, to
include landscaping that would soften the view from the Reserve, to require downward facing
lighting that will not illuminate areas offsite, to require a non-reflective roof, and to require
exterior materials and colors that blend in with surrounding built and natural environment. (see
Special Condition 1). Accordingly, as conditioned, the Commission finds the development
consistent with the LCP’s requirements regarding visual resources and community character.

Public Access

Coastal Act Section 30604(c) requires that every CDP issued for any development between the
nearest public road and the sea “include a specific finding that the development is in conformity
with the public access and public recreation policies of [Coastal Act] Chapter 3.” The proposed
project is located seaward of the first through public road and thus such a finding is required for
a CDP approval. Coastal Act Sections 30210 through 30213 and 30221 specifically protect
public access and recreation. Coastal Act Section 30240(b) also protects parks and recreation
areas, such as the adjacent beach and nearby Fitzgerald Marine Reserve (see Exhibit 9 for these
policies). These overlapping policies protect the Reserve, the beach (and access to and along it)
and offshore waters for public access and recreation purposes, including lower-cost access and
recreational opportunities.

The bluff top area along this section of coast is developed with single-family residences and no
public access is available from the project site to the beach. Public access to the beach below the
project site is provided about one-eighth mile downcoast at the Reserve. The Reserve includes a
public parking lot and several trails, including a trail that leads upcoast to the beach that is
located below the project site. As a result, the project site is not necessary for direct public
access, and the additions to the existing residence on the project site will not impact existing
public access. Thus, the Commission finds that, as conditioned, the project is consistent with the
public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act and the LCP.

Water Quality

The proposed project would require the movement of large equipment, workers, and supplies on
the blufftop, adjacent to the beach and coastal waters. Such activities have the potential to
adversely affect the beach and offshore resources. Fortunately, these impacts can be contained
through construction parameters that limit the area of construction, limit the times when work
can take place, clearly fence off the minimum construction area necessary, apply water quality
BMPs, and other BMPs designed to both inform the public and protect resources (maintaining
copies of the CDP and approved construction plans available for public review at the
construction site, good construction housekeeping required, etc.). See Special Condition 2.

Future Notice

In order to ensure that this owner and future owners are aware of the CDP terms and conditions,
this approval is conditioned to require future notice of the terms and conditions of this CDP via a
deed restriction (see Special Condition 5).
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Conclusion — Approval with Conditions
Accordingly, the Commission finds that the project, as conditioned, is consistent with the San
Mateo County LCP and the public access and recreation policies of the Coastal Act.

G. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA)

Section 13096 of the California Code of Regulations requires that a specific finding be made in
conjunction with coastal development permit applications showing the application to be
consistent with any applicable requirements of CEQA. Section 21080.5(d)(2)(A) of CEQA
prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible alternatives or
feasible mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse
effect which the activity may have on the environment.

The County, acting as the lead CEQA agency, certified a mitigated Negative Declaration for the
project pursuant to Section 21081.6 of CEQA.

The Coastal Commission’s review and analysis of land use proposals has been certified by the
Secretary of Resources as being the functional equivalent of environmental review under CEQA.
The Commission has reviewed the relevant coastal resource issues with the proposed project,
and has identified appropriate and necessary modifications to address adverse impacts to such
coastal resources. All public comments received to date have been addressed in the findings
above. All above findings are incorporated herein in their entirety by reference.

The Commission finds that only as conditioned by this permit will the proposed project avoid
significant adverse effects on the environment within the meaning of CEQA. As such, there are
no additional feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen any significant adverse environmental effects that approval of the proposed
project, as modified, would have on the environment within the meaning of CEQA. If so
modified, the proposed project will not result in any significant environmental effects for which
feasible mitigation measures have not been employed consistent with CEQA Section
21080.5(d)(2)(A).
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APPENDIX A — SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS
1. San Mateo County certified Local Coastal Program (LCP)
2. Administrative record for San Mateo County CDP Application Number PLN2010-00251
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEQ
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: November 17, 2011

RECEIVED
! Zoning Hearing Officer NGV 16 201
B Aoy
FROM: Flanning Staff CUASTAL COWRISIION

SUBJECT:  Consideration of a Coastal Development Permit and Design Review, pursuant to
Sections 6328.4 and 6565.20 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations. and
certification of a Negative Declaration pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), to corstruct a 2,783 sq. 1. first and second floor addition to
an existing 2,912 sq. ft. single-family residence, on an existing 15,526 sq. ft. legal
parcel. No trees are proposed for removal, This project is appealable to the
Californig Coastal Commission.

County Pile Number: PLN 2010-00231 (Fergus Garber Group)

PROPOSAL

The applicant is requesting approval to construet a 2,783 sq. ft, first and second floor addition
to an existing 2,912 sq. 1t single-famuly residence, on an existing 15,526 sq. ft. legal parcel
located at 263 Nevada Avenue. Moss Beach. The main level of the existing home includes the
living snd dining rooms, 2 bedrooms/baths, rear patio, front porch and a two-car garage, while
the upper level accommodates the office. The proposed addition will consist of a new TV room
on the main level, while the upper level will accommodate the new master bedroomy/bath, office,
exterior balcony and guest bedvoom/bath arcas,

RECOMMENDATION

That the Zoning Hearing Officer certify the Negative Declaration and approve the Coastal
Development Permit end Design Review, County File Number PLN 2010-0025 1, based on
and subject 1o the required findings and conditions of approval listed in Attachment A,

BACKGROUND

Report Prepared By, Dennis P, Aguirre, Telephone 650/363-4852
ApplicantfOwner: Fergus Garber Group/Nori Gerardo-Lietz

Location: 263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach

Exhibit No. 3
A-2-SMC-11-044 (Gerardo-Lietz)
San Mateo County CDP Approval
Page 1 of 86



CAPNS 037-112-118.and 037-112-120

Parcel Size: 15,526 sq. f1.

Parcel Legality: Approved merger (PLN 2003-00048); Principal use permitied on site
{BLD 200501047

Existing Zoning: R-1/8-JT/DR/CD (Single-Family Residential District/$-17 Combining District

with 3,000 sq. ft, minimum parcel size/Design Review/Coastal Development)

General Plan Designation: Medium-Low Density Residential 2.1 to 6.0 dwelling units/acre)

Sphere-of-Influence: City of Half Moon Bay.
Existing Land Use: Developed parcel; single-family dwelling
Water Service: Montara Water and Sanitary District

Sewer Service: Montara Water and Sanitary Districi

Flood Zoene: Zone C (areas of minimal flooding), Community Pane] No, 060311 0094 ¢,

cffective date: July 5, 1984.

Environmental Evaluation: Negative Declaration published with a review period of August 24,

2011 1w November 14, 2011,

Setting: The project site is a developed lot located at Nevada Avenue in the unincorporated
Moss Beach area of San Mateo County, within a general area of developed pareels, The site is
fairly flat in topography and is situated on a coastal bluff. The Pacific Qcean westward, Nevada
Avenue eastward and other developed parcels northward and southward bound the subject site.

ISCH

A, KEYISSUES

[.  Conformance with the County General Plan

Upon review of the applicable provisions of the General Plan. staff has determined
that the project complies with all General Plan policies, including the following:

Visual Quality Policy 4.14(a) requires development to promote and enhance good
design, sile relationships, and other aesthetic considerations. The architectural
clements and exterior materials proposed for the addition retain the original design
integrity of the single-family residence. The current proposal is complementary to
the existing neighborlood design context. The natural topography of the site remains

intact as only minimal grading is proposed.

an Mateo Counfy CDP Approval
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The project has received a recommendation for approval from the Design Review
Commities based on the Commitice’s conclusion that the project conforms to the
Design Standards that implement this policy as discussed below (see Attachment ).

Urban Design Concept Policy 4.38 (Urban Area Design Concepr) calls for new
development to maintain and, where possible, improve upon the appearance and
visual character of development in urban areas. and ensures that new development in
nrban aveas is desigred and constructed to contribute to the orderly and harmonious
development of the Jocality. The design of the addition harmonizes with the other
structures in this Moss Beach neighborhood area as exemplified by the use of
propased materials such as Hardie shingles and siding, stone, cedar/Hardie trims.
Recommendations from the Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) include
adopting a darker project color scheme, preferably within the value indicated on
James Hardie J120-30 and 1140-30, and a lighter color scheme in other subordinate
exterior areas o supplement the main color scheme, as conditioned.

The expansion of the rear patio and front entry porch areas add w the enhanced
design upgrade of the single-family residence. Architectural elernents such as
brackets and the combination of Hardie shingles and trims and stonework further
contribute to its visual infegrity. The well proportioned gable roofs bring out the
architectural character of the structure, The use of perimeter columns for the patio
areas enhance the exierior elevations, including covered and exposed trellises over
these areas, and curved roof overhangs that complement the straight and trigngular
lines of the gable roofs. Strategic placement of dormers breaks up the roof masses.
Symmetrical balance is also achieved for all elevations resulting from the proper
placement of fenestrations, further articulated with trims that visually frame these
doors and windows,

Urban Land Use Policy 8.38 (Height, Bulk and Seibucks) regulates the height, bulk
and setback requirements in zoning districts in order to: (1) ensure that the size and
scale of development is compatible with parcel size, (2) provide sufficient light and
air in and around the structures, (3) ensure that development of permitted densities is
feasible, and (4) ensure public health and safety. The proposed addition meets the
zoning district height standards, and includes a design, scale and size compatible with
other residences located in the vicinity by virtue of the proposed lot coverage of 27%
(4,231 sq. f.). where 35% (5.434 sq. fL.) is the maximurm allowed, and the total floor
area proposed of 5,695 sq. fr., where 6,200 sq. fi. is the maximum allowed, The
design of the new structure is complementary 1o the existing neighborhood context,
as supported by the CDRC’s recommendation of approval (Attachment D), including
stepping back of the second floor mass Jocated between the garage and main structure
by three (3) feet northward, in order to finther mitigate potential mass and bulk at this
area of the siructure, as conditioned,

Water Supply Policy 10.1 (Coordinate Planning) requires the coordination of water
supply planning with land use and wastewater management planning to assure that
the supply and quality of water is commensurate with the level of development
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planned i the area. The Montara Water Sanitary District forwarded documentati
to staff confirming {hat a jointmeter shared with the adiacent property currently
provides water service to the site.

Wastewater Policies 11.1 and 112 (ddequate Wastewater Moncgensest: Coprdinate
Planning) plans for the provision of adequate wastewater mapagenent facilities 0
serve developnient i order to protect pubdic health and water quality. To assure that
the capacity of sewcrage faoilities I8 commensuraie with the tevel of devetopment
planned for an ared, coordination of wastewater management planning with land vse
and water suppiy planging is required. The Moniara Water and Ganitary Distict has
provided staff with a project review comment lettet indicating that sewer hook-ups
are available and that the applicant is requived to apply For a sewel permit.

Confermance with the Local Coastal Program

A Coastal Developent Permit is reguired pursvant 1 Section 6328.4 of the County
Zoning Regulations for development i the Coastal Development (CD) Distriet, Staff
has determined that the project is in compliance with applicable 1ocal Coastal
Program {LLT) Policies. elaborated as follows:

fal

visual Resources Compongit

Visual Resources Policy §.12(a) (General Regulations) applies the Design

Review Zoning Thstrict 10 u_rbunized areas of the Coastal Zone, whicl includes
Moss Beach. As discussed in Section 3.h of this report, the Constside Design
Review Committee (CDREC) considered this project at the reguiarly scheduled
CTYRC meeting on Oretober 14, 2010, determined it is in compliance with
applicable Design Review Srandards, and recommended approval

(Attachment D). See further discugsion in Section 3.b.

Visual Resources Policy 8.13 (Special Desigh Guidelines for Coastal Com-
munities) establishes design guidelines for Montara, Moss Beach, Ef Granada
and Miramar, The propesed addition to the existing structure complies with
these guidelines as follows!

(1} The structure fits the topography of the site and does not require extensive
cutting, grading or filling, since the addition will not pequire significant
expansion of the building footprint.

(2) As previously indicated, the proposed materials such as Flardie shingles
and siding, stone, cedar/Hardie trims blends well with the vegetative
cover of the site. Recommendations from the CDRC include adopting a

darker project color seheme, preferably w ithin the value indicated on
James Hardie JH20-30 and JH40-30, and a lighter color scheme in
other subordinate exterior areas 1o supplement the main color scheme.

-

FEME
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b.

as conditioned. w further add 1o the structure’s visual harmony with the
on-site vegetalion,

(3)  Gable roofs surfaced with non~reflective standing seam metal are used for
the project.

(4 The design, scale and size are compatible with other residences located in
the vicinity by virtue of the proposed lot coverage of 27% (4.231 sq. ft.),
where 35% (5434 sq. 1.} is the maximum allowed, and the total floor area
proposed of 5.695 sq. ft., where 6.200 sq. ft. is the maximum allowed.
The design of the new structure is complementary to the existing neigh-
borhood context, as supported by the CDRCs recommendation of
approval {Attachment 1), including stepping back of the second floor
mass located between the garage and main structure by three (3) feet
northward, in order (o further mitigate potential mass and bulk at this
drea of the structure, as conditioned. ;

Visual Resources Policy 8.4 (CHffs and Bluffs) requires that bluff top devel-
opment is set back from the edge of bluff sufficiently far to ensure it is not
visnally obtrusive when viewed from the shoreline except in highly developed
areas where adjoining development is nearer the bluff edge, or in special cases
where a public facility is required to serve the public safety, health and welfare,
The structure is setback 61 fi, from the edge of the bluff to mitigate any poten-
tial negative view impacts from the areas below the bluff,

Hazards Component

Hazards Policy 9.8 () and (b) (Regulation of Developnient on Coastal Bhuff

Topsy allows blaff and oliff top develepment only if design and setback pro-

vigions are adequate (o assure stability and structural integrity for the expected

life span of development (at least 50 vears) and if the development will neither !
ereate or contribute significantly to erosion problems or geologic instability of
the site or surrounding areas. Submital of a site stability evaluation report is |
also reguired for an area of stability demonstration prepared by a soils engineer

ot 4 certified engineering geologist, as appropriate, based on an on-site evalua-

tion. A geotechnical report was submitted to staff that determined a low level

ol risk to the site within the gext 30 vears relative to bluff retreat, subject to

implementation of construction measures recommended in the report, The

project’s potential environmental imipact is further discussed in Section B of

this report,

The Geotechnical Section completed a preliminary review of this report and
found it adequate for planning approval. A more detailed review will be
conducted upen submittal of a building permit application,
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Shoreline Access Component

Policy 10.1 (Permit Co?
access provision as a co
ot private development permits betwe
located between the Pacific Qcean Wostwar

wdirions for Shoreline
ndition of granting dev
en the sea

is therefore subject to this policy.

The project complies w
arteries already provided b
Nevada Avenue, and by Be
Street serves as the access poi
Bluffs end westwar
helow and the Pac

Sepeel tepminates at the

unobstructed views of the beach

The existence of these access points
suant to Section 30212 of the Califernia Coast

ith this policy based
y North Lake Sureet,
ach Street located noft
nt for Fitzgerald Mariue

Copformange with Zoning Regulations

Aceess) reguirés some shoreling
clopment perits for any public
and the road. The subject site s
1 and Nevada Avenue eastward aned

on the existing vertical access
located at the southern end of
h of the site. Notth Lake
Reserve, while Beach
{ that provides an area where

ifie Ocean are available.

also complies with the equirement pui-

al Act Public Resources Code,

4. Conformapce with S- 17 Pistrict Pevelopmient Stapdards

The proposal complies with t

tion. as indicated in the following table:

he property’s R-1/5-1 PDRICD zoning designa-

Bt ik re s e
Maimu Floor Area 6,200 50, . ag2sft | 5695501
! Ratio
Maximum Building Site : 3,168 sq. 1t. 4,231 sy 1t
| Coverage 240008 (38} ) 0%) 21%)
Minimum Front Setback 201 201t No change. 'k
Mirimum Rear Seiback 20t g5 it BT |
Right Side: Right Side:
Minimum Side Setback 54 16H-~A1din | 16f-414in.
Loft Slge: 5t | “Lefi Side: 1t
Minimum Combined Side ; oy i
Seibecks 158, 21&»51!& A ft.mélfim,
wl“vj%;imum Building Height 28 §. o6 -8 38 In. 27t -4
!__Minimum Parking Spaces : 2 Z Mo change
! 20 f /45 degrees on
i Dayiight Plane/Facade 90 Seéiigﬁ:"ggg OR Complias with Comnligs with
| Aticulation ' fggagj e lation Both Both
'1 fndngoyCORG | b _
-
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H.

Eonformance with Design Review Distriet Standards

.:' fed

The Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) considered the project at
a regularly scheduled CDRC mesting on October 14, 2010, and adopted the
findings and recommended conditions of approval as shown in Attachment D.

1t should be noted that the CDRC used the Design Standards in effect at the
time the application was submitted on August 16, 2010, in their review, and
made their findings for approval of the project on that basis, However, the
CDRC also used as guidelines, “The Standards for Design of One-family and
Two-family Residential Development in the Mideoast™ (Design Standards)
as a means to formulate and supplement their findings. The “Standards for
Design’ which were guidelines only, have subsequently been amended and
adopted, effective September 13, 2040, The CDRC findings are, therefore,
cross-referenced to the applicable section of the new Design Standards to
indicate consistency with both sets of standads,

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Due to the project™s potentially sensitive location, a negative declaration has been prepared,
pursuant Lo the California Environmental Quality Act {CEQA). The negative declaration
{Attachment ) was published an October 24, 201 |, with a review period ending on
November 14, 2011, As of the writing of this report, no conmunents have been received.
Mitigation meastres 1o address the bluff retrent and preservation of special status plant
species, if found on-site, and other measures to reduce impacts to 8 less thap significant
level have been included in the recommended Conditions of Approval Nos, 14-20,
Agtachment A.

REVIEW BY THE MIDCOAST COMMUNITY COUNCIL

The Mideoast Community Council did not forward a response to staff"s relerral for this
project.

REVIEW BY THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSIONN

The California Coastal Commission did not forward a response to staff’s referral for this
project.

OTHER REVIEWING AGENCIHS

Building Inspection Section
Department of Public Works
Geotechnical Section

Coastsice Fire Protection District
Montara Water ard Sanitary District
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ATTACHMENTS

A, Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval
5. Vicinity Map

. Project Plang

. CDRC Decision Letter, dated February 11, 2011

F.  Negative Declaration, including Geotechmeal Report
. Siwe Photos _

G. Letter from the Coastside Fire Protection Distriot
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Attachiment A

County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Department

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit or Project File Number: PLN 2010-0025] Hearing Date: November {7, 2011
Prepared By: Dennis P, Aguirre, Senior Planner For Adoption By: Zoning Hearing Officer

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

Regarding the Environmental Review, Find:

b

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

That, on the basis of the Initial Study and comments hereto, there is no evidence that the
project, subject to the mitligation measures contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration,
will have a significant effect on the environment.

That the Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent judgment of San Mateo
County.

That the mitigation measures identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, agreed to
by the applicant, piaced as conditions on the project, and identified as part of this public
hearing, have been incorporated into the Mitigation and Reporting Plan in conformance
with California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6,

Regarding the Ceastal Development Permit, Find:

k% 3

6.

That the project, as described in the application and accompanying materials required by
Zoning Regulations Section 6328.4 and as conditioned in accordance with Section 6328, 14,
conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and standards of the San Mateo County
Local Coastal Program {LCP) for the reasons specified in Section 2 of this report.

That the project conforms to specific findings required by policies of the San Mateo
County LOP since it complizs with the Visual Resources and Hazards Policies as
previously referenced in Section 2 of this report.

-9 .
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Reparding the Design Review, Find:

™

iy

That with the conditions recommended by the Coastside Design Review Commitiee at
its meeting of October 14, 2010, the project is in compliance with the Design Review
Srandards for the Coastside as previously elaborated in Section 3.b of this report.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Current Planning Section

O

The project shall be constructed in compliance with the plans appreved by the Zoning
Hearing Officer on November 17,2011, Any changes or revisions to the approved
plans shall be submitted to the Design Review Officer for review and approval prior to
huplementation, Minor adjustments to the project may be approved by the Community
Development Director if they are consistent with the intent of and are in substantial
conformance with this approval. Alternatively, the Community Development Director
may refer consideration of the revisions to the Zoning Hearing Officer, with applicable
fees to be paid (see also Mitigation Measure 13).

The applicant shall include this approval letter on the top pages of the building plans in
order to provide the Planning approval date and its contents on the on-site plans.

The applicant shall submit the following items and/or indicate the following on plans
submitted for a building permit, as stipulated by the Coastside Design Review Comimittee,

a.  Application of darker project color scherne, preferably within the value indicated on
James Hardie JH20-30 and JH40-30.

b, Proposal of a lighter color scheme in other subordinate exterior areas to supplement
the main color scheme, subject to siaff review and approval.

¢.  Stepping back of the second floor mass located between the garage and main
structure by three (3) feet northward in order to further mitigate potential mass
and bulk at this area of the structure.

d.  Recessed downward exterior lighting fixtures,

o

Manufacturer’s lighting cut sheets for satd fixtures.

The applicant shall provide “finished floor elevation verification” to ceriify that the stiue-
ture 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,

a.  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.

- 1G-
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g%iﬁ“%f%%’k point and its elevation shull be shown on the submitted site plan. This
sawint shall be used during construction to verify the elevation of the finished
stive 10 the existing natural or to the grade of the site (finished grade).

P Planning approvel of the building permit application, the applicant shall also
have the licensed land serveyor or engineer indicate on the construction plans: (1) the
natural grade elevations at the significant corners (at least four) of the footprint of the
proposed stricture on the submitted site plan, and (2) the ¢levations of proposed
Bnished grades.

d. Inaddition: (1) the natural grade clevations at the significant corners of the proposed
structure, {2} the finished floor elevations, (3) the topmost elevation of the roof, and
{4) garage sla’h elevation must be shown on the plan, elevations. and cross-section
(if one is provided).

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

f. Ifthe actual floor height, garage slab, or roof heiglit--as constructed--is different than
the elevation specified m the plans, then the applicant shall cease all construction
and no additional inspections shall be approved until a revised set of plans is sub-
mitted to and subsequently approved by both the building official and the Community
Development Director,

During project construction, the applicant shall. pursuant to Section 3022 of the San Mateo
County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of stormwater runoff from
the construction site into storm drain systems and water bodies by:

a.  Using filtration materials on storm drain covers to remove sediment from dewaier fng
effluent,

b, Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures continuou sly
“between October 15 and April 15,

Removing é,pm}«, promptly, and avoiding stockpiling of fill materials, when rain is
forecast. I rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials shal] be covered with
a tarp or other waterproof material.

©

d. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes o as 10 avoid
their entry 1o the storm drain system or water body.
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~3

9,

¢, Avoiding cleaning. fucling or maintaining vehicles on-site, except in an area
designated 1o contain and treat runoft.

f Limiting and timing applications of pesticides and fertilizer to avoid polluting runoff.

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

All mew power and telephone ntifity lines from the sireet or nearest existing utility pole
the main dwelling and/or any other siructure on the property shall be placed underground,

The applicant shall apply for a building permit and shall adhere to all reguirements from
the Building Tnspection Section, the Department of Public Works and the respective Fire
Authority,

To reduce the impact of construction activities on neighboring properties, comply with the
following:

a.  All debris shall be contained on-site; a dumpster or trash bin shall be provided on-site
during construction to prevent debris from blowing onto adjacent properties. The
applicant shall monitor the site to ensure that trash is picked up and appropriately
disposed of daily.

b.  The applicant shall remove all construction equipment from the site upon completion
of the use and/or need of each piece of equipment which shall include but not be
limited to tractors, back hoes, cement mixers, eic.

¢.  The applicant shall ensure that no construction related vehicies shall impede through
traffic along the right-of-way on Nevada Avenve. All construction vehicles shall be
parked on-site outside the public right-of-way or in locations which do not impede
safe access on Nevada Avenue, There shall be no storage of construction vehicles
in the publie right-of-way.

Yee Condition No. 3 regarding exterior colors, Coloy verification shall occur in the
field after the applicant has applied the approved materials and colors but before a final
inspection has been scheduled.

Noise levels produced by the propoesed construction activity shall not exceed the 30-dBA
level at any one moment. Construction activities shall be limited to the hours from

7200 a.m. to 6:00 pun., Monday through Friday. and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturday.

Construction operations shali be prohibited on Sunday and any national holiday.
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14,

15,

16,

A Tandscape plan prepared in conformanee with Section 6565 200 F1 of the San Matco

County Zoring Regulations s required prior to the i

Installation is required prior to final inspection.

ssuance of the building permit,

Mitigation Measure 13 Apply the following seismic design parameters, parsuant to

Chapter 16, Section 1613 of the 2010 California Building Code (California Building
Srandards Commission. 20100

Site Class D — Soil Profile Name: $tiff Soil Profile (Table 1613.5.2)

Mapped Spectral Accelerations for . 2-second
Mapped Spectral Accelerations for & Vosecond
Design Spectral Aceelerations for 0.2-second
Design Speciral Accelerations for l-second Pe

Period: S5 = 2.122 (Site Class B)
Period: 81 = 1029 (Site Class B)
Yeriod: SDS = [415 (Site Class D)
viod: SD) = 1029 (Site Class [}

Mitigation Measure 2: Refer 1o section of Geotechnical Investigation Report prepared by

Murray Engineers, Inc.. dated June 14, 2011, (Report) on “2010 CBC EARTHQUAKE
DESIGN PARAMETERS” (page 7).

Mitigation Measure 3: Refer o section of Report on “FOUNDATIONS™ (page 7).

Viitipation Measure 4: Refer to section of Report on “STLABS-ON-GRADE™ (page 8).

Mitigation Meagure 8: Referto section of Report on “SITE DRAINAGE™ (page 8).

Mitigation Measure 6: Prior to Planning sign off on the building permit, the applicant

chall retain a biotogist to perfarm a site survey to evaluate the presence of special status
species on-site, including appropriate recommendalions for preservation.

Mitigation Measure 7: The proposed landscaping plans shall be further reviewed by

Planning and Geotechnical staff to ensure that biuff stability will not be compromised and
by a biologist to ensure compatihility with special status species if found on-site,

RBuilding Inspection Section

20,

At the time of application for a building permir, the Yollowing will be required:

o

Prior to pouring any conerete for foundations,

written verification from a Heensed

surveyor must be submitted which will confirm that the required setbacks as shown

on the approved plans have been maimtained.

A pre-site report is required, add conditions for 50% with information for 75%, and
an automatic fire sprinkler systom may be required. This permis must be issued prior

to or in conjunction with the building permit.

If a water main extension, upgrade or hydrant

is required, this work must be com-

pleted prior to the issuance of the building permit or the applicant must submit a copy
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of an agreement and contract with the waler purveyor which will confirm the wor
will be completed prior to finalization of the building permit.

A site drajnage plan will be requived. This plan must demonstrate how reof drainage
and site runoff will be directed to an approved disposal area.

Sediment and erosion control measutes must be installed prior to beginning any site
work and maintained throughout the term of the permit. Failure to install or maintain
these measures will result in stoppage of construetion until the corrections have been
made and fees paid for staff enforcement time.

This project must comply with the Green Building Ordinance.

All dmwmg,-% must be drawn to scale and clearly define the whole pro ject and its
seope i ity entirety.

Please call out the right codes on the code summary: The desiga and or drawings
shall be done according to the 2010 Editions of the California Building Standards
Code., 2010 California Plumbing Code, 2010 Catifornia Mechanica! Code, and the
2010 Califorma Electeival Code.

Department of Public Works

21, Prior o the issuance of the building permit, the applicant will be required o provide pay-
ment of “roadway mitigation fees” based on the square footage (assessable ¢ space) of the
proposed building per Ordinance No. 3277,

Coasiside Fire Protection District

22, The applicant shall comply with all conditions required by the Coastside Fire Protection
District (see Attachment G).

Montara Water and Sanitary Disyrict

23, Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall abtain a sewer permit,

DPArpac -

DPAV0883 WPU.DOC

- 1d.
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEQ, PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

A notice, pursaant to the California Environmental Quality Actof 1970, as amended {(Public
Resources Code 21,000, et seq.), that the following project: dddition 1o Gerurdo-Lieic fesi-
dence, when adopted and nplemented, will not have a signifieant fmpactonithe epvironment.

FILE NO. PLN 201040{)25.} .
OWNER/APPLICANT: Nori Gerardo-Lietz/Erica Weeks
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NOS. 037-112-110, and -120
PROJECT LOCATION: 263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant is requesting approval to construct a 2,783 sq. f. first
and second floor addition to an existing 2,912 sq. ft. single-family residence, located on an
existing 15,526 sq, ft. merged legal parcel, as part of a Coastal Development Permit and Coast-
sice Design Review, The site is located at 263 Nevada Awvenue in the unineorporated:Moss
Beach area of San Mateo County, within the R-1/8-17/DR/CD Zoning Distriet. No trees are
proposed for removal. This project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission,

SITE DESCRIPTION: The project site is a developed lot located at 263 Nevada Avenue in the
unincorporated Moss Beach area of San Mateo County, withina general area of developed
parcels. The site is fairly flat in topography and is situated on a coastal bluff. The Pacific Ocean
westward, Nevada Avenue eastward and other developed parcels northward and southward
bound the subject site.

FINDINGS AND BASIS FOR A NEGATIVE RECLARATION

The Current Planning Section has reviewed the initial study for the project and, basod wpon
substantial evidence in the record, finds that: ' '

i, The project will not adversely affect water or air quality or increase noise levels
substantiafly.

jaed

The praject will not have adverse impacts on the flora or fauna of the area.
3. The project will not degrade the aesthetic quality of the area,

4. ’The project will not have adverse tnipacts on traffic or land use.

5, In addition, the project will not:

a.  Create impacts which have the potential to degrads the quality of the environment.
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b, Create impacts which achieve short-term to the disadvantage of long-term
grvironmental goals.

e, Create impacts Tor a project which are individually lmited. bot cumutaiively
considerabie,

d. Create environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on lurnan
beings. sither divectly or direcily.

The County of San Mateo has. iherefore, determined that the environmental impact of the project
is insignificant.

MITIGATION MEASURES inchuded in the project 1 avoid potentially significant etfects:

Mitigation Measure 1: Apply the following seismic design parameters, pursiiant 10 Chapter 16,
Toction 1613 of the 2010 California Building Code (California Building Standards Conumission.
2000):

Site Class I - Soil Profile Name: Suff Soil Profile (Table 1613.5.2)

Mapped Spectral Accelerations for 0.2 second Period: S = 2.122 (Site Class B)
Mapped Spectral Accelerations for a T-second Period: Si= 1,029 (Site Class B)
Design Spectral Accelerations for 0.2 second Period: Sps= 1,415 {Site Class D)
Design Spectral Accelerations for 1-second Period: Spi=1.029 (Site Class 1))

et ® & ® @

Mitioation Measure 2: Referto section of Geotechnical Tnvestigation Report prepared by
Wuray Engineers. Inc., dated June (4. 2011 (Report) on “2010 CBC EARTHQUAKE DESIGN
PARAMFTERS” (page 7).

Mitigation Measure 3: Reler to section of Report on “FOUNDATIONS” {page 7).

Mitigation Measure 4: Refer to seetion of Report on “SLABS-ON-GRADE” (page 8).

Mitipagion Measure §: Refer to seetion of Report on “SITE DRAINAGE” (page ).

Mitigation Measure 6t Prior (o Planning sign off on the building permit, the applicant shall
retain a biologist to perform a site survey 10 evaluate the presence of special status species on-
site, including appropriate recommendations for preservation.

Vitigation Measure 71 The proposed laidscaping plans shail be further reviewed by Planning
and Geotechnical staff to ensure that bluff stbility will not be compromised and by a biologist t©
ensure compatibility with special status species if found on-site.

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY CONSULTATION

None.

ol
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INITIAL STURY

The San Matea County Current Planging Seetion has reviewed the Havironmental Evaluation of “
this project and has found tat the probebile envivonmental impscts are insignificent. A copy of

the initial study is attached.

REVIEW PERIOD: October 24, 2011 to November 14, 2001

All eomments regarding the correcmess, completeness, of adequacy of This Negative Declaration
must be received by the County Planning and Building Departrent, 435 County Center, Second
Fioor, Redwood City, no later than 5:00 pan., Movember 14, 2081,

CONTACT PERSON

Drynis P, Aguirre
Project Planner, 650/363-1867

DPAfe - DPAVOR19 WRLDOC
FRMO001 3ztiek)doc
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COUNTY OF 8AN MATEQ
Planning and Building Departiment

Tnitia)l Study Pursuant to CEQA
Project Narrative and Answers to Questions {or the Negative Declaration
File Number: PLN 2010-00231
Addition to Gerarde-Lietz Residence

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant is requesting approvai to construct a 2,783 sq. ft. first and second floor addition to
an existing 2,912 sq. ft. single-family residence, located on an existing 15.526 sq. ft. merged
tegal parcel, as part of a Coastal Development Permit and Coastside Design Review, The site is
located at 263 Nevada Avenue in the unincorporated Moss Beach area of San Mateo County,
within the R-1/8-1/DR/CD Zoning District. No trees are proposed for removal. This project is
appealable to the California Coastal Commission,

SITE DESCRIPTION

The project site is a developed lot tocated at 263 Nevada Avenue in the unincorporated Moss
Beach area of San Mateo County, within a general area of developed parcels. The site is fairly
flat in topography and is situated on a coastal bluff, The Pacific Ocean westward, Nevada
Averue eastward and other developed parcels northward and southward bound the subject site.

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS

1. LAND SUITABILITY AND GEQLOGY

Will (or could) this project:

g, Involve a unique landform or biclogical area, such as beaches, sand dongs,
mavrshes, tidefands, or San Francisco Bay?

Yes, Sipniticant Unless Mitigated, The site is on a coastal blufT. A geotechnical
report prepared by Murray Engineers. Tne. (Report). was submitted to staff. The
report estimated bluff retreat of 65 feet fo ocour within the next 50 years, Based on
this evaluation, the report also declared that the risk to the existing home and the
i proposed addition of this bluff retreat over the next 50 years is very low, although
futare mitigation measures may be required in order to maintain this low level risk.
The proposed project will not accelerafe or impact bluff retreat with the
implementation of the following mitigation measures, as indicated in the Report (see
Attachment C):

Mitlgation Meagnie 11 Apply the following seismic design parameters, pursuant 10
Chapter 16, Section 1613 of the 2010 California Building Code (California Building
Srandards Commission, 2010);
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ANSIWERS TCG QUESTIONS
File Ne, PLN 2000-4013]

Poge 2

Site Class D - Soil Profile Name: Suff Soil Profile {Table 1613.5.2)
Mapped Spectral Accelerations for 0.2 second Period: §s = 2,122 (Site Class B)
Mapped Spectral Accelerations for a L-second Period: 31=1.629 (Site Class B)
Design Spectral Accelerations for 0.2 second Period: Sps= 1,475 (Site (lass 1)
Design Spectral Accelerations for [-second Period: Spi= 1,029 (Site Class D)

& % & T @&

Mitieation Measure 2¢ Refer to section of Geotechnical Investigation Report
prepared by Murray Engineers, Ine., dated June 14, 2011 (Report) on “2010 {CBC
BARTHQUAKE DESIGN PARAMETERS” (page 7).

3: Refer to section of Report on “FOUNDATIONS™ (page 7).

Mitisation Measure 4: Refer to section of Report on “SLABS-ON-GRADE" {(page
#).

Mitigation Measure 5: Refer to section of Report on “SITE DRAINAGE™ (page 8).

b. Invelve construction on siopes of 15% or greater?

No Impact, The subject site’s average slope of less than 15% involves minimal
grading to allow for the existing topography to remain fuirly intact.

¢, Belocated in an ares of soil instability (subsidence, landslide or severe erosion)?

Yes, Significant Unless Mitipated, The parcel has been designated as an area with
Landslide Susceptibility T based on information gathered from the 1.8, Geological
Survey. Such areas have the lowest susceptibility 1o soil instability and a decreased
potential for occwrrences of a landslide. The geotechnical report indicates a cliff
retreat scenario that atltows for the proposed developrient of the second story
addition, provided cettain recommendations are implemented. See also response to
Question 1a,

d.  Belocated on, or adjacent to a known earthqoake fault?

Yes. Significant Unless Mitigated. Based on the geotechnical report submitted by
Mugray Engineers, Inc., the project site is located within 200 to 300 feet of a known
sarthquake fault, The Geotechnical Section will review the proposal when an
application for the required building permit is submitted to verily that there are no
geotechnical jssues, and that the mitigations listed in 1a are implemented.

e. Involve Class I or Class 1 Agriculture Soils and Class Il Sofls rated good or
very good for artichokes or Brussels sprouts?

Exhibit No. 3
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ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS

File No. PLN 2010-00231
Page 3

h.

No Impact. The parcel has been designated Tor residential use and is ot intended for
agricuttural vse or produetion.

Cause erosion or siltation?

Yes, Stonificant Unless Mitigated. While minimal grading is proposed for the
praject, erosion and siltation are likely to oceur during construction activities on the
property, Conditions for permit approval that address consiruction related site
erosion and/or siltation have been inchuded as part of the Coastal Development Permit
and Coastside Design Review permit review process. See also response to Question
la.

Result in damage (o seil capability or loss of agricultural land?

No Impact. Reference response to Quegtion Te above.

Re located within a flood hazard area?

Ng Impact. The parcel is focated in Flood Zone C. designated as an area of minimal
flooding.

Be loented in an area where a high water table may adversely affect land use?
No Impact. There is no indication of the presence of a high water table in this arca.
Affect a natural dralnage channe! or streambed, or watercourse?

No Tmpact. The site is not located within g natural drainage channel, streambed or
WATCHCOUrSe,

VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE

WHI (or could) this project:

&

Affect federal oy state listed rave or endangered species of plant life in the
project area?

Ves, Slgnificant Unless Mitigated, Upon review of the California Natural Diversity
Database (CNDDR) Map, two plant species, namely, the Rose Linanthus {Linanthus
Rosaceus) and Hickman's Cinguefoll (Potentilla Hickmanli) have been identified for
potential on-site oceurrence, The following mitigation measures are therefore
recommended to avoid adverse impacts,
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ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS
Fife Mo, PLN 20110-4258]

Page 4

b

<,

Mitigation Measure 6: Prior to Planning sign off on the building permit, the appli-
cant shall retain a biologist to perform a site survey to evaluate the presence of special
status species on-site, including appropriate reconymendations for preservation,

Mitigation Measure 7: The proposed fandscaping plans shall be further reviewed by
Plunning and Geotechnical staff to ensure that biuff stability will not be compromised
and by a biologist to ensure compatibility with special status species if found on-site.

Invelve cutting of heritage or significant trees as defined in the County Heritage
Tree and Significant Tree Ordinance?

No Impact. No trees are proposed for removal, as there are none on-site.

Be adjacent to or include a habitat food source, water source, gesting place or
breeding place for a federal or state Yisted rare or endangered wildlife species?

Yes, Not Signifieant. Although the site is adjacent w the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve,
the project is a second story addition to the existing single-family that does not
expand significantly beyond the existing footprint. As such, no significant impact on
wildlife is anticipated. Further, the mitigation measures inciuded in Guestions 1a and
2a will help to ensure that no adverse impacts will oceur to wildiite habitat, No
additional mitigation measures are required.

Stgnificantly affeet fish, wildlife, reptiles, or plant ife?

Yes, Not Significant. Reference response to Question 2e above,

Be Iscated inside or within 200 feet of a marine or wildlife reserve?

Yes, Not Significant. Refevence response to Question 2¢ above.

Tnfringe on any sensitive habitats?

Yes, Not Sigpificant. Reference response to Question 2o above.

Involve clearing land that is 5,000 sq. {t. or greater (1,000 sq. 1, withih a County
Scenic Corridor), that has slopes greator than 20% or that Is in a sensitive
habitat or buffer zone?

No bmpact. No land clearing is proposed for the project.
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ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS
File No. PLN 20H0-0025]
Page 5

Lo

PHYSICAL RESOURCES

Wil (or could) this project:

2. Result in the remaval of a natural resource for commereial purposes (including
rock, sand, gravel, ofl, trees, minerals or tepsoil)?

No Hmpact. Based on review of the County General Plap, there are no mapped
natural resources on the subject property that would be used for commercial purposes.

B, Involvé grading in excess of 150 cubic yards?

No Impaet. The proposed grading for the project is less than 150 cubic yards and is
therefore considered minimal,

e, lovolve lands currently protected under the Williamsen Act {agricultural
preserve} or an Open Space Fasement?

No bmpact, The project property is currently not under the Witliamson Act or an
Open Space Easement,

d,  Affect any existing or potential agricultural uses?
No Impaet. The site is not located on an agricultural site,

4. AIRQUALITY, WATER QUALITY, SONIC

Wil (or could) this project:

a.  Generate pollutants (hydrocarbon, thermal odor, dust or smuoke particulates.
vadiation, ete.) that will vielate existing standards of air quality an-site or in the
surreunding area?

Yes, Not Significant. The construction of the proposed addition may resuit in
temporary generation of pollutants related to construction, However, the project
would not result in the gencration of & significant level of poliutants, Section 2-1-1 i3
(Exemption, Sources and Operations) of the General Requirements of the Bay Area
Air Quality Management Disirvict exempts sources of air pollution associated with
construction of a single-family dwelling used solely for residential purposes, as well
as road construction. The project does not involve the demolition of any structures o
portion of structures, No additional mitigation measures are necessary,

b, Involve the burning of any material, including brush, trees and gonstrieiion
materiads?
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ANSHWERS TO QUESTIONS
File No. PLN 2010-00251

Page 6

C.

£,

g.

No Impact. The project does not involve the burning ¢f any matedal.

Be expected to result in the geseration of poise levels in exeess of those currently
existing in the area, after constroction?

No Impact, The project will not generate noise levels in excess of those currently
existing in the aves. The swrounding area is residential, and the maintenance of the
single-family residence in this area would not increase noise levels.

Involve the application, use or disposal of potentially hazardous materinis,
including pesticides, berbicides, other toxic substances, or radieaclive material?

No Impact, The project does not involve the application, use or disposal of poten-
tinlly hazardous materials as the proposed project involves an addition to an existing
single-family residence.

e subject to noise levels in excess of levels determined appropriste according fo
the County Noise Ordinance or other standard?

No Impact. The subject property is not located within a mapped Noise Impact Area.

Generate noise Jevels in excess of fevels determined appropriate accerding to the
County Nodse Ordinance standard?

Yes, Not Bignificant. While this project will not generate noise levels in excess of
appropriate levels once implemented, during construction activities, increased noise
levels may occur. However, noise sources associated with demolition, construction
or grading of any real property are exempt from the County Noise Ordinance
provided these activities occur during designated time frames, as included in the
project’s conditions of permit approval,

senerate polinted or increased surface water runoeil or affect groundwater
resources?

Yes, Not Significant. Reference staff’s response to Question 1{ above.

Regnire installation of a septic tank/leachfield sewage disposal system or reguire
hookup to an existing collection system which is at or over capacity?

No Impact. The project is focated within the Montara Water and Sanitary District
service area and the District has the cupacity to serve the project, During the buildin
permit phase of the project. the applicant will be required to secure a sewer permit
from the District, and verify that a permit has been approved prior to the issuance of
the huilding permit,

g

&
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ANSWERS T0O QUESTIONS
File No. PLN 2010-0023
Puge 7

5. TRANSPORTATION

Will {(or contd) this project:
e, Affect access to commercial establishments, sehools, parks, ete.?
No Impact. The site is located in a residential zone,

b, Cause noticeable increase in pedestrian traffic or 2 change in pedestrian
patterns?

No Impact, The proposed expansion of the single-family residence will not increase
the pedestrian waffic nor chunge the pedestrian patteros of the area,

o, Result in noticeable changes in vehicular fraffic patterns or volumes (including
bicycles)?

No Impact. The addition to the existing single-family residence would not result in
noticeable changes in either vehicular traffic or volwmes.

d. Involve the use of oft-road vehicles of any kind {such as trail bikes)?
No impact. The project dogs nol involve the use of off-road vehicles.

e.  Result in or increase traffic hazards?
Yes, Not Significant. During construction of the proposed project, an increase in
catio hazards in the area may oceur. However, this will be temporary, and once
implemented, the project itself would not result in or increase traffic hazards. Alsa,

conditions of project approval require that Nevada Avenue be kept clear during
construction.

{.  Provide for alternative transportation amenities such as bike racks?

No Lmpact. Alterative transporiation amenities are not required as part of this
proect.,

g, Generate traffic which will adversely affect the traffic carrying capacity of any
roadway?

No bmpact. The raflic volume for this residential district will rematn intact.
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ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS
File No. PLN 2010-00251

Page &

6.  LANDUSE AND GENERAL PLANS

Will {or could) this project:

H.,

d,

&,

Result in the congregating of more than 50 people on a regular basis?

No Impact. The proposed project would not result in the congregation of more than
50 people on a regular basis.

Result in the introduction of activitles nat currently found within the
cormunity?

No Impact. The proposed project would not tesult in the introduction of new
activities in this residential area.

Employ equipment which could interfere with existing communication and/or
defense systems?

No Impact. The proposed project woyld not employ equipment that could interfere
with existing communication and/or defease systems,

Result in any changes in Innd use, either on or off the project site?

No Impact. The project will not result in any changes in this area designated as
pesidential land use.

Serve to encourage off-site development of presently undeveloped areas or
increase development intensity of already developed areas (examples include
the introduction of new or expanded public utilities, new industry, commercial
facilities or recreation activities)?

No kmpact. The addition to the existing single-family structure will not encourage
addittonal off-site development or increase development intensity of already
developed areas.

Adversely affect the capacity of any pubiic facilities (streets, highiways, freeways,
public transit, schools, parks, police, fire, hospitals), public utilities (electrical,
water and gas supply lnes, sewage and storm drain discharge lines, sanitary
landfills) or public works serving the site?

No Impact. The proposed project would not adversely affect the capacity of any
nublic utilities. Any use of public facifities and other public utilities would be
minimal and similar to that for the existing single-family dwelling and associated
residents.
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ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS

File Now PLN 201000231

Page ¥

I

B.

Generate any demands that will cause & public facility or utiticy to reach or
exceed its capacity?

No Impact. "The proposed project will not cause a public facility or utility to reach or
exceed its capacity.

Be adjacent to or within 560 feet of an existing or planued public facility?

No Impact, The subject property is not Jocated within 500 feet of an existing
pianned public facility.

Create significant amouuts of solid waste o Jittex?

No Impact. The proposed project may resuit in slight amounts of solid waste or litter
as A result of the new addition to the existing structure, However, the amount would
be typical to that of any single-family residential family and wounld not be considered

significant.

Substantially increase fossil fuel consamption (electricity, ofl, natural gas, coal,
ete.)?

No fmpact. The proposed project would not substantially increase fossil fael
consumption. as the amount of any consumption would be typical to that of any
single-family residential family.

Require an amendment to or exception from adopted general plans, specific
plans, or community policies or goals?

No Impaet. The project does not reguire an amendment to or exception from
adopted general plans, specific plans, or cammunity policies or goals,

Involve a change of zoning?

No Impact. The proposed project does not require a change in zoning,

'Require {he relocation of people or businesses?

No Lmpact. The propesal would not require the relocation of people or businesses.
Reduce the supply of low-income housing?

Na Empact. The proposed project does not include or replace any low-income
housing.
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ANSWERE O QUESTIONS
File No. PLN 201000231
Page 10

0.  Resultin possible interference with an emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?

Ng impact. The proposed project would not interfere with any emergency response
o evacuation plans,

p.  Result in ereation of or exposure to a potential health hazard?

No Impact, The proposed project does not involve any activities that would result in
the creation of or exposure o a potential bealih hazard.

7. AESTHETIC, CULTURAL AND BISTORIC -

Will (or could) this project:

a.  Be adjacent to o designated Scenic Highway or within a State or County Sceaie
Corridor?

Yes, Not Significant. The pJoJ{,r,t site is not located within any Scenic Highway or
State/County Scenic Corridors, The Coastside Design Review Comruittes considered
the project at their October 14, 2010 meeting to recommend approval, based on the
project’s compliance with the Coastside Design Review Standards, subject to
recommended conditions of permit approval that have been inc !‘.idbd as part of the
project review process.

b, Obstruct scenic views from existing residentisl areag, public lands, public water
bedy, or roads?

Yey, Not Significant. The new height of the single-family residence will be at 27 ft.
-4 in. The existing bome and on-site vegetation obscure the ocean view from Nevada
Avenue, but the ocean can still be seen between houses and at Beach Street. The
proposed addition will not significantly impact scenic views,

¢.  Involve the construction of buildings or struectures in excess of threc stories or 36
feet in height?

No_Impact. The addition to the existing single-family residence will maintain the
structure’s overall height to not exceed the maximum allowed of 28 fect in the
R-1/8-17 Zoning District,

d.  Directly or indirectly affect historical or avchaeological resources on or near the
site?
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ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS
Fife No, PLN 201000251
Page 11

No Impagt. There are no known historical or archaeological resotrees on or near the

§ite.

e, Visually intrude into an area having natural scenic qualities?

Yes, Not Significant. Reference staff’s response 10 Question Th above.

ATTACHMENTS

A.  Location Map

B, Project Plans _ _
¢, Murray Engineers, Inc., Geotechnical Report - June 2011

DPAfe -~ DPAVOE17 WEFH.DOC
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June 14, 2012
Projvee No, 1255151

Pdesed Linte 3 LIMITED GEOTECANICAL

o/ o Frpgus Gasher R INVESTIGATI X, | ‘
S b, Forbes Woaks Lﬁ?i’ﬁmmﬁﬁﬁ Wﬁﬂ?ﬁﬁﬁw T4,
81 ii‘im:%m A'ma.uz: . ' %5 wﬁ?ﬁﬁ&ﬁ?ﬁwgg* ok

Palos Alto, Califorla 54301 SAN MATED COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

Urear My, Liete

We are pleased to present the results of our Hrred gentechaical investgation relating to the
design nd constrction of proposes] improvetients W your residence at 263 Nevada
Aveaue in the mmmg«:&m%ml il Beach ween of Sart Maveo Couary, Californin. The
peojeot location i inditated on Pigure 1, vm%xgm;;&» Th prugposs ot our rivestigniiog
was b evaluare the subsufics condisions o the s lased en a seview of w prii-
gruterhoiesl Inyurtigation pesfoimed o the txdnibog residene and o provide geotechaicel
recomtsendations for fhe proposet Bnfrovemems, A brsls for wobavestigation, we have
eviewed geologis taaps if the ven, the arigitial georechiseal report and 1w lettets reliting
1o the properey, the vigins comEtTaction pﬁ%&m fiok the existiog residence, and die prroprosed
inprovement plansaod diseuseed the project with the County Groologist amd Associnte
County Foagineer, Tn addmon, ous pringipal engreing geologist and principal protocknical

caginger observe the sie condigons on Feleoary 15, 2011

BAUKGROUNDY & PROJECE DEICRIFTION

e site is Tocared on 1 B pverkooking the Prelle Ocean. The existing Fouss was
vriginally foerted o the adjavent praperty 10 e piesteh ey the top of due blaff. Inabout
3042, vhe house was moved o the conrl portce of the referenced property. Subsequenty,
i 2007, B Tocaddon of the hoase was shifted about 10 1o 15 fect east 1o ity presest Jocation
and @ vwo-story detsched paiage Was comstrucind wo the st of the vesidence, Based o vt
peview of the prophsed Jngorvesint plans, we understand thar the project will frdurde the
construerion cif 4 first oo addition 1o consect fhe snplesrory residence w e derached
werotity garige v the tonstiston of ¢ wenondlsnay ailditon over the exising retidence.
o il e iiating vede fhitio will e siganded by 10 Rt and rersoliled.

PUNZ.OI0 0025 N 22 20

a4y €1 Comine Kesl, Pt Ali, Elifornia 84308
Siyon e B AIEAAEG Vi 850 FELEHD

RRLIE— YRt S
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GEOLOGH & STISMIC CONDITIONS

Geologle Overview

The property is locsted at the tag of the constal il sbove the Pacifie Octun. Acconding to
the Cleningie Map of the Montars Mownmin and San Mateo Quadrangles {Pampeyan, 1994),
the property 18 lovared i sn ares uoderain mariee remuce deposits (G, which geaclly
romsist of poady to modesately consclidated marine, eolian, and alluvial sand, ait, graed,
and clay deposits. The lower part of 2 terrsce commonly coneiis of marine, Bnegemned,
moderately well consolidated deposits, and forms near-verdeal Ciffs along the exposed coast.
A depth wnd exposed o the beach ar low tide, the aven i waderain by interbudded
mudstene, sitstons, and sandstone of the Pusdsima Formation {Tp). A copy of the selevant
poation nf the geolopic map s presented o Fagere 2, Viginiy Geslogie Map.

Foulbng & Sobontelty

Geologize and semmologiste recognize the Sea Franckoo Bay Swew ts ohe of rﬁw ot active
selamic reginos i the United States. Thers are four tmajar ¢ activs fult xones trending in &
porthrwest disettion through the Bay Aves, which buve genwrated sbout 12 ensthauskes pex
contury buge eoough to cause sauctursl damage. The funlts causing these. earthepikes are
part of the Sun Andress ol systens, 4 major St i the Bart's crust that saeods fr-ut least
0 niles teonigh westers Califermin, and inchude the Sen Andens, San Grogprio, Higward,
sad Calaverss fiilts. The Segl Cove irace of thie Saa Croge -fmﬁ%: i 1@5&%&% spprisitstely
200 g 300 Geet wwest of fhe propisty (e Bgire X il B tecand
approwismbely 7 miles nosthedst of th st and the Hammk am’i &séamw Laedlis i Toeated
anpeoiiisely 25 and 34 miles northanst o the site, serpectively, Becanio of s prendimity to
the sctive Seal Cowe fiakt trace, the site i locared within o State of Californis caathouake
faalt mome, Formerdy known as an Alguise-Prioke Spedinl Stlies zome,

Seisiologie sd geologic experts cogvened by the U. 8 Geologienl Suevey coneluded thar
thare i & 63 percent probability for ax least ome “hge” corthquake of magnitude 6.7 o
proater in the. Bay Aves beforn 2038, “They also maiotsin thar there could be more than one
&*M&mgmkﬁ ﬁf thia n ,---.,_;».;..m aml tﬁ@& a&mﬁm zmﬁwm %mm of about

b Basi Andiivgs faolt T extssd 110 Ivwsi . 28 prepciise Wmmtﬁt} w4 whilar srbrucke
oper the same time pestod (2007 Working Group on Califoris. Barthansks Probabilities,
208,

Pape 2 o 12
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ABRIAL FHOTOGRAPH REVIEW

Five sets. of sterengiaphic setiad photogephs were peviewed at dhe US, Geolepiosd Survey's
vy i Mealo Padk fo-aid dn sontusiing the enginverdng geologic condiions st the sfte soud
i the site vicmity, T dll sers of photographis, fhe reference property 1o peadily idenufiable
toased oo it location betweens Meeads Avenme utid the Pacific Oceut.

Yo Flight Live Pl Mo, Souke

1843 THOB-28 2 & VRGO
1946 GSCP 21808161 124000
195G DEBR 384 FEeRL LY
1568 {35-VBE Uhduowa 120,000
WA 5612 Y & L RO

T thy TOAS, 1996 and 1596 phowgespls, thie sfirct pripecty s aodeveloped. There i
senttessd residensial devalopment o thewses andh ihie. prapetty to the north is deveoped. A
roud and enserment e visibhe Somg the Bl to the west of the subject property. T the
1946 and 1956 phtographs, de bhfls s vidbly serreating sndd by 1956 the bilud¥ s
irapacting the road. T the 1968 phitographs, the road along the blafl is gooe s the
properties to the south of th site are deviehoped. :

REVIRW OF PREVIOUS BEEORYS

Tuckley Pngivesr Assoetor (BEA) ounduited « grotdhnicn] Investigation at hi proparty
snd prepated w rapost deted Apil 17,3002 Kt the titne, the propesty was rasferenced as 100
Beach Strewt and appess w0 bave inchuded both e property at 353 Nevads Averad and the
propesty st 100 Bepeh Shrvet, “The report sddiessed the redocation of a howe test thie bl
on the propesty 1o the north of 363 Beach Steet o the fromt povtion of the property at 263
Hevada Avenue. BEA' investigation incuded svo exploratory horings wdvanced with 3
portabli pereussion dill g w eealunte the subsactcs cotdidons i the srea of the praposed

Building location sad s exstninator of the phaff 1 evaloate blufl mtreat and the surtuce
g it thie whre, YK ribed & 10Font thic of uninterrupted ‘terpmie Geposits
s ' et o dtise Bt eross the property. Based o thers sibnrice

ot byl ste was blanketed by 1 to 2 fuet of silty
elay undeelabo by veumthoredt tevence deprsie cunssiing of mediun dense o dense clayey
sand and veey seiff sandy clay to & depth o B feet Copies ot BEA"s boring logs are fnchaded
wts Figure 5, Log of BEA Doeings. BEA covommended that the selocated revidence could be
supporied o ¢ spresd footing foundatios, if Toewied ar Jeast 80 feet from the top-of the blull
and suggested thist the sctback distsnce could be decreased to 60 feer if the souctute ey
supported on deilled phees. BEA xeco enesnicied that Footings should extend at least 24
imchies belper vough pad geade and should be s mininumn width of 12 inches. BEA further
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secommended thas Footings be desipned foran allowable beasing pressne of 2800 povesls
per sguare foot (psf) For. dend ouds, 2,500 paf or disd faim Yoy Tonds, assd 3000 paf fo ol
Inads, inchuding wind and selunic. To rosist Yt loudde, BRA recommendid s m&fﬁmm
of frotion of 0.3 and & gmmm: prcastin: (8 300 poand ey bl foot fov faotisy s proniedd
nean in foundation sfcavatioie,

Subseynently, BEA prepaved 2 Tenrer dated February 16, 2004 thor adkdlressed blult vetrest on
the propsty of 100 Beach Breepr. Although not exphcivin this lewer, it appears thar this
gt adcbusses Dhwil rereat ar both 100 Beaeh Streqr and 263 Nevada Avenve. Based on
thisiy revivwr of seral phivtagraphs, BEA conclodnd thr bloflserreat avemged sbowt 4 feot
pet yeay from 1955 10 1920 and 2 feot poe year form 1979 50 2060, Accesfing te BEA, rip
cap was lnstalled 0 1984 to protect the Blaff o the virsétliends wd sonfhsrest of the property
aund, sl the dipp rap asested any sighificant erosion on thy provected propesties, szosol on
100 Beach Steeet und 267 Nevada Avenme contimed, Based on sessstemnents, BEA
estimates) approsimately 32 foct of blaff retreat berwann 1084 dad 2604 For no avempge of 1
Foer pecyour. Ohverd S0:year desipn fife, BILA estinived vup 1o sppiontmirrely 80 fevr of %:xizk{"f

rettond,

On Moversber 2, 2008, BEA subimitied g lorer, which reloerated thely blaff sairsat estimate
and provided e opioion that thye cstimat wag consgrritive. given Wt thi vipap
installatinns to the northeast pnd sonstoveat of thee st woulid rend to cawse G sroshon a2
265 Mevads Avenue o become tote Veshaped oves e, The leter also indicaten that the
onclusions ind recomimendativns preseried i their Apell 17, 2002 repart were seill walid
fac the proposed projeet. Althbugh the scope of the project e mot dedined in the lottes,
based on our seview of historic asdal photographs it appears that the project included
shifting the relocatesd howse approxdmately 10 1 15 fort forthee away from the blalf and
sonseeusting & detached gatege berwesn the house and the street

SITH RBCONNATSSANCH

The propety is located oo » mugine temace along the m&hmf aiffa% wi%%ﬁ&u &vmme in
m&y {:Mm@mi vesidential arce of Moss Beach, The rectungider-¢
7 egatily s 240 fant doep by 75 feet wide and is hounded b} Mwm Awenu to the

g %, thie Pacific Oveln 10 the northewest, and by nvighboring residecsiil properdes to
L}fw amﬁm: and sonthwent, “The mataral ground sutfiee siooss the sie slopes essonvesy
gently foward a vory smep o nkar vertical bl at the novbrissiten end ofthe propenty.
The propety also-encompasies  portion oF the bedch balow the' ihuff. Withis the Hadis of
the proparty the BlE i approximsately 32 foat high (see Figues 3, Bige Phan émé i%gﬂxﬁ%
Geologie Cross-Section A-4.
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b Aseist, Moss Beach

As troted wheove, rip xap wii hstalled fo T8 w Heiifigte Blul¥ arosion on eithet side of the
site. T thie noeth the iy sy b located st-gie nopthwestern e of Tepch Srreet and o the
sesuithy the vip vap protects the blaff bebow the propesty s 201 Nevada Aveuue. The tip rap
apprees o be performing well and we disd not obearve any significant evidence of srosion in
the area of the fp rap. Based oo o compaison of Bosivontal measurerments between the rear
property e and the top of bt as shown on the Buckley Engnerring Associstes site plan
e 02 wod 8 veceal sursey by Len and Brave Rogineeting, Inc., i appeas that the bhaff
his retreated approsimaicky 10 foet over the sy 8 yeuss fof an averige tetrat mte of
approxirately 1.3 Fees pror your,

Avrons e wiikth of the propeny and the twe wiisemn propeities st 100 Beach Street sfad
231 Nevads Avieine, » dissnce oF apfircuittsty 200 foe, the bioff exposes approsmmately 2
ror 3 feet of brows wilty restiml soll sidestain by nioderstely cemented silty sand o wmdy sl
sevrace deposits. A temeeow bend of beach sand i boented btovw the bloff sod Pusisine
Formation bedeock is exposed i the Pacific Osesn atlow tide. As poted above, i Tohaff §e
approsinstely 32 foet high sod we did mot olbsuive ay pvidence of shear zones of offsct
bedding i the expossd terinoe deprsits,

Tl it b pceessed by o grived ooy that vevends fom the southien comes of the

property to i one-siory, swisesdFranned reildonce and detsched gusage in the spaern

pontion of the propetty. Congres patios extand off the front snd venr of the residence.

Pawed o our review of the cosstracdon plas, incudng sractasd phass b Belun Dotson,

Consulting Bogideer with 3 Delta 2 revision duse of March 37, 2007, the nuidence and

parage are suppored oo spread footings tat exrend 24 inches helow grade. The ewisting

reat patio was ofiginally desgaed a5 o rajeed deck supporred o tsolsted sproad; however,

appeass 1o have been vossteucted as o slab-on-grade. Based on our obsessutions, the

rewidence, gt and patio appeared o be g&mﬁi econdition. We did not vhserve any :
absebous sigae of distesss e conld indicars diftiresial foundation suovement, such s |
sigribesnt vl vinching, fommiation secking, oreib eacking,

-Mm%ma@m@m@mm-ﬁmmﬁiﬁmsgﬁmm@dﬁm-%}wm:m’uma The
it s aguipped with mof putters snd drwnspouts, which discharge e aes desres
tocaed near the foundadern. According to Showr 1Y of the constroction plars by Boote
Design Coup with & Deles 4 revision dawe of Febstunry 20, 2008, 3t appears tht the s
deninie discharpe inbe s dry well on rechiege pits howaeer the location of the it was not
aoted it plan set thatwe wese provided. We il vt shiserve wny evidence of excessive
rrrokstie oF eroRion ot the pioperty fhat would engpest that the dry well s 5ot fupconing
‘properly.
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COMCLUSIONS & RBLOMMENDATICNS

From a georechnical pefspective, I i our opisivh that the site iy suitahle fot th propased
pnproverpents, provided the recumeendations presented i fhis lelter repost we
unplemented i the design and constraction of the propossd Baprovements. In our opisien,
the prisaary georechnisal constiaint o the proposed lnpravenens: & the potential for strong
grovsid shaking sssocisted with o modetate w latge eatiquake on the Ban Andreas fwolt or
othicr nmsby active fotlts, Basnd o our abservations st the s and ow teview pli the
Buckley Bagiasering Associates repost, the site sppears t bie ﬁma%@gmm By u relagieely thin
Ingee of residual seil ovedying masine torrace doposits. In o oo, hiais matetials
should provide adoguate sappost for the foundations of the proposed improvements,

Cugrently, the existityg residenor B teated B9 feet from the top of the Tt and the rour
pade i Tosaved sboat 15 feer Sou the hiu%’%l The propesed deck sspemsion will extend 1o
wirhin ghont 68 feer of dhe bhaff. Based on our weview 6F blaff cvoskon pates poesented by

ok,

}ﬁwkk? Fapine a:ix:xg Arsncistes, o review of aorist photayiaphe, and e iserements of
haff rotrent hmwm 2008 arsd 2019, in ons opinion, tu pretage mite of et pebtent Wppenrs
to Lie dimdaishiog, According 1o BEA, biulf roreat avesgod sbout # fent jam e frzn
1955 0 ‘i@‘?’? md 3 foet §m gm ﬁﬁm ’i?’?@ " ﬁ‘«ﬁﬁ%} ﬁiﬁ@ﬁ RO mmammm% i

mwm

rfm ﬁmﬁgﬁm and mméwm a:a? x%m wite ’}“hfes ¥ip. %3%‘{3 a@m i &m&: am&@& &E@mi;m&m
encwian i the protected areas nod, consquently, redured the oo of srosion st the
unprovected bluff, Dased on our seasorements, we anticipsie the potertial fin
approsintely 65 fut of bluff reweat over the sext 50 yeirss o ackdition, we agroe with
BEA shint i mature of the rowaat will become more Voshaped ok & ool of the neatby 1p

28 411 o Tosed on HuE evpluativn, i3 our opinion that the tisk 1o the residence
from bliaff retioat over the nasy &ﬁ outs I oy low wnd the visk to the sear patin i low. It
shusuid b chearty-anderstond tit evesoully sotie il 0P sittaiton will by reguined to
provecy the house srd proposed imprevements fon future Tt bt

Based on ot zeview of published rosps and oie chsirvatinge of the bl expesers, sibich
extuads aeross the width of the proporty, it fs o opinion thato aetive ar Wsmmr}i} attive
Frdlés eroms the site, Therefors, ia our opsion the petental fos fault napse st the sife s
low, However, 58 poted in-the Faoliing and Seisicity ssetion above, modenite to lage
m&&m@w are ;m:}%mbii& along seversl activs fmw i the gm‘m f%ay f’xmm E‘i:aszﬁm;
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these guidelines snd puommesers will sob frovent shimngre to stacTures; mihier they ae
wtended 1o prevent cainsteopilkc collppe.

A0 CBC FARTHOUAKE DESIGN PARAMETERS

We bave developed sitespecific earthepuke design passmetese based on the procedisres
deseiibed n Chapter 16, Section 1613 of the 2010 Californt Buiding Code (Califorais
Bl Standands Covninissin, J0, st procudures wilize Seate steodsrdized specrral
avedleration vilues for maniam condidered earthguke ground motion teking into scrount
histotic] setomitity, weatlable paleoseismic vt 2wl setivity weres along known falt traces,
s well ae site-specifed suil and bedeock response chamctetitivs, Contonr raps of Cless B
bedrock hoszontd speciesl scorderstion vahuss for the State of Cilifoenis e trecluded ws
figures in Chaprer 16 of the 2010 CBE, mpreseniing both shiort (0.2 seoonds) aned Tong (1.0
second) periods of spretrl vespoee sod rking lose sccount § perent of critiod daspiag,
Leyendecker atid sthiess (2011 have prepated » softinre progean fiss pblic use that ellows
o skresprocific ddjustinmaes of thuse wboeleration values for diffurent subsurfice conditions,
which are defined by site chisser. Given vepresentative ltitude of 31525 and longimde of
122517 in secosdince with guidelings presensed in the 2010 CBC, the following selsraic
desipyt parmmeters will apply for this s

# .f';ﬂf\!: Class 19 - Soit Profile Name: $aiF Sod Profile (Table 1613.5.2)

Mapped: Spectzl Arcelemuons for 0.2 second Perod: 55 2,022 (Site Class B)

Mapped Specsd Aveclemtions forg $sonond Perod: S 1.029 (Sire Cluss B)

Trasign Spiscten] Avcelstapions for 02 pecond Pesiod: Spa= 1 AL e Clase 1)
Diesign Spevtml Adcderations fire n Toipennd Period: Soye 129 Gir Claw 1)

& B2 ¢ ®

Gpeard Foovags

We recormmend that the proposutl addidon and resr werce exmenson be supported on
contimsous spread Tootngs, Continuows spresd footings should have epiadoncm witth of
15 il dnd should eftend et least 24 mchen below lowest adincent grade. Footings
Toosted adfacent to willity Hnes should buar below o 123 plirse eutmoded wpward from the
hottom sdige of the ntility ek,

Spresd footings suppasted i the v scil mwy be designed using an sllowable beadng
preasare of 2,000 pounds per square foor for dend plas live fouds, with & onethind dacresse
alipwed For totsl loads incloding wisnd sd selvmic forces. The weight of the footings may
be neglected for design porposes,
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Tatersd foads may be restated by friction bereeen the footings and the suppoiming subgrade
wsing 2 friction coufficient of 030 fok conetste formmed on mediam dense or very sifl madoe
terrace deposity, In addition 1o the preteding fherional sesismoce, litem] reduanse ey be
pravided. by passive presiures sctbly sgeiest Fsundiitions poured nese i e feeding
cxeavaiions Biing an oquivdlens fuid Pssare 8 30 B0 ;&mrm; pat bl &:ﬁm

We recommend that all continuous footings be seiafireed withi 2 miﬁi&%i}m&f Toust Do 5
seinforcing buss, rwa vesr the top sad twe neer the botions, 0 provide stuvisl contisiy
and to permit spasning of Jucel pregularies.

Fiovting excavatons should be substantially free of Joose soll prior w plnng winforang
steel mnd vonceete. Ot representosive should abserve the lonting mivavalions priey o
pliging congrate forms and rinfording stecl fo see that they ave founded i vormpeient
 lsgnriog saterials and have bees propedy prepared. Tnoadditien, sny loese soll i the footing
exespations resoiing from the placemsm of fors and reinferdng stedl should be camoved
prict to plicing congrete: ' o -

Thity-yeas differential movenmnt of footings due o static Jonds Is mot expested to exgeed
Wy rwh ageoss sy 20-doot span of the spread footing-supporied bngrovements.

SLABBOMN-GRADE

Faserior patios and walkways iy be constructed us-slibpongide. We roomimtod tat
extesior slabs be undedain by arleast § inches of Chiss 2 apgregate bassrock compacted to
95 pereent peativie compaction in genenl soeurdanes with ARTM T3 1557 fatest ecidion).
Prior o plecement of the beseradk, the wes should be swipped to memove surfice
vrgemtbion snd the sibgade soill should be scadfisd tw a depth of approsdmmately 6 tnches
and ecompueted £o 90 percent relative compaction.

Stabs-on-grade should be designed as “free-flonting,” stouetanally isolated from adjecent
:ﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬁ@m\ 1 shaloa ane ebraeromally connected to sdinevns foundarion, the thickness of the

wded _mm shioolit be increned 10 12 inchos. T geneenl, shibs-on-grade should be
' pmﬁd@ﬂ with contral foines st apacing of nor o tio about 10 feer Aetsil costrol jolnt
wpachug, slib thickness and slab erinforcing should be desirnined by the projes siomeal
engitreer bused on anticipated v aud Toddiog: -

REFRE DA

We. revormend thet proposed addidons should be provided with wef paness und
Aovnsponts, Water colfectad i the gutters should not be aliowed to dischings feely oo
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SRR s g

peada Ayeae. Mo B

the ground sucfor rdjpcent to die foundutioos and should be sovted 1o the existng drainage
disehurge systen. T addition, sarfice sonoff should be prevenied fom ponding sdjacent 1o
the: Fovsrdirionns of fhre addition and i bisen or hardecspe areas. To witigate ponding water,
we recortmend it the provnd surfioe ownd sttuetures be provided with & positiee
gradivnt sway froos stoctures, Havdseage weesy shiouldl be comstnered for proper desinuge
by prading wway from strucrures aod by providing drop bets. Sres diwdox shoold be
stalfed wroond the strocrures and fo planter wess sdistent to the stctues o colleer
surlaee runofl

We tecompmend that snnual pwintenance of the sarface dumage systenn be puformed.
This rasduterince shoald tnchude fnspection sad ressing fo multe sure dat tool puters and
downspouty ae dn good wosking oider wud do sot ks inspection snd flashing of ares
deives iy ke e, that they aie feoe of deludy and o by goodl wealdng oedes wnd
inspestion of sarbice drainage outfell locations o verify dhat introddueed water fows ey
through the disthosge pipes mod that no escomive grovion bas occured. I eroston ds
detected, this office should be contacred to svahimte iz exeent and @ provide mivigation
meonsmendations, if needed.

REQUIRED FUTURR SERVICES
Plae Boview
T batier siwuse sonfoemings of the il émgﬂ dovaments with the revommendstons

conisived i this %tm 2&;}&% and 1o beder comply with the bolldiog deparoment’s
reputrsments, My Poghoeds, Tne, most seview the sotgleted project plans priog o
constcaction. The plts should b made svaibsble for our reviee w sont as possible after
completivn so thit we as heties wedsr i keeping your profect schedule on teach. We
gesstnineind that the following projocrspeifie nore be added ro the project phins:

B The pootechpiod aspecty of the corstition, incding foundation excavatinns,
suberache prqmmcﬂ ,azmi %xwmti& mmiﬁmmn Mmzzh slabs-on-gade, snd
Fawsmeslin scoordures it the
pigieit ify ML’EW?{%@%&Wg Teven, charead e 13, 2011,
- = E’m: ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂé b allovwud ot least 4 hony adewice porificadon of
say mﬁzw}zk wperstions sid should be predent to eheerve wad/ or test sl iniessiny
de earhorork and foundston nsmllation plases of de profect.

Convpeptior Dbservation Bervices
Muerny Bngineers, Jae, shotld observe nnd nsst (ox nécosstry) the enthwork wnd Foumdation

- phinves of consiruction i order to &) conBiom that subsurface conditions exposed dusug
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wls&sﬁhax&m@;@mmmi proceshes mﬁ&mwﬁm of may, go this or adjacent propestics.

s oeoidenting of Knowledge, A
“Bedrivalidered; wholly op partially; &y'e&mm@s e of ot conel., T

comsraion e substantally the same as those interpolared from our hoited subsusdacs
pxplorstion, on which the aaalysis and design were based; b} obeerse corpliance with the
geotechnies] design soncepts, specifiestions sod revor wnencations; and «) allow design
changes in the event that subsusface conditions differ from thoe angicipated, The
rechssinendations in this letter teport are based on il subsurfice wlormation. The
napre aned extent of vacton-sanes the sie ey not hesame. evidret gl constey etion. 1
raiations ave then expused, & will by seemsary 16 mm&aﬁ%m il Tt 2

LIMITATIONS

Thie etter seport has been prepared for tﬁm sole wse of Nod Lis, fped Foadly For
developirig geotschnical design criteda melatiog to desgl dnd sonutaticn of the priposed
adidizing to the tesidence st 263 Newada Avenue in the Moss Beagh aren of Bin Mateo,
California, The opinions presented i this lerter report are bassd upon infprmation nude
svsilabile to s, 2 gite zmmmsmm o upon local sapesience sed stipiriesding mdgaent,
and have been fosmideted e acordncy with genemlly srcepied geotechuicel enginesuug
prtiess cht et bt e B me Bay Avew ap dhits tiies thip L Dnpaied.
urther, our peeomaendutionsare busd on the seruspton ot sl imd Wgﬁm
conditons at or betwesn botings do ot dvinte ast@asmm&? freigii Abiae Bapentesed, To
adidition, gactechnical fssues may srise that ire 1B ¢ at it gl Hmes g pilet waswly,
exprenses) or implied, s made or should be infermd, We nen pot wsponsible for it
presepted by others,

The recommsndativns provided in this letter puport see based o the sssimption thet we will

ber mm 0 provide the féx&xmm i*smaw Sﬁmm& dw;ﬂm’i bt b puderto svalwite

e fmm ieas, By

x;*%m%ﬁg «ir e contcting dis o it of paivose wmﬁmﬁﬂﬁm £ e dotier seporthy
othors: Fuathenmon, i annther geererhuiest consultaent i repined for fllowarp servine 1o
fhis repont, v my Favpinoers, tne. will at dhat dme cense to be the Boghasee-of- Regord,

The opitions presented b this Jevber report s valid o5 of the pmmm dase for this propesty
erauated. £ s oy the condition of x properey can ovcet withthe pawage of tme,

in
of Ww&% e opur, whother from leghlasing ox
shufonts jreesimtad ia (e letter report may
i, this Jattet
repost bs sublect to mﬁm@aﬁ;@iﬁmﬁﬁmh&m%ﬁm%@apm@é &fﬁ&&mw is:s
idiston, this leter report shonld tot be veed and ls not apphinble For any fropes vthe
that that evtosted.

, chasigasin spplicebls o
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* St Geologist:

U vors haee wmry question sonceening our tovostigrtion, phease call

Vigy truly yours,
%iifiméw EMNGINEERS
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Owner/Applicant. LIETZ/FG i
| FileNumbers:  PLN 2010-00251 |
| Attachment: @« b

y
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- - NATURAL RESOURCES Al f EDMUND G, BROWN, JR., Governor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NQRTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE
A5 FREMONT, SUITE 2000

SAN FRANGISCQ, CA 94145-2219

{415} 804-6280 FAX (415) 3045400

www.coastal.ca.gov

COMMISSION NOTIFICATION OF APPEAL

DATE: Descember 20, 2011

TO: Dennis Aguirre, Project Planner
County of San Mateo, Buiiding & Planning
455 County Center, 2nd Floor .
Redwood City, CA 94083 m@“;

FROM: Nick Dreher, Coastal Program Analyst 5
RE: Commission Appeal No, A-2-SMC-11-044

Please be advised that the coastal development permit decision described below has been
appealed to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections
30603 and 30625. Therefore, the decision has been stayed pending Commissioh action on
the appeal pursuant o Public Rescurces Code Section 30623,

Locat Permit #: PLN 2010-00251
Applicant(s): Dan Garber

Description: To construct a 2,783 sq.fi. first and second floor addition to an
existing 2,812 sq.ft. single-family residence, on an existing 15,526
sq.fl. legal parcel

Location: 263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach (San Mateo County) (APN(s) 037-
112-110, 037-112-120)

Local Decision;  Approved w/ Conditions
Appellant(s); Casey Schaufler & Ann Forrister
Date Appeal Filed: 12/20/2011

The Commission appes! number assigned {o this appeal is A-2-SMC-11-044. The
Commission hearing date has not yet been established for this appeal. Within & working days
of receipt of this Commission Notification of Appeal, copies of all relevant decuments and
materials used in the County of San Mateo's consideration of this coastal development permit
must be delivered to the North Central Coast District office of the Coastal Commission
(California Administrative Code Section 13112). Please include copies of plans, relevant
photographs, staff reports and related documents, findings (if not aiready forwarded), all
correspondence, and a list, with addresses, of all whe provided verbal {estimony.

A Commission staff repert and notice of the hearing will be forwarded to you prior to the
hearing. If you have any questions, please contact Nick Dreher at the North Central Coast
District office.

ce: Dan Garber

€8 CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
Exhibit No. 4
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STATE OF CALPOENIA -~ THE BESDURCES ASENOY . GOMUNG G, BEOWH JR,, Govarger

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
NOTH QENTAAL COABT BIBTRIDT GRRICE

A5 FREMONT GTREET, SUITE 2000

AN FRANGISOD, CA 141052216

VOIDE %15) 2045288 EAY (418 204.5400
YOO {418) 6275806

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.
SECTION L. Appellant(s)

Name:  Clasey Sohaufler, Ann Forrister
Malling Address: 234 Nevada Ave o B C S
Cly Moss Beach ZpQode: 94038 Phos:  650,906,1780

SECTION 1L

1, Name of local/port government:
San Mateo County
2. Brief description of development being appealed:

The pmpnsad project is located on a 15,526 sq. it parcel, on the blufl overlodtd “‘ the xmgmld Marine Reserve.
The applicant proposes to constrnct a 2,783 sq ft, two story addition op an existing 2, 912 fi single story single-furmily
house. This is San Mateo County File Number PL_N 2010400251,

3. Development's location (strect address, asgessor's parcel no., cross straet, eto.):

The proposed development is lopated at 263 Nevasda Aveous, Moss Beach, betwsen North Lake Bt. and Boach St
APNs 037-112-110 and APN 037-112-120

4. Doscription of decision being appealed (vheck one.);

[0 Approval; no special conditions

Approval with special conditions: See San Mateo County Zoning Hearing Qﬂice record
of decision. :
[ Denial

=

Note: - For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a Iacal government cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
deeisions by port governmenta are not appeala,ble '

_APPEAL‘NO A . . Lf . 4
: DATEF{LED i} L‘M T |

. ms*rmcr ‘Mo el C&V\“{/m Qﬁ%%‘“
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5 Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

& Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
Ll City Council/Board of Supervisors

1 Planning Commission

j[:] Other

6. Date of local government's decision: November 17, 2011

7. Loeal government’s file nurber (if any);  PLN 2010-00251

SECTION ITL. Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)
e‘i Name and mailing address of permit applivant:

Dan Gaxber
8! Encinz Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 04307

b. Names and mailing addresses as avajlable of those who testified (cither verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Includs othior parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal.

(l) See San Mateo County Zoning Hearing Office record of decision.

)

® |
@ ,_

3 . T ' R RER g Exhibit No. 4
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SECTION v,

PLEASE NOTE:

Appeals of Jooal government coastal permit decisions are limifed by a varioty of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act, Plaase raview the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section.

State briefly yonr reasons for this appeal. Incinde a sunmary description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan,
ot Port Master Plan policies and reguirements in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasong the
detision wartants a new heariog. (Use additeual paper ag nevussary.)

This need not be a complete or exhanstive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, thore must be sufficient

discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is allowed by law. The appellant, subssquent to filing the appoal, may
submit additional information to the staf¥ andfor Commission 1o support the appeal requost,

g i

SR

SR

PO . Exhibit No. 4
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i

$ummary of Reasons for Appezl

$an Mateo County File No. PLN 2010-00251

Qwner: Nori Gerardo-Lietz, Applicant: Fergus Garber C‘rrcup
T.ocation: 263 Nevada Ave, Moss Beach

Appellant: Casey Schaufler, Ann Forrister

The project, as approved by San Mateo County, does not comply with the Visyal Resources and Hazards
Components of the County’s certified Local Coastal Program.

'I_‘he proposed project is located on 4 15,526 sq. fi parcel, on the bluff overlooking the Fitzgerald Maﬁne
Reserve, The applicant propeses to construct a 2,783 sq f1, two story addition on an existing 2.912 #
single story single-family house.

The document referred to as the gigff report is PLN2010-00251_ZH020111117_SRT.pdf from the San -
Mateo County website,

The document referred to as the Limited Geotechnical Investigation or LG is the June 14™ 2010 report
from Muray Engineers, Inc that appears in the staff report beginning with page 65 and continuing
through page 81.

‘Visual Resources

The proposed project is located on the ocean bluffs betwoen North Lake Street and Beach Street at 263
Nevada Avenue in Moss Beach. The property overlooks the Fitzgerald Macine Reserve and is
approximately 100 yards from the visitor center. The existing structure is clearly visible from the bluff
top lookout at the northern end of the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, The expanded strocture will be 4
dominant feature Jooking northward along the coastline ffom this public viewpoint..

'The county did not adequately analyze the project’s compliance with LCP Policies 8.5 and 8.13, instea
Limiting their analysis of visual resources strictly to cturent views of the ocean from adult head height ov
Nevada Avenue.

Local Coastal Program visual resource policies inctude (in refevant part)

8 5 Location of Development
&, Requlre that new developmart be lovated on @ portion of a parcel where the development...
(2} is least likely to significantly impect views from public viewpoints...

8 ! 3 Special Design Guidelines for Coastal Communities

I?ze Jollowing special design guidelines supp!ement the design criteria in the
Community Design Manual:
a. Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada

(1) Design structures which fit the iopography of the site and do not require extensive
cutting, grading, or filling for construction.
(2} Employ the use of naiural materials and colors which blend with the vege:mtwa cover
of the site.
(3) Use pitched, rather than flat, roofs which are surfaced with nonr@ﬂeanve materials
except for the emplayment of solar energy devices.

Exh|b+1' No 4
A 2 SMC 11- 044 (Gerardo Lletz)
Appeal of County CDP Decision
Page 5 of 36
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(4) Design structives which are in scale with the character of thely seiting and blend
rather than dominate or distract from the overall view of the urbanscape.”

(5) To the extent feasible, design development 1o minimize the blocking of views to or
along the ocean shoreline from Highwuy I and other public viewpoinis between
Highway 1 and the sea. Public viewpoints tnelude coastal voads, roudside rests anid
vista polnts, recreation areas, frails, coastal accossways, and beaches. This provision
shall not apply-in areas west of Denniston Creek zoned elther Coastside Commercial
Recreation or Waterfront. ‘ ' :
(6} In areas east of Dennision Creek zoned Coastside Commercial Recreation, the height
of development may not exceed 28 feet from the natural or finished grade, whichever is
lower.

'H'azards

The connty did not adequately analyze the project’s conformity with the LCP Policy 9.8 which permits
bluff and cliff top devslopment (such as this project) only if design and setback provisions are adequate
to assure stability and structural integrity for at least 50 yenrs, snd if the proposed devslopment will
neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion problems or geologic instability of the site or
surrounding areas. To the contrary, the Limited Geotechnical Tnvestigation, page G (staff report page 70)
states: : ‘ .

“It should be clearly understoad that eventually some form of mitigation will be required io protect the
house and proposed improvemaents from future bluff evosion”

The Hazards Component section of the staff report neither discusses nox addresses section 9.8(c) of the
LCP aven though the proximity to the 32 ft. high cliff should make such o requirement obvious. The area
of demonsiration of stability required by this section of the LCP extends 87 &, from the toe of the bluff,
This is significantly further than the 61 f. setback described on page 5 of the staff report.

On page 70 of the staff report (page 6 of the LGI) the historical and current rates of bluff erosion are
yioted, however only the erosion rate over the past 8 years is used to make a yecommendation. The 8 year
rate (1.3 feet/year) for 50 years would suggest the project is marginaily viable, however the rate of the
preceding twenty years (2 feet/year) wonld not and the 25 years before that (4 fuet/year) cextainly
conflicts with the recommendation.

At the November 17% hearing the owner described the proposed: deck as an important living space
component of the projeet. The deck is well into the arca described by the LCP section 9.8¢ requirement
and is not considered in the staff report, If the deck were being constructed independently of the
structure it would require the same scrutiny as the structure, yet it has besn largely ignored, Pages 20 and
21 of the staff report describe some of the amenitics of this space, including glass windsercens, a gas
plumbed caoking area and a gas plumbed fire pit. Much of this space, including the srea protecied by
windscreens, is coverad. While the deck work is dwarfed by the scale of the house expansion it is in
itself significant development. _—

The work on the deck is within the area of demonstration of stability. If the deck is not connected to the’

“houss it should be considersd new development. If it is connected to the house then that development is
within the area of demonstration of stability. The deck clearly qualifies as development according to the
definition included in section 1.2 of the LCP. _ : '

2R * Exhibit Nog4
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Appeal of County CDP Decision




A-25-1987 11:26PM FROM P.7

Based on the discussion at the November 17™ hearing the County explicitly separated the issue of coastal
arpaoying from the approval of this project. The LGI explicitly calls out the need for “some form of
mitigation”. The cliff erosion rate used explivitly sets.aside higher historical rates. Setback requirements
are only marginally met. Yt is reasonable to assume that this project, although officially distanced from a

‘request for coastal armoring, will result in such a request in the very near future, For example, the
proposed claborate deck would ba in dangc:r of destruetion by erosion within 47 years using the
conservative 1,3 feet/vear rate for eyosion.

The LGI referenced by and fncluded in the staff report refers to a geotechnical report written by Buckley
Engineering Associates (BEA) in April of 2002 and treats this as & definitive work, The text of this
teport is not included in the staff report, nor is 4 reference on how to obtain this report. In the
bibliography for the LGI the BEA report and other referenced documents are listed as “unpublished”.
Without the information contained in the BEA reports 1t is fmpossible to verify the conclusions of the
LGL

There is no Condition of Approval that would require acknowledgement and agreement by the appiicant
that LCP Policy 9.8(d) probibits structures that would require bluff protection work in the future.

|ocal Coastal Program hazards component palicies include (in relevant part) .

.8 Regulation of Development on Coastal Blyff Tops
a. Permit biuff and clff top development only if design and setback provisions are adequaie to
assure stability and structural integrity for the expected economic tife span of the development
(at least 50 years) and if the development (including storm runoff, foot traffic, grading,
Irrigation, and septic tanks) will nefther create nor contribute sz‘gngicantiy to erosion problems
or geologic instability of the site or surrounding area.
b. Require the submittal of a site stability evaluation report for an area of stabii'ity
demonstration prepaved by a soils engineer or ¢ certified engineering geologlst, as appropriate,
acting within their areay of expertise, bused on an on-site evaluation. The report shall consider:
(1) Historic, current and foresecable cliff erosion, including investigation of recorded
land surveys and tax assessment records in addition io the use of histovic maps and
Photographs where avallable, and possible changes in shore configuration and
transport,
(2) Cliff gaometry and site topography, extending the surveying work beyond the site as
needed to depict wnusual geomorphic conditions that.might affect the site and the '
proposed developmeni.
(3) Geologic conditions, including soil, sediment and rock types and characieristics in
addition to structurgl features such as bedding, foints, and faults, '
(4) Evidence of past or potential lundslide conditions, the implications.of such conditions
Jor the proposed development, and the potential effects of the development on landslide
activity.
(5) Wave and tidal uction, including ¢ffects of marine erosion on seaclqﬁ?s
(6) Grownd and surface waler conditions and vawaz!wns, including hydrologic changes
caused by the development (e.g., introduction of sewage efftuent and zfrrigaﬁon water to
the groundwater system; alterations in surface drainage).
(7) Potential effects of seismic forces resulting from o maximum credible earz’kqucdce
(&) Effects of the proposed development including siting and destgn of structures, septic
system, landscaping, dralnage, and grading, and Impacts of construction aclivity on the

Exhibit No. 4
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stability of the site and adjacent ared.

(9) Any other factors that may affect slope stability.

(10) Potential erodibility of site und mitigating measures to be used to ensure minimized

erosion problems during and after consiruction (i.e., landscaping and drainage design).
c. The arew of demonstration of stabifity includes the base, face, and top of all blajffs and cliffs.
The exient of the bluff top considered should include the avea between the face of the bluff
and a line described on the blufftop by the intersection of ¢ plane inclined a 20° angle from
the horizonial passing through the toe of the biuff or chiff, or 38 feet inlund from the edge of
the cliff or bluff, whichever is greater.
d. Prohibit land divisions ov new structures that would requive the need for bluff pmtectwn
work. : :

San Mateo County is deferring more techuical geological work to the building pm’mlt stage. Zoning
Regulations section 6328.15 requires that the LCP issues be fully addressed prior to the approval of the
Coastal Developruent Permit,

Cuastal Development District Zoning Regulatiens, Section §328.15 Findings
'*A Coastal Development Permit shall be approved only upon the mafing of the fai!awmg ﬂmfings (o)
that the project, as descrthed in the application and accompanying materials required by Section 6328.7

and us conditioned in accordance with Section 6328, 14, conforms with the pluns, policies, mquiremmts. ‘
and standards of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program”

Exhibit No. 4
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Al COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOYERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTION V.

The information and facts stated above are corrent to the best of my/our knowledge.

4
J;/f‘”\-——» : % %?/ET:“

Signature of Appellant(s) or Authorized Agent

Date: Deowmber 18, 2011

Note: If signed by agent, appellant(s) must also sign below,

gent Authorizach

Segtion VI

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

Signature of Appellant(s)

Date;

! Exhibit No. 4
A-2-SMC-11-044 (Gerardo-Lietz)
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STATE OF CALIEORNIA-- NATURAL RESOURCES AC 7 ) EOMUND G, BROWN, JR., Governor

GALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

HMORTH GENTRAL COAST DISTRICT QFFIGE
48 FREMONT, 8UITE 2000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 944052218

{415) 904+5260 FAX (415) 804-5400

www.coastal.ca.gov

COMMISSION NOTIFICATION OF APPEAL

DATE: Dacember 21, 2011

TO! Dennis Aguirre, Project Planner
Caunty of San Mateo, Building & Planning
455 County Center, 2nd Floor
Redwood City, CA 84063

. @ED
FROM: Nick Dreher, Coastal Program Analyst ™=~
RE: Commission Appeal No. A-2-8MC-11-044

Please be advised that the coastal development permit decision described below has been
appealed to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections
30803 and 30625. Therefore, the decision has been stayed pending Commission action on
the appeal pursuant to Public Reseurces Code Section 30623

Locat Permit #: PLN 2010-00251
Applicant(s): Dan Garber

Description: Te consiruct a 2,783 sq.it. first and second floor addition to an
existing 2,912 sq.ft. single-famity residence, on an existing 15,5626
sq.ft. legal parcel

Location. 263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach (San Mateo County) (APN(s) 037-
112-110, 037-112-120)

Local Decision;  Approved w/ Conditions
Appeilant(s). Surfrider Foundation, Atin; Edmundo Larenas
Date Appeal Filed: 12/21/2011

The Commission appeal number assigned to this appeal is A-2-SMC-11-044. The
Commission hearing date has not yet been sstablished for this appeal. Within 5 working days
of receipt of this Commission Notification of Appeal, copies of ail retevant documents and
materiais used in the County of San Mateo's consideration of this coastal development permit
must be delivered to the North Central Coast District office of the Coastai Commigsion
(California Administrative Code Section 13112). Please include copies of plans, ralevant
photograpns, staff reports and related documents, findings (if nat already forwarded), all
correspondence, and a fist, with addresses, of all who provided verbal testimony.

A Commission staff report and notice of the hearing will be forwarded to you prior to the
hearing. If you have any questions, please contact Nick Dreher at the North Central Coast
District office.

ce Dan Garber

i CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISEION
Exhibit No. 4
A-2-SMC-11-044 (Gerardo-Lietz)
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STATE OF CAUFDRNIA ~ B8 RESOURURS AGENCY

EDALMD G- BROWR R, Gaverner

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
NEHETH CENTRAL COAST BISTRICT OFICE

43 FREMONT STREET. SUITE 2000

GAN HILANCIRED, CA adzb.ang

VOICE (A1) G04-s69  FAX L413) 5043400

YO (1) 5T 5085
APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form,

SECTION I  Appellant(s}

Namge:

Edmundo Larenas, Surfrider Foundation The project as approved by the San Mateo County
Mailing Address: Box 1034

Chy: Moss Beach Zip Coder G438 Pronet  £30 728 5067

HECVIVED
DEC 21 204

SECTION 1. Decision Being Appealed

1. Name of local/post government:

San Mateo County Planning File No. PLN2010-00251
2. Brief description of development being appealed:

The project as approved by the San Mateo County Zoning Hearing Officer, does not
comply with the Sensitive Habitats, Visual Resources and Hazards Components of the
County’s certified Local Coasta! Program.

3. Development's location {(street address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, ete.):

263 Nevada avenue moss beach, APN: §37-112-110 and 037-112-120

4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.);

X Approval; no special conditions
{1 Approval with special conditions:
{71 Denial
Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a local government cannot be

appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.

1O BE COMPLETED BY It
APPEAL NO: ﬁ“‘ L S [0 Yy

DATE FILED: I3 p{ gi i

Cotral (post

DISTRICT: §\3 g{:

Exhibit No. 4
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

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

Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
City Council/Board of Supervisors
Planning Comrission

Other

ool o=

6. Date of local government's decision: November 17,2011

7. Local government’s file number (if any):  aApN: 087-112-110 and 087-112-120

SECTION 1L Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)
a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Applicant/Owner: Nori Geraldo-Leitz
Location: 263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach

b, Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal. '

@)

&)

{4)

Exhibit No. 4
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3)

SECTION IV, Reasons Supporting This Appeal

PLEASE NOTE:

o Appeals of Jocal government cosstal permit decicions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coasral
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section,

¢ State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Inclade a summary description of Local Coastal Program, Laad Use Plan,
or Port Master Plan policies and requiremenis in which you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the
decision watranis 4 new heartng, (Use additional paper as necassary.)

e This need not be a complete or exbaustive statement of your reasons of appeal; however, there must be sufficient
discussion for staff w determine thet the appeal Is allowed by law. The appeflant, subsequent to filing the appeal, may
submit additional informarion to the staff and/er Commission to support the appeal request,

The projeaot as approved by the San Mateo County Zoning Hearing Officer, doss not
comply with the Sensitive Habitats, Visual Resources and Hazards Components of the
County's certified Local Coastal Frogram.

Project Description

The proposed project would add 2,783 sq. ft. on the first and second floor of an existing 2,912 sq. ft.
single farily residence on a 15,526 sq. 1. legal parcel (note that a significant portion of the 15,526 sq.
has eroded away, and has not been subtracted from the repotted number). This addition will result in a
96%% increase in the floor area of the existing structure, creating a 5,695 sq. ft. single-family residence.
The overall combimed increase in size of the final building will constitule & 400% intrease in sq. ft. over
the original home. : -

This project is located at 263 Nevada Avenue in Moss Beach (APNs 037-112-110 and 037-112-120) this
site was previously known as 100 Beach Street(APN 037-112-120) which was the address of the
historical Nye’s home which was allowed to be moved from its original location (o its current location
on Nevada Avenue.

Sensitive Habitats Component

LCP Policy 7.1, Definition of Sensitive Fabitats, states:

- Define sensitive habitats as any area in which plant or animal life of their habitats are
efther rare or especially valuable and any area which meets one of the following criteria:
(1) habitats containing or supporting “rare and endangered” species as defined by the
State Fish and Game Commission, (2) all perennial and intermitient streams and thejr
tributaries, (3) coastal tide lands and marshes, (4) coastal and offshore areas containing
breeding or nesting sites and coastal areas used by migratory and resident water-
associated birds for resting areas and feeding, (5) areas used for scientific and
research concerning fish and wildlife, (6) lakes and ponds, and adjacent shore habitai,
(7} exiting game and wildlife refuges and reserves, and (8) sand dunes.

Sensitive habitat areas Include, but are not imited to, riparian corridors, wetlands,
marine habitats, sand dunes, sea cliffs, and habitats supporiing rare, endangered and
uniqire species.

Exhibit No. 4
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LCP Policy 7.3, Protection of Sensitive Habitats, states: -

a.  Prohibit any land use or development which would have significant adverse impaet on
sensitive habitat aregs, . . .7 S ST On R L

b.  Development in areas adjacent to sensitiv fabitats shall bé stted and distgned 10 preyenf |
impacts that conld significantly degrade the sensifive habitats. All uses shall be computible
with the maintenance of biologic productivity of the habitats. '

The proposed project is situated on a section of unprotected (no coastal armoring present)
blufs adjacent to and overlooking the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, an environmentally sensitive
habitat area, The Fitzgerald Marine Reserve has also been designated as an Arsa of Special
Biological Significance. The impact of this project on this Area of Special Biclogical
Significance has not been adequately eddressed. - o

Visual Resources Component

As stated above, the proposed project is situated on the bluffs adjacent and averfooking the Fitzgerald
Marine Reserve. Its tide pools, rocky intertidal zone, and sandy beaches provide habitat for diverse
marine, intertidal and shoreline species, and are visited by thousands of people each year.

There is no analysis in the Staff Report of the project’s conformity with LUP Policy 8.13.a. Special
Design Guidelines for Coastal Communities that apply to the urban areas of Montara-Moss Beach-EL
Granada, The Staff Repost simply concludes that the project conforms (o these guidelines withoul.
meaningful analysis, R T S

LUP Policy 8:13.a. states in relevant part;

(2) Employ the use of natural materials and colors which blend with the vegetative cover of the site.
(4) Design structures which are in scale with the character of their seiting and blend, rather than
dominate or distract from the averall view of the urbanscape. (5 ) To the
extent feasible, design development to minimize the blocking of viewpoints between Highway 1 and
the ved,

Regarding (2): The proposed roofing material is-of a shade and reflectivity that would not comply with
the LCP. Metal toofs, even after 3 years, remain reflective, Because this structure is highly visible from
the Fitzgerald Marine Réserve bluff trails the roof needs to be made of & material that will prohibit
reflection. . Regarding (4): There i3 no
analysis of the projects conformity with this policy. California Coastal Records Project Photo
#201008017 (Figure | below) clearly shows the character of the surtounding homes in Moss Beach.
Houses are generally modest, one- or —two story (snder 2000 sq.ft) structures with pitehed roofs, which
typify this coastal community. A two-story house of the magnitude, massing, stze and scate of the
proposed project will dominate rather than blend into the overall view of the urban landscape.

LCP Policy 8.5 (2) (2) Visual Resource

Exhibit No. 4
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“This provision does not apply to the enfargement of existing structures, provided that the size of the
structure after enlargement does not exceed 150% of the preexisting floor area, or 2,000 sq.ft.,, whichever
is larger.”

Coastal Act Section 30007.5 Public View Points

"The Legislature further finds and recognizes that conflicts may occur between one of more policies of the division,
The Legislature therefore declares that in carrying out the provisions of this division such conflicts be resolved In
a manner which on balanice ls the most protective of significant coastal resources, In this context, the
Legislature declares that broader polioles which, for example, ssrve to concentrate development in close proximity
to urban and employment centérs may be more protective, overall, than specific wildiife habitat and other simitar
resourse policles.” : '

This structure Is adjacent to the Fitzgerald marine reserve and its view corridors it ls within less than a quarter mile
of the coastal trail.

This structure has been incrementally enlarged from its original size. First, the historic building was set
down and remodeled with a 2880 sq. fi. addition. And now a further increase is planned. The proposed
addition would constitufe a 96% increase over the existing structure and a 400% increase over the
original building on the same size lot. The figure below shows a size comparison of homes in the area,

i
3 Comparing size in sg. ft with homes

in the area
GO0
5000 -
4000 -
3000
2000

1000

Applicant mean of 28 nearst homoes Largest

The proposed project is double the square footage of the largest of the nearest 28 homes. Because of its
proximity to the actual bluff edge it will have a large impact on the view corridors of the Fitzgerald
Marine Reserve and the coastal traif,

Hazard Componeni

There is inadequate analysis regarding the project’s compliance with Hazards Component of the certified
LUP. Relevant LUP policies include:

Policy 9.7 Definition

Define coastal bluff or cliff as a scarp or steep face of rock, decomposed rock, sediment or soil
resultineg from eroxion, faulting, folding or excavation of the lund mass and exceeding 10 feet in
height. ' :

Exhibit No. 4
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Policy 9.8 Regulation of Development on Coastal Bluff Tops states in relevant part:

a. Permit biuff and cliff top development only if design and setback provisions are adequate to
assure stability and structural integrity for the expected economic life span of the devetopment (at
feast 50 years) and if the development (inclading storm runoff, foot tradtic, grading, irrigation,
and septic tanks) will neither create nor contribute significantly to erosion problems or geologic
instability of the site or surrounding area. ' o

b. Require the submittal of'a site stability evaluation repart for an area of stability demonstration -
prepared by a soils engineer or certified engineering geologist,as appropriate, acting within their
areas of expertise, based on an on-site evaluation, The report shall consider: (1) Historic, cusrent
and foreseeable cliff erosion, including investigation of recorded Jand surveys and tax assessment
records in addition to the use of historic maps and photographs whete available, and possible
changes in shore configuration and transport. (2) CIff geometry and site topography, extending
the surveying work bayond the site as needed to depict unusual geomorphic conditions that might
affect the site and the proposed development.

¢. The area of demonstration of stability includes the-base, face, and top of afl bluffs and cliffs, The
extent of the bluff top considered should include the area between the face of the bluff and & line
described on the bluff top by the intersection of a plane inclined a 20 degree angle from the
horizontal passing through the toe of the bluff or cliff, or 50 feet inland from the-edge of the cliff
or bluff, whichever is greater. : '

The proposed project is tocated in an area of high bluff/eliff erosion and high seismic hazards due to its
close proximity to the Seal Cove/San Gregorio Fault. The Murray geotechnical feport is entirely
inadequate. It complete understates the carrent rate of erosion and goes againstall scientific findings
regarding the impacts of coastal armoting on adjacent unprotected land. The report is a4 minimalist
atiempt to satisfy the LCP requirement that a complete geotechnical report be submitied before a coastal
development permit is allowed.

The County approved PLN2003-00048 (CCC# 2-SMC-03-031) in 2004 to allow the-relocation of the
existing 1,414 sq. ft. residence and proposed 2,880 sq. ft, addition to the structure on the same

parcel. Our understanding is that the intent of the California Cogstal Cominission, by allowing relocation
of the historic Nye property, was to maintain the charactér of this significant historic bujlding. The
almost doubling of the size of this building will go against that infent, It also creates a greater safety
hazard because of ifs size and scope and the resulting limited setback from the biuff edge, 61 feet. The
geotechnical teport even states that some form of protection will be required within 50 years.

Exhibit No. 4
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Fgure 1. From Coastal Records Project 20200817

Appendix
Shows progreseive loss of beach due to armoring and the acca!erated srosion of adjacent biuff,
1979 no rock armoting the road catted ‘T’he Strand is gorie, Note that the project calculates the sq ft to the non~

oxlstent Strand _ _ _ N - ) : 4

1087 - | ;
Seuthem coastal rock armor showing some. logs of beach ' '
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2002 _ .
North and anmotin ing com beach | both sid 085 to the mid section only at low tides.

Lato 2040~ T e
Significant eroslon canbe sean from cantar to souih side of the property, access to the carter beach is even
more restricted due to rock falling outward. Note the “refurbished” original higtoric building,

i
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 4)

SECTION V. Certification
The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

" Signature of Appellamt(s) or Authorized Ageht
Date: /)‘@Mﬂié@’f 20, 2O [/

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

Section VL Agent Authorization

I/We hereby authorize
(0 act as my/our representative and (o bind me/us in all matters concerning this appeal,

Signature of Appellant(s)

Pate:

Exhibit No. 4
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. 01" a8 pm.  12-21~2011 2/5

Nicholas Dreher
RECEIVED
California Coastal Commission North Central Dstrict
' ' peEC 81 200

GALIFORNIA
BOASTAL SORMMISSION
December 21, 2011

Hello Nicholas,

Eirst |t thank you for your prompt response and attention to this matier. It Is something that | very
much appreciate, } will call you on Wednesday 1o answer any questions you may have.

The followlng are names of those ta be notified, | do not have the names and addresses of all who -
attended or of Ms, Lietz's architect or other people helping her with her project,

Mary Larenas attended on behalf Surfrider { she Is a memnber of Surfrider) the following meetings:
Midcoast Design Review, the Midcoast Community and the Zoning hearing with Matt Seubert on
November 17, 2011, At this mesting a letter from surfrider written by me was acknowledge as recaived
by the Zoning Officer Mr. Seubart and was read and summarized by Mary Larenas to all attendees.

The following are names of those to be notifled, | do nat have the names and add}esﬁes of all who
attended or of Ms, Lietz's architect or othar people helping her with her project.

Kind Regards

Edmundo Larenas
Chalr
san Mateo County Chapter of the Surfrider Foundation

Ed and Mary Larenas
PO Box 1034

Moss Beach, CA
94038
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Kathryn Slater-Carter
PO Box 370321
Montara, CA

24037

Bill Kehoe Vica-Chair
Midceoast Community Council
PO Box 248

Moss Beach, CA

24038-0064

Casey Schaufler
234 Nevada Ave
Mupss Beach, CA
94048

Ann C. Forrister
234 Navada Ave,
Vioss Bgach, CA
94048

Nori Geral «féltz
263N/va alAve B A{@
Maoss Beach, CA

4038

. Tonzbg}m&/ Cﬁm
351 Névada Ave % w@@
MDss Bedch, CA ?

94038

N

Patrick Melley
346 Nevada Ave
Wiass Baach, CA
94038

ﬁﬁ%‘m

ot SGpam. 12=212011

m;ww%ﬂ‘&ﬁ{ ¥, ; }
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SUR ER i S

FOUNDATION

Dennis Aguirre, Planmer

Steve Monowitz, Deputy Director

San Mateo County Planning & Building Division
455 County Center, 2nd floor

Redwood City, CA 94063

November 16, 2011

Dear Sirs:

We are writing regarding the staff report PLN2010-00251, a project proposing to allow
construction of a 2783 square foot addition at 263 Nevada Avenue in Moss Beach, CA.
Please enter this letter into the record for the Zoning hearing scheduled for November 17,

o 2011,

We have several items for your consideration.

1.

The staff report misrepresents the parcel size, The lot size is drawn using a drawing
from circa 1911, . There has been significant erosion in this area such that property
size Is much gmalier. This needs to be vorracted and all calenlations and
comparisons reviged,

The bullding has & history that is relevant to the proposed project anid should be
included in the report. We are referring to movement of original structure from the
bluff edge at Beach street to where it is now. The conditions and restrictions
applied to the original development permit need to be disclosed and should apply
to this project,

This property will require protection from erosion. Once the existing rather than
historic property lines are used to calculate setback the proposed project will be
non compliant with the LCP and cogstal,

The proposed project is adjacent to the Fiizgerald Marine Reserve and {s listed as an
Area of Special Biological Significance. While not specifically protected in the LCP
and Coastal act extra scrutiny should be given to projects that could have a
significant Impract on the Reserve.

The size and scope of the project {s not consistent with the homes in the area.

4 Sy
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Sincarely,

04:¥%42 pm, 12-21~2011

One final note, it would be helpful for folks you to walk along the beach along the property
line to get a personat view of the erosion problem, You will see that the public has already
lost much of the beach due to the existing armoring and that adding more to protect this
property would enhance the problem. I would be happy to give you a tour of the area and
point out the areas of concern. :

Thank you for your attention.

Edmundo Larenas, Chair
Surfrider Foundation
San Mateo County
surfdopgie@egmall.com

P. O. Box 2006
Bl mranada, CA 54018-2006
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA - NATURAL RESCURCES & 3y EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Joverner

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

NORTH CENTRAL COAST BISTRICT QFFICE
45 FREMAONT, BUITE 2060

SAN FRANCIBCO, CA 841062219

{416 904-5260  FAX{(415) 904-5400

www.coastal.ongov

COMMISSION NOTIFICATION OF APPEAL

DATE: January 4, 2072

TO: Dennis Aguirre, Project Planner
County of San Mateo, Bullding & Planning
455 County Center, 2nd Floor

Redwood City, CA 84083 @ﬁ Q ::;’\

FROM: Nick Dreher, Coastal Program Analyst
RE: Commission Appeal No. A-2-8MC-11-044

Please be advised that the coastal development permit decision described below has been
appealed to the California Coastal Commission pursuant to Public Resources Code Sections
30603 and 30825. Therefors, the decision has been stayed pending Commission action on
the appeal pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 30623,

Local Permit #: PLN 2010-00251
Applicam(s); Fergus Garber Young Architacts, Attn: Dan Garber

Description: To construct @ 2,783 sq.ft. first and second floor addition to an
existing 2,812 sq.ft, single-family residence, on an existing 15,526
sq.7. lagal parcel

L.ocation: 263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach (San Mateo County) (APN(s) 037-
112-110, 037-112-120C)

Local Decision:  Approved w/ Conditions
Appeliant(s): Commissioner Steve Blank; Chair Mary Shallenberger
Date Appeal Filed: 12/23/2011

The Commission appeal nurmber assigned to this appeal is A-2-8MC-11-044. The
Commission hearing date has not yst been established for this appeal, Within 5 working days
of receipt of this Commission Notification of Appeal, copies of all relevant documents and
materials used in the County of San Maleo's consideration of this coastal development permit
must be delivered to the North Central Coast District office of the Coastal Commission
(California Administrative Code Section 13112). Please include copies of plans, relevant
photographs, staff reports and relatsd documents, findings (it not already forwarded), all
correspondence, and a list, with addresses, of all who provided verbal testimony.

A Commission staff report ard notice of the hearing will be forwarded te you prior to the
hearing. If you have any questions, please contact Nick Dreher atf the North Central Coast
District office.

cc: Fergus Garber Young Architects, Attn: Dan Garber

& CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION Exhibit No. 4

A-2-SMC-11-044 (Gerardo-Lietz)
Appeal of County CDP Decision
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -~ THE RESOURCES ABENDY - g EDMUND G, BROWN JR,, Govarior

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION o
NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFIOE

45 FREMONT 8TREET, SUITE 2000

H#AN FRANCISCO, CA  BA406-22419

VOICE {418} 904-5240 AR {448) 904-54D0

TOP (418) 697-5886

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTIONL.  Appellant(s)

Name:  Commissioners Steve Blank and Chair Mary Shallenberger

1}

Mailing Address: 45 Fremont Street, Suite 2000

City: San Francisco ZipCode: 94105 Phoner 435 004 5260 _
DEC 23 201
SECTION 1. Becision Being Appealed CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMMISSION
1. Name of local/port government: NORTH CENTRAL COAST

County of San Mateo

2. Brief description of development being appealed:

A coastal development permit to construct a 2,783 sq. fi. first and second floor addition to an existing 2,912 sq. it.
single-family residence, on an existing 15,526 sq. fi. legal parcel (APN 037-112-130) in the unincorporated area of
Moss Beach, San Mateo County.

3, Development's location (street address, assessor's parcel no., cross sireet, ete.):

263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach (San Mateo County) APNs 037-112-110 and 03'7112-120

4, Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

1 Approval; no special conditions
51 Approval with special conditions:

(7 Denial

Note:  For jurisdictions with a total LCP, denial decisions by a loeal governmeit cannot be
appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Denial
decisions by port governments are not appealable.
TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
; ki 5 . g &
APPEAL NO: A-T-2me -1 -04Y
DATE FILED: (2 / 25 ; il

P i
DISTRICT: ﬁam { ﬁm%%%

Exhibit No. 4
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one).
Planning Director/Zoning Administrator
City Council/Board of Supervisors

Planning Commission
Other

A I ™

6. Date of local government's decision; November 17, 2011

7. Local government’s file number (if any): _PLN2010-00251

SECTION 111, Identification of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)
a.  Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Owner:

Nort Gerardo-Lietz
263 Nevada Avenue
Moss Beach, CA 94038

Agent

Dan Garber

Fergus Garber Young Architects

81 Encina Avenue

Palo Alto, CA 94301

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal.

M

(2)

&)

Exhibit No. 4
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
Page 3

State briefly your reasons for this appeal. Include a summary description of Loeal
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master Plan policies and reguirements in which
you belisve the project §s inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants & new
hearing. (Use additional paper as necessary.)

. H {

. y ] i
] P . - Mg‘i ,){ AP A
i:‘w\f.f G a4 %/%w'*‘-- = LR AT o, f’v

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

SECTION V. Certification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of my/our knowledge.

Date: MR VEN YA g

Agent Authorization: 1 designate the above identified person(s) to act as my agent inall
matters pertaining to this appeal.

Slgned:

Date:

(Documeni?)

Exhibit No. 4
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STATE ©OF CALIFORNIA - THE RESOURGES AGENCY , EDMUND G. SROWN JR., Gavernor

CALIFORNIA COASTAL CONMMISSION
NORTH DENTRAL OGAST DISTRIGT OFFICE

A5 FREMONT STREET, SUNTE 2500

SAN FRANCISCO, A 41052210

VOIOE (415) BUA-GRED  FAX (446) 5646400

TOD (415) 607-5685

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Please Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Completing This Form.

SECTION L.  Appellant(s)

Name:  Commissioners Steve Blank and Chair Mary Shallenberger

Maiting Address: 45 Fremont Strect, Suite 2000

City:  San Francisce Zip Code: 04105  Phones 415 904 5260
DEC 2 § 200
SECTION 11, Decision Being Appealed GALIFORNIA
\ COASTAL COMMISSION
1. Name of local/port government: NORTH CENTRAL COAST

County of San Mateo

2. Brief description of development being appealed:

A coastal development pernit to construet a 2,783 sg. fi. first and second floor addition to an existing 2,912 sq. fl.
single-family residence, on an existing 15,526 sq. ft. legal parcel (APN 037-112-130) in the uningorporated area of
Moss Beach, San Mateo County.

3. Developmeni's tocation (sireet address, assessor's parcel no., cross street, e1c.):

263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach (San Mateo County} APNg 037-112-110 and 037-1 12-120

4, Description of decision being appealed (check one.):

7] Approval; ne special conditions
K Approval with special conditions:
] Denial
Note:  For jurisdictions with a total L.CP. denial decisions by a local government cannot be

appealed unless the development is a major energy or public works project. Deniai
decisions by porl governments are not appealable.

TOBE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:
APPEAL NO: A2 =S - DY

DATE FILED: 1771238 126(l
E
DISTRICT, ;&E L O opdn, |

Exhibit No. 4
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2)

5, Decision being appealed was made by (check one):
Planning Director/Zoning Administrator

City Council/Board of Supervisors

Planning Commission

Other

DoOOox

6.  Date of local government's decision; November 17, 2011

7. Local government’s file number (if any): _PLN2010-00251

SECTION 1. ldentification of Othey Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use additional paper as necessary.)
4. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:

Owner;

Nori Gerardo-Lietz
263 Nevada Avenug
Moss Beach, CA 94038

Agent.

Dan Garber

Fergus Garber Y oung Architects

81 Encina Avenue

Palo Alto, CA 9430]

b. Names and mailing addresses as available of those who testified (either verbally or in writing) at
the city/county/port hearing(s). Include other parties which you know to be interested and should
receive notice of this appeal. '

(1)

(2)

)

Exhibit No. 4

A-2-SMC-11-044 (Gerardo-Lietz)
Appeal of County CDP Decision
Page 30 of 36




APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT
‘Page 3

State briefly vour reasons for this appesl. Include a summary deseription of Local
Coastal Program, Land Use Plan. or Fort Magter Plap policies and requirements in which
you believe the project is inconsistent and the reasons the decision Warrants a new
hearing, (Use additional paper as necessary.)

H
) P SR
(“‘“} 2 T l’ A T VA %m
o TE AR

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

The information axd facts stafed ebove are comreet to the best of my/our knowledge.

Appellantr Agént

.

Date: (2 lza foeiy

Agent Authorization: T designate the above identified person(s) to act as my ageat in all
mafters pertaining to this appeal.

Signed:

Date:

GZ]@mmll)

Exhibit No. 4
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Gerardo-Lietz/Garber Appeal Attachment A
Section IV Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Discussion (see applicable policies cited below)

On November 17, 2011, the San Mateo County Zoning Hearing Officer approved a
coastal development permit to construct a 2,783 sq. ft, first and second floor addition to
an existing 2,912 sq. ft. single-family residence, on an existing 15,526 sq. ft. legal parcel
(APNs 037-112-110 and 037-112-120} in the unincorporated area of Moss Beach, dan
Mateo County.

I'he approved addition is inconsistent with the certilied LCP as follows:

1, Hazards

As discussed in the County staff report, Policy 9.8 allows bluff and cliff top development
only if design and setback provisions are adequate to assure stability and structural
integrity for the expected life span of development and if the development will neither
create of contribute significantly to erosion problems or geologic instability of the site or
surrounding arcas. These provisions require submittal of a site stability evaluation and an
analysis demonstrating the proposed new development will not contribute to potential or
existing hazards on site.

This project is located at 263 Nevada Avenue in Moss Beach (APNs 037-112-110 and
037-112-120), but this site (APN 037-112-120) has in the past been referved to as 100
Beach Street, Moss Beach, The subject site is a bluff top parcel. While no shoreline
protective device currently exists seaward of the subject lots, there is a rock revetment
two lots to the south and on the bluff of the property two lots to the north. In early 2002,
the Coastal Commission approved the construction of a temporary emergency rock
revetment limited to the 50-foot section immediately seaward of the existing single-
family residence, which at the time was approximately 30 feet from the bluff edge. This
permit was never acted upon and subsequenily expired. In 2004, the County approved
PLN2003-00048 (CCCH 2-SMC-03-031) as a follow-up to a 2002 emergency permit
action PLN2001-00556 (CCC# 2-SMC-02-036), to allow the relocation (approximately
60 feet landward of original footprint) of the then existing 1,414 sq. fi. residence and
proposed 2,880 sq. ft. addition to the structure on the same 15,525 sq. fi. parcel,

The County determined that the subject site has been designated as an area with
Landslide Susceptibility I based a U.8. Geological Survey and within 200 to 300 feet of a
known earthquake fault based on the Applicant’s geotechnical evaluation, Based upon
the history on this site - the relocation of the house in 2002, the expansion of the home
from 1,414 sq. f1. to the current size (2,912 sq. ft.) in 2003/2004 and the proposed
expansion of the home from 2,912 sq. ft. to 5,695 sq. {t, — the curnulative increases in
structure size and life raise inconsistencies with the LCP policies to minimize shoreline
hazards and avoid shoreline protective devices. The original structure was relocated to -

Exhibit No. 4
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avoid known hazards. However, no specific geological assessment as required by the
L.CP was required for this near-doubling of the current structure. The County report slates
that “A more detailed [geotechnical] review will be conducted upon submittal of a
building permit action.” However, thig review in its entirety should occur at the coastal
development permit stage, as mandated by the certified Local Coastal Plan (See Zoning
Regulation Section 6328.15. This review is critical when deciding where 1o allow new
development, particularly when it doubles the size of a structure and when the proposed
development is located on a coastal bluff. Therefore, the approved project is inconsistent
with LUP Policy 9.8,

Under Zoning Regulation Section 6326.4, low-density single family residences shall not
be permitted in a highly unstable area unless the applicant demonstrates that no other
locations less susceptible to such hazards are reasonably available on the site for
development, and through detailed geologic site investigations and adequate engineering
design, that proposed locations are suitable for the uses proposed, and that direct damage
to such uses or indirect threat to public health and safety would be unlikely. The
applicant must also demonstrate that the development will not contribute to the instability
of the land and that all structural proposals including excavation, access roads and other
pavement have adequately compensated for soils and other subsurface conditions. There
is no indication that the Applicant demonstrated the necessary findings or that the County
- analyzed this issue. While the Applicant’s geotechnical information indicated that the
risk to the residence after 50 years will be low, it also states that eventually some form of
shoreline protection will be necessary to protect the home from hazards caused by
shoreline erosion. As detailed below, this is not consistent with the LCP.

Additionally, this addition, which doubles the size and thus arguably the life of the
existing structure, amounts to a new structure for purposes of Policy 9.8(d), which
“Prohibitfs] land divisions or new structures that would require the need for bluff
protection work.” Further, Policy 9,11 requires new development fo be located “in areas
where beach erosion hazards are minimal and where no additional shoreline protection is
needed.” The County did not specifically conclude that the new development, which
could constitute an entirely new structure, would not require shoreline protection work in
the future, To the contrary, the Applicant’s “Limited Geotechnical Investigation,” dated
June 14, 2011, states the following: “we anticipate the potential for approximately 65 feet
of bluff retreat over the next 50 years,..[it] should be clearly understood that eventually
some form of mitigation will be required to protect the house and proposed
improvements from future bluff retreat.” ''The lot is only 210.01 feet long between the
bluff edge and the road (according 1o the parcel map) and approximately 180 feet long
given existing site conditions (due to erosion of the bluff), Sixty-five (65) additional feet
of erosion over 50 years would likely result in the loss of nearly one third of the existing
site area and would surely impact the home, which sits approximately 75 feet from the
existing bluff edge. More detailed geotechnical analysis is necessary to determine
whelher the development is consistent with the LCP Policy 9.11 requirement that new
development not need shoreline protection in the future,

Peimited Geotechnical Investigation, Lieiz Residence Improvements, 263 Nevada Avenue, San Mateo
County California,” prepsred by Murray Engineers, Inc., dated June 14, 2071
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Applicable LCP Policies

LUP Policy 1.2 Definition of Development
As stated in Section 30106 of the Coastal Act, define development to mean:

On land, in or under water, the placement or erection of any golid material or
structure; discharge or disposal of any dredged material or any gaseous, liquid,
solid, or thermal waste; grading, removing, dredging, mining, or extraction of any
materials; change in the density or intensity of use of land, including, but not
limited to, subdivision pursuant to the Subdivision Map Act (commencing wita
Section 66410 of the Government Code), and any other division of land, including
lot splits, except where the Jand division is breught about in connection with the
purchase of such land by a public agency for public recreational use; change in
the intensity of use of water, or of access thereto; consirugtion, reconstruction,
demolition, or alteration of the size of any structure, inchuding any facility of any
private, public, or municipal utility; and the removal ot harvesting of major
vegetation other than for agricultural purposes, kelp harvesting, and timber
operdtions which are in accordance with a timber harvesting plan submitted
pursuant to the provisions of the Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973
(commencing with Section 4511).

As used in this section, “structure” includes, but is not limited to, any buildings,

toad, pipe, flume, conduit, siphon, aqueduet, telephone line, and electrical power
transmission and distribution line.

LUP Policy 9.8 Regulation of Development on Coastal Bluff Tops

a, Permit bluff and cliff top development only if design and setback provisions are
adequate to assure stability and structural integrity for the expected economic life
span of the development (at least 50 years)-and if the development (including
storm runoff, foot traffic, grading, irrigation, and septic tanks) will neither create
nor contribute significantly to erosion problems or geologic instability of the site
or surrounding area. :

b. Require the submittal of a site stability cveluation report for an area of stability
demonstration prepared by a soils engineer or a certified engineering geologist, as
appropriate, acting within their areas of expertise, based on an on-site evaluation,

The report shall consider:

Exhibit No. 4
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(1) Historic, current and foreseeable cliff erosion, including investigation
of recorded land surveys and fax assessment records in addition to the use
of histortc maps and photographs where available, and possible changes in
shore configuration and transport,

(2) Cliff geometry and sife topography, extending the surveying work
heyond the site as needed to depict unusual geomorphic conditions that
might affect the site and the proposed development.

(3) Geologic conditions, including soil, sediment and rock types and
characteristics in addition to structursl features such as bedding, joints,
and faults,

(4) Bvidence of past or polential landslide conditions, the implications of
such conditions for the proposed development, and the potential effects of
the development on landslide activity.

(5) Wave and tidal action, including effects of marine erosion on seacliffs,
(6) Ground and surface water conditions and variations, including
hydrologic changes caused by the development (e.g., introduction of
sewage effluent and irrigation water to the groundwater system; alterations
in surface drainage).

(7) Potentia! effects of seismic forces resulting from a maximum credible
earthquake.

(8) Effects of the proposed development including siting and design of
structures, septic system, landscaping, drainage, and grading, and impacts
of construction activity on the stability of the site and adjacent area,

(9) Any other factors that may affect slope stability.

(10} Potential erodibility of site and mitigating measures to be used to
ensure minimized erosion problems during and after construction (i.e.,
landscaping and drainage design).

¢. The area of demonstration of stability includes the base, face, and top of ali
bluffs and cliffs. The extent of the bluff top considered should include the area
between the face of the bluff and a line described on the bluff top by the
intersection of a plane inclined a 201 angle from the horizontal passing through
the toe of the blufl or cliff, or 50 feel intand from the edge of the cliff or bluff,
whichever is greater.

d. Prohibit land divisions or new structures that would reguire the need for bluff
protection work. (emphasis added)

LUP Policy 9.11 Shoreline Development

Locate new development (with the exceptien of coastal-dependent uses or public
recreation facilities) in areas where beach erosion hazards are minimal and where
no additional shoreline protection is needed. (emphasis added)

Exhibit No. 4
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Applicable Zoning Regulation:

Zoning Regulation Section 6326.4, SLOPE INSTABILITY AREA CRITERIA

The following criteria shall apply within all areas defined as highly unstable on the
Landslide Susceptibility Areas Map;

(a) The following uses shall be prohibited: structures designed or intended for relatively
dense human occupancy, including but not limited to multiple residential uses, schools
and hospitals, critical public services and high-risk facilities, including but not fimited to
fire and police stations, emergency relief storage facilities, water storage tanks, dams, and
power plants,

(b) This area may contain areas suitable for low-density residential uses, such as single-
family detached residential dwellings. However, such developments shall not be
permitted unless the applicant demonstrates that no other locations Jess susceptible to
such hazards are reasonably available on the site for development, and through detailed
geologic site investigations and adequate engineering design, that proposed locations are
suitable for the uses proposed, and that direct damage to such uses or indirect threat to
public health and safety would be unlikely.

(¢) The applicant shall demonstrate that the development will not contribute to the
instability of the land and that all structural proposals including excavation, access roads
and other pavement have adequately compensated for soils and other subsurface
conditions.
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garage on property
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263 Nevada 263 Nevada

Visual Analysis - Exhibit 1
Key Map - Views A Through H
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fram this location from this location
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View “H” From Path Toward Proposed House Addition

Fitzgerald Marine Reserve

Existing single story
white house beyond

Location of existing house

Visual Analysis - Exhibit 2

263 Nevada Ave., Moss Beach, CA
Appeal # A-2-SMC-11-044
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new multi-trunk
Cypress tree
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Applicable San Mateo County LCP and Coastal Act Policies
Hazards Policies
LCP Policy 9.7 (Definition of Coastal Bluff or Cliff) states:

Define coastal bluff or cliff as a scarp or steep face of rock, decomposed rock, sediment
or soil resulting from erosion, faulting, folding or excavation of the land mass and
exceeding 10 feet in height.

LCP Policy 9.8 (Regulation of Development on Coastal Bluff Tops) states:

a. Permit bluff and cliff top development only if design and setback provisions are
adequate to assure stability and structural integrity for the expected economic life span
of the development (at least 50 years) and if the development (including storm runoff,
foot traffic, grading, irrigation, and septic tanks) will neither create nor contribute
significantly to erosion problems or geologic instability of the site or surrounding area.

b. Require the submittal of a site stability evaluation report for an area of stability
demonstration prepared by a soils engineer or a certified engineering geologist, as
appropriate, acting within their areas of expertise, based on an on-site evaluation. The
report shall consider:

Q) Historic, current and foreseeable cliff erosion, including investigation of recorded
land surveys and tax assessment records in addition to the use of historic maps and
photographs where available, and possible changes in shore configuration and transport.

2) Cliff geometry and site topography, extending the surveying work beyond the site
as needed to depict unusual geomorphic conditions that might affect the site and the
proposed development.

3) Geologic conditions, including soil, sediment and rock types and characteristics
in addition to structural features such as bedding, joints, and faults.

4) Evidence of past or potential landslide conditions, the implications of such
conditions for the proposed development, and the potential effects of the development on
landslide activity.

(5) Wave and tidal action, including effects of marine erosion on Seacliffs

(6) Ground and surface water conditions and variations, including hydrologic
changes caused by the development (e.g., introduction of sewage effluent and irrigation
water to the groundwater system; alterations in surface drainage).

(7) Potential effects of seismic forces resulting from a maximum credible earthquake.
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(8) Effects of the proposed development including siting and design of structures,
septic system, landscaping, drainage, and grading, and impacts of construction activity
on the stability of the site and adjacent area.

©9) Any other factors that may affect slope stability.

(10)  Potential erodibility of site and mitigating measures to be used to ensure
minimized erosion problems during and after construction (i.e., landscaping and
drainage design).

C. The area of demonstration of stability includes the base, face, and top of all bluffs
and cliffs. The extent of the bluff top considered should include the area between the face
of the bluff and a line described on the bluff top by the intersection of a plane inclined a
201 angle from the horizontal passing through the toe of the bluff or cliff, or 50 feet
inland from the edge of the cliff or bluff, whichever is greater.

d. Prohibit land divisions or new structures that would require the need for bluff
protection work.

LCP Policy 9.11 (Shoreline Development) states:

Locate new development (with the exception of coastal-dependent uses or public
recreation facilities) in areas where beach erosion hazards are minimal and where no
additional shoreline protection is needed.

LCP IP Section 6326.4 (SLOPE INSTABILITY AREA CRITERIA) states:

The following criteria shall apply within all areas defined as highly unstable on the
Landslide Susceptibility Areas Map:

(a) The following uses shall be prohibited: structures designed or intended for relatively
dense human occupancy, including but not limited to multiple residential uses,
schools and hospitals, critical public services and high-risk facilities, including but
not limited to fire and police stations, emergency relief storage facilities, water
storage tanks, dams, and power plants.

(b) This area may contain areas suitable for low-density residential uses, such as single-
family detached residential dwellings. However, such developments shall not be
permitted unless the applicant demonstrates that no other locations less susceptible to
such hazards are reasonably available on the site for development, and through
detailed geologic site investigations and adequate engineering design, that proposed
locations are suitable for the uses proposed, and that direct damage to such uses or
indirect threat to public health and safety would be unlikely.

(c) The applicant shall demonstrate that the development will not contribute to the
instability of the land and that all structural proposals including excavation, access
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roads and other pavement have adequately compensated for soils and other
subsurface conditions.

LCP IP Section 6328.15 (FINDINGS) states:

A Coastal Development Permit shall be approved only upon the making of the following
findings:

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

(b) Where the project is located between the nearest public road and the sea, or the
shoreline of Pescadero Marsh, that the project is in conformity with the public access
and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act of 1976 (commencing
with Section 30200 of the Public Resources Code).

(c) That the project conforms to specific findings required by policies of the San Mateo
County Local Coastal Program.

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

Visual Resources
LCP Policy 8.4 (Cliffs and Bluffs) states:

a. Prohibit development on bluff faces except public access stairways where deemed
necessary and erosion control structures which are in conformity with coastal policies on
access and erosion.

b. Set back bluff top development and landscaping from the bluff edge (i.e., decks,
patios, structures, trees, shrubs, etc.) sufficiently far to ensure it is not visually obtrusive
when viewed from the shoreline except in highly developed areas where adjoining
development is nearer the bluff edge, or in special cases where a public facility is
required to serve the public safety, health, and welfare.

LCP Policy 8.5 (Location of Development) states, in part:

a. Require that new development be located on a portion of a parcel where the
development

Q) is least visible from State and County Scenic Roads,
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2) is least likely to significantly impact views from public viewpoints, and

3) is consistent with all other LCP requirements, best preserves the visual and open
space qualities of the parcel overall. Where conflicts in complying with this requirement
occur, resolve them in a manner which on balance most protects significant coastal
resources on the parcel, consistent with Coastal Act Section 30007.5.

Public viewpoints include, but are not limited to, coastal roads, roadside rests and vista
points, recreation areas, trails, coastal accessways, and beaches.

This provision does not apply to enlargement of existing structures, provided that the size

of the structure after enlargement does not exceed 150% of the pre-existing floor area, or
2,000 sq. ft., whichever is greater.

[...]]
LCP Policy 8.12 (General Regulations) states:

a. Apply the Design Review (DR) Zoning District to urbanized areas of the Coastal
Zone.

b. Employ the design criteria set forth in the Community Design Manual for all new
development in urban areas.

C. Locate and design new development and landscaping so that ocean views are not
blocked from public viewing points such as public roads and publicly-owned lands.

LCP Policy 8.13 (Special Design Guidelines for Coastal Communities) states, in part:

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

a. Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada

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

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

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

4) Design structures which are in scale with the character of their setting and blend
rather than dominate or distract from the overall view of the urbanscape.
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(5) To the extent feasible, design development to minimize the blocking of views to or
along the ocean shoreline from Highway 1 and other public viewpoints between Highway
1 and the sea. Public viewpoints include coastal roads, roadside rests and vista points,
recreation areas, trails, coastal accessways, and beaches. This provision shall not apply
in areas west of Denniston Creek zoned either Coastside Commercial Recreation or
Waterfront.

(6) In areas east of Denniston Creek zoned Coastside Commercial Recreation, the
height of development may not exceed 28 feet from the natural or finished grade,
whichever is lower.

[..]

Sensitive Habitat
LCP Policy 7.1 (Definition of Sensitive Habitats) states:

Define sensitive habitats as any area in which plant or animal life or their habitats are
either rare or especially valuable and any area which meets one of the following criteria:
(1) habitats containing or supporting rare and endangered species as defined by the State
Fish and Game Commission, (2) all perennial and intermittent streams and their
tributaries, (3) coastal tide lands and marshes, (4) coastal and offshore areas containing
breeding or nesting sites and coastal areas used by migratory and resident water-
associated birds for resting areas and feeding, (5) areas used for scientific study and
research concerning fish and wildlife, (6) lakes and ponds and adjacent shore habitat, (7)
existing game and wildlife refuges and reserves, and (8) sand dunes.

Sensitive habitat areas include, but are not limited to, riparian corridors, wetlands,
marine habitats, sand dunes, sea cliffs, and habitats supporting rare, endangered, and
unique species.

LCP Policy 7.3 (Protection of Sensitive Habitats) states:

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

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

Coastal Act Policies:
Section 30210 Access; recreational opportunities; posting

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the California Constitution,
maximum access, which shall be conspicuously posted, and recreational opportunities
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shall be provided for all the people consistent with public safety needs and the need to
protect public rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from
overuse.

Section 30211 Development not to interfere with access

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the sea where
acquired through use or legislative authorization, including, but not limited to, the use of
dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the first line of terrestrial vegetation.

Section 30212 New development projects

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the coast shall
be provided in new development projects except where: (1) it is inconsistent with public
safety, military security needs, or the protection of fragile coastal resources, (2) adequate
access exists nearby, or, (3) agriculture would be adversely affected. Dedicated
accessway shall not be required to be opened to public use until a public agency or
private association agrees to accept responsibility for maintenance and liability of the
accessway.

(b) For purposes of this section, "new development"” does not include:

(1) Replacement of any structure pursuant to the provisions of subdivision (g) of Section
30610.

(2) The demolition and reconstruction of a single-family residence; provided, that the
reconstructed residence shall not exceed either the floor area, height or bulk of the
former structure by more than 10 percent, and that the reconstructed residence shall be
sited in the same location on the affected property as the former structure.

(3) Improvements to any structure which do not change the intensity of its use, which do not
increase either the floor area, height, or bulk of the structure by more than 10 percent,
which do not block or impede public access, and which do not result in a seaward
encroachment by the structure.

(4) The reconstruction or repair of any seawall; provided, however, that the reconstructed or
repaired seawall is not a seaward of the location of the former structure.

(5) Any repair or maintenance activity for which the commission has determined, pursuant to
Section 30610, that a coastal development permit will be required unless the commission
determines that the activity will have an adverse impact on lateral public access along
the beach.

As used in this subdivision "bulk" means total interior cubic volume as measured from the
exterior surface of the structure.
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(c) Nothing in this division shall restrict public access nor shall it excuse the performance of
duties and responsibilities of public agencies which are required by Sections 66478.1 to
66478.14, inclusive, of the Government Code and by Section 4 of Article X of the
California Constitution.

Public Access
LCP Policy 10.1 (Permit Conditions for Shoreline Access) states:

Require some provision for shoreline access as a condition of granting development
permits for any public or private development permits (except as exempted by Policy
10.2) between the sea and the nearest road. The type of provision, the location of the
access and the amount and type of improvements required shall be consistent with the
policies of this component.

LCP Policy 10.3 (Definition of Shoreline Access) states:

Define shoreline access as the provision of access for the general public from a public
road to and along the shoreline. Classify shoreline access into two types: vertical and
lateral.

a. Define vertical access as a reasonably direct connection between the nearest
public roadway and the shoreline. Define shoreline as a beach, where contact with the
water’s edge is possible, or a bluff, where only visual access is afforded. Call
passageways which provide vertical access trails.

b. Define lateral access as a strip of land running along the shoreline, parallel to
the water and immediately inland from the mean high tide line. Lateral access may
include a beach, where contact with the water’s edge is possible, or a bluff, where only
visual access is afforded. Refer to lateral access areas as shoreline destinations.

LCP Policy 10.17 (Lateral Access (Shoreline Destinations) With Coastal Bluffs) states:

a. Provide access for the general public between the mean high tide line and the
base of the bluff where there is adequate room for public use.

b. Because of scenic or recreational value, provide a pathway with a right-ofway at
least 25 feet in width, which allows feasible unobstructed public access along the top of
the bluff when no public access will be provided to the area between the mean high tide
line and the base of the bluff because of safety and/or other considerations, and/or when
the Site Specific Recommendations for Shoreline Destinations (Table 10.6) requires one.

C. Require bluff top setbacks, based upon site specific geologic and erosion
conditions, to ensure safe and continued use.
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IP Development and Design Standards

LCP IP Section 6300.2 (REGULATIONS FOR “S-17” COMBINING DISTRICT
(MIDCOAST)), states:

The following regulations shall apply in any single-family residential district with which
the ““S-17”" District is combined.

1. Building Site Width. The minimum building site width shall be an average of 50 feet.
2. Building Site Area. The minimum building site area shall be 5,000 sqg. ft.
3. Building Setbacks. The minimum setbacks shall be:

Front Setback - 20 feet

Rear Setback - 20 feet

Side Setback - For structures 16 feet in height or less: 5 feet each side.
For structures over 16 feet in height: combined total of 15 feet with a
minimum of 5 feet on any side.

In any area where the ““S-17"" District is combined with the “DR”” District, the
minimum side yard setback may be reduced to provide for creative design concepts
such as “zero” side yard setbacks provided that: (1) the Design Review Committee
approves, (2) the application involves joint development of two or more adjacent
parcels, (3) the total side yard requirement is met and (4) a minimum side yard of 5
feet is maintained adjacent to any parcel not included with the application.

4. Parcel Coverage. The maximum parcel coverage shall be:
a. For structures 16 feet in height or less: 50%.

b. For structures greater than 16 feet in height: 35%.
Parcel coverage shall include all: (1) buildings, (2) accessory buildings, or (3)
structures such as patios, decks, balconies, porches, bridges, and other similar uses
which are eighteen (18) inches or more above the ground.

5. Building Floor Area. The maximum building floor area shall be established according
to the following table.

Parcel Size Maximum Building Floor Area

2,500 - 4,749 sq. ft., or less than 45 feet parcel width - 0.48 (parcel size)
4,750 - 4,999 sq. ft. - 0.53 - ((5,000-parcel size) x 0.0002) x parcel size
5,000 - 11,698 sq. ft. - 0.53 (parcel size)

More than 11,698 sqg. ft. - 6,200 sq. ft.
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The maximum building floor area shall include the floor area of all stories of all
buildings and accessory buildings on a building site. Maximum building floor area
specifically includes: (1) the floor area of all stories excluding uninhabitable attics as
measured from the outside face of all exterior perimeter walls, (2) the area of all decks,
porches, balconies or other areas covered by a waterproof roof which extends four (4) or
more feet from exterior walls, and (3) the area of all garages and carports.

6. Building Height. The maximum building height shall be established, as follows:
a. Up to 30% Slope. Where the average slope of the parcel area covered by the main
residence is less than 30%, maximum building height is 28 feet.

[..]

LCP IP Section 6565.20(D) states:

[..]

3. Roof Design

Roof shape and type can be the most obvious elements in defining the appearance of a
house and a neighborhood. When designing a new home or an addition, it is important to
consider the massing of roof forms and neighborhood roof patterns and compatibility.

a. Massing and Design of Roof Forms

Discussion: The mass of a roof and how it is articulated into different shapes contributes
to the character of a house. Most houses with sloped roofs, and many with flat roofs,
have a primary roof form and smaller secondary and minor forms that contribute to the
overall style of the house. Evaluate the massing of the roof form and determine how it
will benefit the appearance of the house and be compatible with the neighborhood.

Standards:

(1) When planning a new home or second story addition, begin with a primary roof form.
Consider additions to the primary roof such as secondary roof forms and dormers that
may serve to reduce the home’s apparent mass and scale, provide visual interest and
have an appropriate number of roof forms. Additional roof forms shall be architecturally
compatible with the primary roof form’s slope and material.

(2) Pitched roofs are encouraged; flat roof designs may be acceptable if the height does
not exceed 22 feet from existing grade for the flat roof portion, the flat roof portion does
not exceed 20% of the total roof area, and it is compatible with neighboring homes.

(3) Non-reflective roof materials and colors are encouraged. Solar panels are acceptable
in appropriate locations where they will blend with the rest of the roof.

[..]
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Thib

Comments from appellants Ann Forrister and Casey Schaufler for the California Coastal Commission hearing
regarding permit A-2-SMC-11-044 (263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach) December 13, 2012,

"RECEIVED
DEC 07 2012

CALIFORNIA
COASTAL COMISEION

South facing alevation superimposad on the
axisting structure. This plcture was takan facing
north from the northernmost bluff view point at
the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, The plcture was
takan Qctober 13, 2012,

We would fike to thank the California Coastal Commission staff for their report and recommendations. We are especially
pleased by the recommendations regarding bluff setback and restriction of future potential coastal armoring, We have
concern that one particular section of the local coastal program has not been adequately addressed, The relavant
section from the Local Coastal Program is 8.13.a.4:

STRUCTURAL AND COMMUNITY FEATURES—-URBAN AREAS AND RURAL SERVICE CENTER
8.13 Special Design Guidelines for Coastal Communities

The following special design guldelines supplement the design criteria in the Community Design
Manuai:

a. Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada

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

Itis our belief that the staff recommendation does not address this section of the LCP satisfactorily. In particular, the
scale of the proposed addition is out of character with the existing urbanscape. Three graphs are offered in support of
this position,

The resulting structure would be 2.7 times the average size of bluff top houses in Moss Beach. It would be 1,325 ft?
larger than the next largest biuff top house. The fact that the house is situated on a large parcel changes the comparison
slightly, The proposed expansion would be 2.1 times the average size of houses on large lots in the existing urbanscape.
The existing house at 263 Nevada already has the largest Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of any large lot structure, and after
expansion would have an FAR of 3.1 times the average of large jot houses on the bluff top in Moss Beach.

We ask that you deny a permit for the structure as designed or stipulate that you will permit only a smaller expansion of
the current siructure. The proposed house would be thoroughly out of character with the existing urbanscape. If a
permit is granted we would request that it be for a structure that is in keeping with the size of other structures in the
urbanscape. We base this request on the objective characteristics of absolute and relative sizes of structures.

HO
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From: Ted Harris <tharris@calstrat.com>

Subject: Th12b — 263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach - Exisﬁng Home Infill
To: "zimmercce@email.com" <zimmercec(@email.com>

Commissioner Zimmer,
Hope you are doing well.

This Thursday a remodel and infill addition to the existing home and garage/coach house at 263
Nevada Ave, Moss Beach, San Mateo County will be before you. Please see the attached
summary below.

We've worked with staff to address issue raised in the appeal and we are glad to report that staff
is recommending approval with

conditions http://documents,coastal.ca.gov/reports/2012/12/Th12b-12-2012.pdf, which we
support.

Since the appeal to the Coastal Commission, the applicant has agreed to every request from CCC
staff to address each item, including:

1. Conducted final geotechnical evaluations that demonstrate the home addition will be
safely sited for its design life and will not rely on future shoreline protection.

2. Removed all proposed patio improvements seaward of existing home.

3. The applicant has agreed to no future shoreline protection

4. Provided supplemental visual impact simulations that show proposed improvements are
consistent with the LCP and not visible from the beach or any public road, and barely
visible and minimized from the Fitzgerald Marine Reserve Bluff.

5. This additional visual analysis and exhibits show that the project will not dominate or
distract public viewpoints and will complement the character of the community and blend
with the overall urbanscape and natural vegetation; see Exhibit 6 in the staff repott.

6. The blended design and complementary landscaping are consistent with the community
character.

7. The removal of the proposed patio improvements further minimizes visual impacts.

8. The agreement to prohibit future shoreline armoring permanently avoids potential future
visual and biological impacts of rock revetment or other shoreline protections.

Hope you will support staff’s recommendation to approve CDP A-2-SMC-11-044 on Thursday.
Please let us know if you have any questions,
My cell number is below and 1'd love to connect beforehand if you can spare the time.

Thank you again!

Ted

__Date: Tue, Dec 11,2012 at 3:22 AM S
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Ted Harris, Principal

California Strategies, LLC
980 9th Street, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814
office: 916.266.4575

cell: 916,997,7715
tharris(@calstrat.com
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~ To: Dréher, Nicholas@Coastal

From: Ted Harris [mallto:tharris@calstrat.com]
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2012 2:09 AM

Subject: 263 Nevada Ave Summary

Hi Nick,

Thank you again for the well-prepared staff report and all of your time and work on this.
Please see a project summary below that I'm sharing with Commissioners FYT.

Please let me know if you have any comments or suggestions and anything further I can do to
help.

My cell is below. Please feel free to call anytime.
Thanks,
Ted

Ted Harris, Principal
California Strategies, LL.C
980 9th Street, Suite 2000
Sacramento, CA 95814
office: 916.290.6152

cell: 916.997.7715
tharris@calstrat.com
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Th12b — 263 Nevada Avenue, Moss Beach
Existing Home Improvement

Hearing Date: December 13, 2012
Project Appeal No.: A-2-SMC-11-044
Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions

Request: Support Staff Recommendation

Background

The project is the remodel and addition to the existing home and garagefcoach house at
263 Nevada Ave, Moss Beach, San Mateo County.

The existing home at 263 Nevada Ave. includes living and dining rooms, 2 bedrooms, 2
baths, rear patio facing the ocean, and a front porch on the first floor and a two-car garage
with a second floor level office space (a “coach” house) directly over the garage in front of
the home, shown above. The proposed project adds a family room on the grade floor in the
gap connecting the existing main house with the existing detached garage/coach house. A
new second floor is added over the main house with a master bedroom, bath, office guest
bedroom and bath and balcony.

Proposed design utilizes the existing structural foundation of the house and garage and:
+ Does not expand the existing foundation toward the ocean or the street.
*  Only slightly increases the footprint for the proposed infill connection between the
existing house and existing clustered two-story garage/coach house.
» Does not impact existing views through the property from the street.
o Existing seccnd-story coach house already is in the view from the street
o Proposed second-story improvements will be directly behind the existing
second-story garage coach house.

“1otZ-—
Th12b - December 13, 2012



The San Mateo Coastside Design Review Committee Findings state that:

The location "is setback from the bluff's edge to mitigate negative view impacts,”

lands are not impacted by the proposed addition.”

The project "harmonizes with the adjacent buildings"

The setback design "blends with the natural vegetation and landforms of the site and
insures adequate space for light and air to itself and adjacent properties,”

The setback and blended design, including the proposed scale and massing,
"harmonizes with the adjacent buildings" and was found consistent with all
applicable community character and visual policies in the LCP.

The project will be one of the first LEED certified homes in the Half Moon Bay area, and the
exterior of the proposed project includes a natural color pallet and a non-reflective roof.

Blending with the landscape and complementing the character of community were primary
considerations throughout the design process. The shingled architectural style, site
location, natural and varied materials, setback design elements, varied massing and scale,
and naiural colors designed for the site were continuously evaluated by the project team.

Additional analyses, project changes, and conditions were achieved by working with local

planners and agreeing to every request from Coastal staff.

Key Project Changes and Conditions

Since the appeal to the Coastal Commission, the applicant has worked with Coastal staff to
fully address issues raised in the appeal, including:

Geotechnical evaluation and related project reductions and conditions:

1.

2.
3.

Conducted final geotechnical evaluations that demonstrate the home addition will be
safely sited for its design life and will not rely on fuiure shoreline protection.
Removed all proposed patio improvements seaward of existing home.

The applicant has agreed to no future shoreline protection.

Visual resource design, landscaping, and project reduction and conditions:

4,

o=

Provided supplemental visual impact simulations that show proposed improvements
are consistent with the LCP and not visible from the beach or any public road, and
barely visible and minimized from the Fitzgsrald Marine Reserve Bluff,

This additional visual analysis and exhibits show that the project will not dominate or
distract public viewpoints and will complement the character of the community and
blend with the overall urbanscape and natural vegetation; see Exhibit 6 in the staff
report.

The blended design and complementary landscaping are consistent with the
community character.

The removal of the proposed patio improvements further minimizes visual impacts.
The agreement to prehibit future shoreline armoring permanently avoids potential
future visual and biological impacts of rock revetment or other shoreline protections.

Request

We respectfully request a yes vote for staff's recommendation to approve CDP A-2-SMC-
11-044.

~20f2 -
Th12b - December 13, 2012

~"Public views to-and-along-the-along-the shoreline from-publie-roads-and-other-public——— — -
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