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Staff Recommendation:

Substantial Issue Exists; Approval with Conditions

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION
San Mateo County approved a CDP for subdivision of a 10,865 square foot parcel to allow for
construction of a three-story, nine-unit residential condominium complex within a high-density,
multi-family residential area of the El Granada community in the urban Midcoast area of
unincorporated San Mateo County. The Appellant contends that the County’s approval is
inconsistent with Local Coastal Program (LCP) policies related to traffic, tree protection and
visual 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
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CDP for the project. Further, Staff 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, although the County appropriately addressed issues
related to tree protection and visual resources in its approval, the County’s approval did not
evaluate or mitigate for increased traffic impacts and congestion that will result from the
approved subdivision. Thus, potential traffic impacts were not adequately evaluated and the
appeal raises a substantial LCP conformance issue regarding traffic impacts along Highway 1.
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 traffic, the Applicant is now
proposing to provide for the construction of a lateral access trail along the west side of Highway
1, in close proximity to the project location, for pedestrian and bike access, in order to offset
traffic and congestion impacts caused by the proposed project. With regard to visual resources
and water quality, recommended conditions of approval require: 1) native landscaping, including
replacing the Eucalyptus trees that would be removed with trees of native species; 2) building
materials that will blend with the surrounding built and natural environment; 3) pervious paving
materials to reduce runoff, and; 4) appropriate construction best management practices. As
modified, the project would blend with the community character of the area and protect water
quality. Finally, an additional condition requires future notice of the terms and conditions of this
CDP via a deed restriction.
As conditioned, the proposed project is consistent with the policies and standards of the LCP. 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.
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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: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-2-SMC-10-015
raises no substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed
under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act. I recommend a no vote.
Resolution to Find Substantial Issue: The Commission hereby finds that Appeal Number
A-2-SMC-10-015 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: I move that the Commission approve Coastal Development Permit Number A-2SMC-10-015 pursuant to the staff recommendation. I recommend a yes vote.
Resolution to Approve a CDP: The Commission hereby approves the coastal
development permit on the grounds 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.
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II. STANDARD CONDITIONS
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.
2. 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.
3. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition will be resolved by
the Executive Director or the Commission.
4. 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.
5. 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.

III.

SPECIAL CONDITIONS

This permit is granted subject to the following special conditions:
1. Final Project Plans. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT
PERMIT, the Permittee shall submit two full-size sets of Final Project Plans (Plans) to the
Executive Director for review and approval. The Final Project Plans shall be in substantial
conformance with the plans attached to the March 24, 2010 San Mateo County Planning
Commission approval report for PLN2008-00218 (received in the Commission’s North
Central Coast District Office on April 12, 2010), except that they shall be revised and
supplemented to comply with the following requirements:.
a. 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, exterior
materials shall appear natural and non-reflective, including through the use of wood,
stone, brick, and earth tone colors, including the roof materials. Plans shall clearly
identify all structural elements, materials, and finishes (including through site plans and
elevations, materials palettes and representative photos, product brochures, etc.).
b. Landscaping. The Plans shall include landscape and irrigation parameters that shall
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identify all plant materials (size, species, quantity, etc.), 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. As replacement for the Eucalyptus trees
approved for removal, the landscape plan shall include a minimum of 13 15-gallon trees
of native species. Landscaping (at maturity) shall also be capable of partial/mottled
screening and softening the appearance of new development 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.
c. Lighting. All exterior lights, including any lights attached to the outside of the
condominium complex, shall be the minimum necessary for the safe ingress and egress of
the condominium complex, 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 site.
d. Property Lines. All property lines for the subject property and all adjacent properties
shall be clearly and accurately identified.
e. Utilities Underground. All utilities shall be installed underground.
f. Pervious Pavement. All paved areas shall consist of pervious materials, and the type and
location of these pervious materials shall be shown on the plans.
All requirements above and all requirements of the approved Final Project Plans shall be
enforceable components of this coastal development permit. The Permittee shall undertake
development in accordance with the approved Final Project Plans.
2. Traffic Mitigation Fee.
a. The Applicant or any successor(s) in interest to the subject property shall pay a
mitigation fee to the Pillar Point Harbor District, San Mateo County, the Coastal
Conservancy, or other entity acceptable to the Executive Director, of an amount not less
than $15,000.00, to provide for construction of the proposed public access path to be
located west of Highway 1, starting at the intersection of Coronado Avenue and Cabrillo
Highway in El Granada (San Mateo County) and extending north, approximately 400
feet. This amount must be used for capital improvement of the lateral access along the El
Granada shoreline (i.e., the fee may not be used for planning documents and other
planning costs). Any portion of the fee that remains after five years shall be donated to
Pillar Point Harbor District, San Mateo County Parks, or other organization acceptable to
the Executive Director, for the purpose of public recreational access improvements in
San Mateo County. PRIOR TO EXPENDITURE OF ANY FUNDS CONTAINED IN
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THIS ACCOUNT, the Executive Director must review and approve the proposed use of
the funds as being consistent with the intent and purpose of this condition. Any
alternative project shall provide for public access improvements in the vicinity of the
project site that reduce vehicular traffic and promote public access to the shoreline.
b. PRIOR TO ISSUANCE OF THE COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT, but only after
the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission has indicated, in writing, that the
Commission has entered into an agreement with the entity accepting the funds (the
“Agreement”), the Applicant shall provide to the identified recipient, through a financial
instrument subject to the review and approval of the Executive Director, a mitigation fee
in an amount not less than $15,000.00 as described in subsection A, payable to the
recipient agency.
3. 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
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.
b. 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
normal community traffic flow (including using unobtrusive fencing (or equivalent
measures) to delineate construction areas). All work shall take place during daylight
hours.
c. 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 drainage/stormwater
sewers; (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
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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.
d. Tree Protection. The Plans shall identify tree protection zones/measures for all existing
trees not approved in this permit for removal. The Plans shall establish and provide for
tree protection zones that shall be delineated using 4-foot tall orange plastic fencing
supported by poles pounded into the ground located outside of the tree driplines, while
still allowing room for construction to safely continue. The Permittee shall maintain tree
protection zones free of equipment and material storage and shall not clean any
equipment within these areas.
e. Material Containment BMPs. Particular care shall be exercised to prevent foreign
materials (e.g., construction scraps, wood preservatives, other chemicals, etc.) from
entering the stormwater system.
f. 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.
g. 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
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.
h. 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 this condition and the
approved Construction Plan.
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4. Conditions Imposed by Local Government. All previous conditions of approval imposed
on the project by San Mateo County pursuant to an authority other than the California
Coastal Act remain in effect but do not alter the permittee’s responsibility to satisfy all
conditions of approval as specified herein.
5. 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 part,
modification, or amendment thereof, remains in existence on or with respect to the subject
property.

IV.

FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A. PROJECT SITE, DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND
Project Site
The approved development is located on a 10,685-square-foot parcel located at 121–137 Avenue
Cabrillo, east of Highway 1, in the unincorporated El Granada portion of San Mateo County (see
Exhibit 1). The property is located within an existing developed area zoned R-3/S-3/DR/CD
(Multi-Family Residential, S-3 Combining District, Development Standards, Design Review,
Coastal Development). The Land Use Plan designation is High Density Residential (16.2-32.0
density units/acre). The development site is bordered by residential parcels. Numerous
Eucalyptus trees are growing on the property.
Project Description
The County-approved project includes subdivision of the parcel to allow for the construction of a
three-story, nine-unit residential condominium complex (see Exhibit 4). The complex would
consist one 33.3-foot high three-story building. The units range in size from 645 square feet to
1,083 square feet. The ground floor design of the development includes a partially enclosed 16space garage and residential units on the second and third floors. The residential units are one
bedroom and two bedroom condos, including one very-low income unit. The exterior will
feature lap siding with wood grain texture, stone veneer and natural colors (greens and tans).
The landscaping will include shrubs and trees planted along the perimeter of the proposed
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structure. The development of the site would also entail removal of 13 Eucalyptus trees, ranging
in size from 6” dbh (diameter at breast height) to 18” dbh.

B. SAN MATEO COUNTY CDP APPROVAL
The San Mateo County Planning Commission approved the project on March 24, 2010 (see
Exhibit 2). Notice of the Planning Commission’s final local action on the CDP was received in
the Coastal Commission’s North Central Coast District Office on April 12, 2010. The
Commission’s ten-working-day appeal period for this action began on April 13, 2010 and
concluded at 5pm on April 26, 2010. One valid appeal (see below) was 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 includes a subdivision, which is not
designated as the principally permitted use in this residential zoning district.
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 not located between the nearest public road and the sea, and thus this
additional finding will not need to be made if the Commission approves the project as consistent
with the certified LCP following a de novo hearing.
Under the provisions of the currently certified Midcoast Update, this project is subject to the
standards and requirements of the LCP in effect prior to its recent certification in 2012. The
2012 Midcoast Update itself limits application of its updated policies to only those County
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applications not considered filed and complete prior to October 8, 2012 (the effective date of the
2012 San Mateo County Midcoast LCP Update). The subject project was filed complete prior to
2012. Therefore, the currently certified Midcoast Update directs that the previously certified
provisions apply to this proposed development.

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
The Appellant contends that the County-approved project raises issues with respect to the
project’s conformance with LCP policies regarding traffic impacts and public access to the
shoreline, visual resources/community character, and tree removal. The Appellant contends that
the County’s approval is inconsistent with San Mateo County LCP policies 8.9, 8.12, 2.48, 2.49,
and 2.57. Specifically, the Appellant contends that the approved project: 1) will cause additional
traffic impacts to roads that are already at capacity, which will impact the public’s ability to
access the coast; 2) was not designed to minimize impacts to visual resources; 3) does not
minimize tree removal; and 4) is not similar to the size and scale of the surrounding structures.
See Exhibit 3 for the full text of the appeal.

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
5. Whether the appeal raises only local issues, or those of regional or statewide significance.
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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.
Traffic and Public Access
The LCP regulates public services capacity within the urban Midcoast, including El Granada.
San Mateo County LCP Policies 2.48 and 2.49 require adequate road capacity to serve new
development and to minimize impacts of development to traffic on the local highways. LCP
Policy 2.49 sets minimum roadway levels of service (LOS) (see below) to consider when siting
new development in the urban Midcoast, in order to minimize negative impacts to public
services caused by population growth. Because increases in traffic levels directly impact the
public’s ability to access the beach and coastal recreational areas, particularly along Highway 1
in El Granada, LCP policy 2.57(c) requires monitoring of peak recreation period traffic to
determine whether new residential development is consuming road capacity needed for visitors.
See Exhibit 6 for the full text of these policies
The Appellant contends that the existing road capacity is insufficient to serve the current
population, significantly impacting the public’s ability to access the coast. The Appellant
contends that the approved project will cause adverse traffic impacts due to increased vehicle
trips on roads that are already at capacity, and that therefore this project should demonstrate that
it will not further impact road capacity in the area. (Exhibit 3).
Roadway access to the coastal area of the Midcoast region in San Mateo County is provided by
Highways 1 and 92 (Exhibit 1). Various reports, including the 2009 and 2011 San Mateo
County Congestion Management Program (CMP) Reports 1 identify the existing LOS conditions
during peak commute hours for roadway segments along Highways 1 and 92. LOS is a term
used to qualitatively describe the operating conditions of a roadway based on factors such as
speed, travel time, maneuverability, delay, and safety. The LOS of a roadway or intersection is
designated with a letter, “A” to “F.” “A” represents the best operating conditions and “F” the
worst. Highways 1 and 92 in San Mateo County carry a large volume of traffic and serve a vital
function in the Bay Area’s transportation network. For this reason, the 2001 Countywide
Transportation Plan (CTP) defined Highways 1 and 92 as “corridors of regional significance.”
Consequently, the roadway capacity of Highway 1 in the Midcoast area is an issue of great
concern that has local, regional and statewide significance because Highway 1 is the primary
public access route to the coast and its resources.

1

The Final San Mateo County Congestion Management Program, by the City/County Association of Governments
of San Mateo County, dated September 2009. http://www.ccag.ca.gov/pdf/tac/2009/FINAL_SMC_2009_CMP.pdf;
The Final San Mateo County Congestion Management Program, by the City/County Association of Governments of
San Mateo County, dated November 2011.
http://www.ccag.ca.gov/pdf/Studies/Final%202011%20CMP_Nov11.pdf.
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Highway 1 is a two-lane conventional highway along the stretch from Linda Mar Boulevard (in
Pacifica) down to the Santa Cruz County line, with a limited number of passing zones in either
direction. El Granada is situated within the CMP-designated Highway 1 Frenchman’s Creek to
Linda Mar Boulevard roadway segment (which extends along the coast). This segment of
Highway 1 is used as a local travel route to coastal destinations and currently has an LOS “E” at
peak commuter periods. The LOS E designation is described as unstable operations where
conditions approach capacity and maneuverability is severely limited, resulting in low driver
comfort and significant delays.
San Mateo County LCP Policy 2.48 requires the County to use the commuter peak period traffic
to determine appropriate increases in capacity. LCP Policy 2.49 considers an LOS D acceptable
during commute peak periods and an LOS E acceptable during recreation peak periods. In the
2009 Final San Mateo County Congestion Management Program Report (CMP), 2 the
City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG) found that the existing LOS during peak
commuter periods was D, and projected an LOS of E to F during peak commuter periods for
2011. The 2011 Final CMP 3 demonstrated that the LOS for the same segment is at LOS E during
peak commuter periods. Therefore, the current road capacity during the peak commuter period
exceeds the acceptable LOS as identified in LCP Policy 2.49. Although specific information
related to peak recreational period road capacity is not currently available, congestion trends
since 2001 demonstrate that the LOS has deteriorated from level D to level E and will only
continue to worsen with increased residential development in the Midcoast without significant
improvement and expansion of the Highway 1 roadway segment. The trend (from LOS D to E)
evidences that the Highway 1 roadway segment near El Granada will face continued congestion
and gridlock during commute hours and recreational hours.
After the appeal was filed, a project-specific traffic impact study dated December 3, 2010, was
prepared by RKH Civil and Transportation Engineering (RKH) for the Applicant. 4 The study
concluded that the approved development is estimated to generate approximately 50 vehicle trips
per day distributed on the surrounding street and highway system. The project would add 30
vehicle trips on Highway 1 to and from the southeast, an addition of 0.11% to the daily total
number of vehicles that travel this segment of Highway 1. The traffic study analyzed the
impacts of this additional traffic on intersection delays, and concludes that the 30 vehicle trips
added to Highway 1 would not have a calculable effect on vehicles attempting to access coastal
areas west of the highway. However, the traffic report does not provide an analysis of impacts
on highway segment level of service, which is the standard at issue in the LCP. Further, because
the current LOS exceeds the traffic standard set forth in the certified LCP, any cumulative
increase in traffic congestion has the potential to significantly adversely impacting road capacity
and the public’s ability to access the coast.
2

The Final San Mateo CMP, C/CAG, dated September 2009.
http://www.ccag.ca.gov/pdf/tac/2009/FINAL_SMC_2009_CMP.pdf
3
The Final San Mateo CMP, C/CAG, dated November 2011.
http://www.ccag.ca.gov/pdf/Studies/Final%202011%20CMP_Nov11.pdf
4
The County did not require the Applicant to obtain a traffic study to determine project-related impacts to Highway
1 traffic congestion and the project’s potential to affect the public’s ability to access the coast. The Initial Study
prepared for the approved project states that the project will generate additional traffic that “will likely use Highway
1 during peak hours.” However, the County’s evaluation identified this impact as “not significant.”
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The regional transportation studies conducted over the last several years consistently
demonstrate that the Midcoast area highways cannot support the current level of development.
Additional new development that does not mitigate for traffic impacts will only exacerbate the
existing traffic problems in the Midcoast area of San Mateo County. The County’s approval did
not evaluate the approved project’s cumulative adverse impacts on the public’s ability to access
the Coast or condition the project to include traffic mitigation measures that would alleviate the
impacts to roadway congestion and impaired public access due to added vehicle trips resulting
from the project.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the approved project raises a substantial issue of
conformity of the project approved by the County with LCP Policies 2.48, 2.49, and 2.57(c)
regarding adequate road capacity.
Visual Resources and Community Character
The San Mateo County LCP’s Visual Resources Chapter requires that visual impacts to public
viewpoints be minimized, and also requires that structures be designed to be consistent with
community character. Policy 8.9 requires that new development be located and designed to
minimize tree removal and also requires protection of significant trees in urban areas zoned
Design Review (DR). Policy 8.12 establishes general design standard policies, including
requiring that development not block ocean views from scenic roads and publicly owned land.
Taken together, these policies and standards are designed to ensure that visual resources are
protected and that development in San Mateo County, including El Granada, is appropriately
sited and designed to minimize impacts to public viewpoints.
The Appellant contends that the approved 9-unit multi-family project was not designed to
minimize visual resource impacts and that the project’s size and scale are not similar to
surrounding structures (see Exhibit 3).
Trees
The County-approved project allows the removal of 13 Eucalyptus trees. Although Eucalyptus
trees are non-native, invasive species with little habitat value, eight of the 13 trees are technically
considered significant under the LCP due to their size (38 inches in circumference or greater).
The Appellant contends that the removal of the 13 trees will constitute the cutting of a “grouping
of trees” which will have a significant impact on the environment and the neighborhood. In
support of these contentions, the Appellant cites Policy 8.9a (which requires that new
development be located and designed to minimize tree removal) and Policy 8.9b (which employs
the Significant Tree Ordinance to protect significant trees zoned within the Designed Review
overlay zone). Additional LCP policies that provide standards for tree protection include 8.9c-g
and 8.10, as well as the Heritage Tree Ordinance. See Exhibit 6 for applicable policies and
standards with respect to tree protection.
LCP Policy 8.9(a) requires new development to minimize tree removal. Although 13 trees are
approved to be removed, four existing trees on the site will be retained. Also, County condition
12 (see Exhibit 2) does not allow for removal of additional trees on the site beyond the 13
approved for removal, and states that any additional tree removal will require a separate tree
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removal permit. Additionally, to protect the remaining trees on the site, County condition 10
requires that a series of measures be put in place to protect the remaining trees on the site during
construction activities. Further, the project footprint is the most appropriate given the unusual
shape of the property and given the setback and lot coverage requirements. Tree removal cannot
be reduced further due to the high concentration of Eucalyptus trees in a particular portion of the
northern side of the lot. In order to avoid all of the trees, the project would be reduced by
approximately 70% and confined to the southernmost portion of the lot. Thus, any alternative to
avoid additional trees would result in a disproportionate reduction to the proposed building and
could hinder the project’s potential to offer an affordable unit. Finally, the approved project will
provide additional trees through mitigation requirements and protect remaining trees onsite. As
such, the approved project is consistent with LCP Policy 8.9(a).
LCP Section 8.9(f) restricts the removal of living trees in the coastal zone that have a trunk
circumference of 55 inches or greater (this applies to several of the trees approved for removal)
except as otherwise permitted under the regulations of the LCP. LCP Section 8.9(b) requires that
the regulations of the Significant Tree Ordinance (STO) be employed to protect significant trees
(38 inches or more in circumference), which also applies to some of the trees proposed for
removal. Section 12,021 of the STO requires that any person desiring to cut down trees submit a
permit application that includes, among other things, the type, size, location, and general health
of the trees to be removed, the method to be used in removing the trees, and the description of a
tree planting or replacement program. The Applicant submitted the required information to the
County, and the County allowed the removal of 13 Eucalyptus consistent with LCP
requirements. In addition, Section 12,023 of the STO allows for removal of significant trees to
allow reasonable economic use of the property, and if the trees are replaced with appropriate
plantings. The County conditioned its approval (see Exhibit 2 condition 8) to require replanting
on site with 13 15-gallon trees of appropriate native species consistent with LCP requirements.
Therefore, the approved project is consistent with LCP Sections 8.9(b) and 8.9(f) and with the
County’s Significant Tree Ordinance.
LCP Policy 8.9d protects trees that have important scenic or scientific qualities. LCP Policy 8.9e
prohibits the removal of trees in scenic corridors with certain exceptions. The non-native
Eucalyptus trees are located within an existing urbanized area on the inland side of Highway 1.
This area of Highway 1 is not defined in the LCP as a scenic corridor. Thus, the approved project
is consistent with LCP Policies 8.9d and 8.9e.
LCP Policy 8.9(c) employs the regulations of the Heritage Tree Ordinance to protect unique
trees which meet specific size and locational requirements. In this case, the trees proposed for
removal do not meet the definitions of Heritage trees. First, this group of trees was not
designated by the Board of Supervisors as a Heritage Tree grouping and "Eucalyptus" is not
identified in the enumerated list of specific trees considered to be Heritage Trees. LCP Policy
8.9(c) does not apply and therefore there is no impact to Heritage trees as a result of this project.
Therefore, the proposed tree removal is consistent with LCP Policy 8.9(c). For all the reasons
stated above, including that the approved project includes replacement planting of trees of
appropriate native species, the Commission finds that this contention does not raise a substantial
issue of conformance of the approved project with the San Mateo County certified LCP tree
protection policies.
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Location of Development and Community Character
San Mateo County LCP Policy 8.13 provides general standards for designing structures within
the El Granada community, including requiring that structures be designed to fit existing
topography, and that new development use natural colors and materials that blend with the
natural character of the setting. This policy also requires structures to be in scale with the
character of their overall setting so that they blend with the overall view of the urbanscape. LCP
Policy 8.12 establishes general design standard policies, including requiring that the Design
Review zoning district be applied to urbanized areas of the coastal zone. Section 6300 of the
LCP’s IP sets the development standards for development in the S-3 combining overlay district.
See Exhibit 6 for the applicable policies and standards.
The Appellant contends that the community surrounding the proposed development contains
single-family dwellings and duplexes and therefore the proposed three-story multi-residential
structure will have a size and scale that is not similar to the surrounding structures, inconsistent
with Policies 8.12(b) and 8.13(a)(4).
The approved project consists of a three-story (33.25 ft. high), nine-unit multi-residential
condominium development east of Highway 1, within a land use designation and zoning district
intended for high density, multi-family developments. The proposed project incorporates design
features to reduce the mass and bulk of the building by recessing exterior walls of the first and
second floors up to two feet in depth in some areas. Further, the roof is designed to screen vents
and other equipment.
The approved development is bordered by Avenue Cabrillo to the south, Avenue Alhambra to
the west, Avenue Coronado to the east and single-family residential development to the north.
Across Avenue Cabrillo to the south is a small open space bordered by residential streets, which
is bordered by numerous single-family residences further south. West of the proposed project,
across Avenue Alhambra, there are existing two-and-three story residential developments, and
more such developments along Avenue Alhambra heading north. The majority of development
to the north and east of the proposed project site consists of one and two-story single/duplex
residential developments. Accordingly, the area has a variety of development of different mass
and scale ranging from 1-3 stories. Thus, the approved project is similar in mass and scale to
nearby development, consistent with LCP policy 8.13(a)(4).
The approved project meets all of the LCP’s development standards for the zoning district,
except where the County allowed design exceptions as incentives for providing affordable
housing. For example, the LCP requires front and rear yard setbacks to be no less than 20 feet
and although the approved building setbacks are 20 feet, the building does contain front and rear
decks that extend three to six feet into the setback, which the County allowed as an incentive to
the Applicant to participate in the Affordable Housing Density Bonus Program. These design
exceptions are recognized by LCP Policies 3.19 and 3.20 and the reduced setbacks in this case
have minimal visual impacts due to the site topography and the height of the decks which will
not obscure or block views to the shoreline. The decks are too low to the ground and only block
views to surrounding residential developments.
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The approved project also satisfies the other applicable design limitations. The LCP requires
side setbacks to be no less than 5 feet and the proposed project contains 5 ft. side setbacks,
consistent with the requirement. The LCP allows a height of 3 stories/36 feet and the proposed
project will be three stories/33 feet-3 inches), consistent with the requirement. The LCP allows
no more than 50% lot coverage and the proposed structure will have 48.3% lot coverage,
consistent with the requirement. Thus, the approved project is consistent with IP section 6300
regarding setbacks (except for decks that were allowed within the setback as an incentive for the
affordable housing component), height, and coverage. The approved project also requires a
limited amount of grading (200 cubic yards) to provide a level parking area on the ground floor.
County condition 19 requires the Applicant to obtain a grading permit if grading exceeds 250
cubic yards. Thus, the approved development is consistent with LCP Policy 8.13(a)(1), which
requires grading to be minimized.
The approved project went through County’s Design Review process, incorporated design
alterations to blend within the surrounding community and, as conditioned by the County, the
approved project is consistent with the relevant provisions of LCP Policies, 3.19, 3.20, 8.12 and
8.13 and IP Sections 6300 and 6565.7.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the above-identified appeal contentions do not raise a
substantial issue of conformance of the approved project with the San Mateo County certified
Local Coastal Program.
Substantial Issue Determination Conclusion
In conclusion, the County-approved project raises a substantial issue with respect to its
conformance with applicable LCP provisions related to traffic/Highway 1 congestion increases
and its resulting impact on the public’s ability to access the coast. 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.

F. COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT DETERMINATION
The standard of review for this CDP application is the San Mateo County certified LCP (Exhibit
6). All Substantial Issue Determination findings above are incorporated herein by reference.
In the time since the appeal was filed, the Applicant has revised the proposed project to include a
$15,000 contribution to an appropriate public agency for the construction of lateral public access
west of Highway 1 in El Granada to offset the impacts of additional vehicle trips from the
project.
Traffic and Shoreline Access
As discussed in the substantial issue finding above, the existing traffic congestion on Highway 1
(Cabrillo Highway) during peak periods significantly interferes with the public’s ability to
access the area’s substantial public beaches and other visitor serving coastal resources, in
conflict with LCP policies 1.18, 2.48, 2.49, and 2.57(c) (see Exhibit 6). In addition to these
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policies, LCP Policy 1.18 directs new development to existing urban areas in order to maximize
the efficiency of public facilities, services, and utilities. When siting new development in
existing urban areas, it is critically important that the development not undermine maximum
efficiency of public facilities, such as public roadways.
The project before the Commission includes the subdivision of an existing residential parcel to
allow for the construction of a three-story, nine-unit condominium complex. The unimproved
parcel is located within the High Density Residential designation (16.1-32 density units per
acre), but the proposed project is allowed up to 40 density units per acre because of an affordable
housing density credit bonus. 5 Accordingly, the proposed density of development is permissible
under the LCP, but any approved subdivision resulting in additional traffic impacts and increased
congestion along Highway 1, must mitigate its impacts on the public’s ability to access the
recreational activities along the shoreline.
As discussed above, scenic Highway 1 provides vehicle access throughout the entire San Mateo
County coastal zone. The subject site is approximately two blocks away from Highway 1, north
of the Miramar community and close to Surfer’s Beach and Pillar Point Harbor. This area has a
wealth of opportunities to recreate along the shoreline, including multi-use access trails, boating
opportunities surfing and visitor-serving commercial opportunities. As a result, this particular
portion of Highway 1 can have long traffic delays, particularly on weekends when community
and county events are taking place. 6
As discussed above, the project will add 30 vehicle trips per day to a Highway 1 roadway
segment that already is at LOS E during peak commute and peak recreational periods.
Therefore, the approved multi-family residential subdivision will have a significant adverse
cumulative impact on coastal access by contributing to increased traffic on Highway 1, a crucial
public access roadway facility. Accordingly, this significant adverse cumulative impact must be
mitigated.
In August of 2012, the Commission certified an update for the midcoast region of the LCP
jurisdiction, which included an expansion of public services policies and created a framework for
analyzing and imposing specified traffic mitigation programs to limit the effect residential
development, particularly subdivisions, has along Highway 1 in this area. The subject
application need not comply with these updated policies nor the specified mitigation measures
contained within them because the currently certified Midcoast Update itself directs that
applications filed complete prior to its effective date are subject to the previously certified
5

This bonus is carried out through the Housing Component of the LCP, specifically Policies 3.19 and 3.20, and
they apply to this project because the proposal contains one very low-cost affordable unit out of the nine total units.
6
“Traffic flow on the highway ranges from rural conditions, where movement is typically free, to congested
conditions during commute times with level of service issues at certain intersections, to unavoidable gridlock on
weekends with good weather….One of the biggest challenges is that the corridor must provide for commuters and
high volume vehicle traffic on weekends, while maintaining safety and comfort for residents. It must also provide
for pedestrians, people with mobility impairments, and bicyclists who are using the highway right of way or trying
to cross.” See The San Mateo County Highway 1 Mobility Improvement Study (2010), pp 1-3.
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/Attachments/parks/Files/Parks%20Planning/Highway%201%20Safety%20and%20M
obility%20Improvement%20Study.pdf
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standards and requirements. The subject project was filed complete prior to the effective date of
the update in 2012. Therefore, the currently certified Midcoast Update directs that the previously
certified provisions apply to this proposed development. Similar to the updated LCP, the
previously certified LCP provisions that are applicable to the project also require mitigation for
traffic impacts, commensurate with the scale of the impact. For example, in addition to the
policies and findings made in the substantial issue portion of the report, which are hereby
incorporated by reference, LCP Policy 10.30(c) states in part:
10.30 Requirement of Minimum Access as a Condition of Granting Development Permits
[….]
c. Base the responsibility and requirements of the property owner for the provision of this
access on: (1) the size and type of development, (2) the benefit to the Act and (4) the impact
of the development, particularly the burden the proposed development would place on the
public right of access to and use of the shoreline. Determine the minimum requirements
according to the following:
(1) For small non-agricultural developments (i.e., construction of nonresidential structures
500 sq. ft. and smaller, fences, wells, placement of utility poles), require the retention of
existing public access as defined in Policies 10.5 and 10.6, the posting of hazardous and
environmentally sensitive areas, and pay an in-lieu fee of a minimal sum not to exceed 5% of
the project cost to contribute to the provision of public access elsewhere along the County
shoreline.
(2) For small to medium developments (i.e., single-family residences, all minor land
divisions, barns over 5,000 sq. ft., small greenhouses), not specifically exempted from
shoreline access requirements by Policy 10.2, require the offering or granting of a vertical
and/or lateral access consistent with the policies of this component, to either a public agency
or private group acceptable to the County for improvement and maintenance.
(3) For large agricultural and non-agricultural developments (i.e., developments of more
than one single-family house, major subdivisions, commercial and industrial
developments, and large greenhouses and agricultural processing plants), require the
property owner to provide, improve, and maintain shoreline access consistent with the
policies of this component.
As discussed below, the applicant has proposed such mitigation. Approximately 700 feet from
the subject project site, there is a gap in safe lateral coastal trail access along the west side of
Highway 1. (See Exhibit 5). The recently constructed Mirada Surf Trail between the southern
end of El Granada along the Burnham Strip and the northern end of the Community of Miramar
ends (while heading north) at the intersection of Avenue Coronado and Highway 1
approximately 400 feet south of Surfer’s Beach. As a result, those who want to walk from the
Mirada Surf Trail to Surfer’s Beach and beyond, including to Pillar Point Harbor, must walk
along an uneven, narrow (less than 3 feet wide) dirt path, and those with strollers or wheelchairs
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must use the Highway shoulder. The poor condition of the sidewalk discourages potential users,
who may otherwise choose to drive along the congested roadway. 7
At present, there is a group of organizations that has formed in order to address the 400 foot
stretch of sidewalk/trail along Highway 1 that is in disrepair and unsafe. The group is comprised
of local governments and state governments that are seeking funding to address these issues.
Recently, an approximately $180,000.00 Cosco-Busan grant was obtained by San Mateo County
to begin planning and permitting efforts to realize the access project. The framework for
accomplishing these goals is currently progressing and the next step will entail seeking
commitments from those who want to help implement the project. In addition to funding and
planning efforts, funding is required to construct the desired improvements, which include a trail
link along the west side of Highway 1 between the Mirada Surf Trail and Surfer’s Beach (located
just north of the Avenue Coronado and Highway 1 (Cabrillo Hwy) intersection). Current asphalt
trail paving costs approximately $3.00 per square foot. The needed pathway in question is
approximately 330 ft. long and 10 ft. wide (3,300 square feet). Accordingly, the approximate
cost, without grading or structural improvements should be around $10,000 and with such
grading and improvements the Commission estimates the cost of the trail alone will be at least
$15,000.
The Applicant has proposed to provide for this pathway to be constructed to mitigate for the
congestion impacts of the project. Such mitigation is appropriate given the proximity of the trail
to the project site, and the strong potential for the path to relieve vehicle congestion along
Highway 1. Therefore, Special Condition 2 formalizes the Applicant’s proposal to pay
$15,000.00 to be used toward the construction of the trail on the west side of Highway 1, at the
intersection of Coronado Avenue and Cabrillo Highway in El Granada (San Mateo County 8 ). As
conditioned and revised, the Commission finds this project adequately mitigates for its increased
traffic and the project’s resulting significant adverse cumulative on the public’s ability to access
the coast and finds the project therefore consistent with the Highway Capacity policies of the
certified San Mateo County LCP.
Visual Resources and Water Quality
To minimize the project’s impact on the visual character of the area, as required by the visual
resources policies described above in the Substantial Issue findings, and to allow for infiltration
on site to reduce runoff and protect water quality, Special Condition 1 requires the Applicant to
submit revised project plans that include: 1) a landscaping plan that requires that all plantings on
the site be of appropriate native plant species, and that the 13 Eucalyptus trees proposed for
removal be replaced with a minimum of 13 trees of native species (15-gallon minimum size); 2)
downward facing lighting that will not illuminate areas offsite; 3) all utilities to be installed
7

The San Mateo County Highway 1 Mobility Improvement Study: Phase II (page 11) indicates that this particular
stretch of Highway 1 in EL Granada maintains poor horizontal access.
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/Attachments/planning/PDFs/Midcoast%20Mobility/Draft%20SMM%20Ph%202%20
Study%20v5%20Low%20Res.pdf ;
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/Attachments/parks/Files/Parks%20Planning/Highway%201%20Safety%20and%20M
obility%20Improvement%20Study.pdf
8
This path lies, in part, within the City of Half Moon Bay’s LCP jurisdiction, and the City is a partner in the
planning efforts regarding the trail/path project.
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underground; 4) exterior materials and colors (including the roof materials) that blend in with the
surrounding built and natural environment; and 5) paved areas that consists of pervious
materials.
In addition, the proposed project would require the movement of large equipment, workers, and
supplies in this area of the Midcoast. Such activities have the potential to adversely affect water
quality through foreign materials entering the stormwater system and ultimately being
discharged into coastal waters. 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 best management
practices (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.), and requiring BMPs that
protect the existing trees on site that are not approved for removal. See Special Condition 3.
Accordingly, as conditioned, the Commission finds the development consistent with the LCP’s
requirements regarding visual resources and community character, and water quality.
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).
Conclusion – Approval with Conditions
Accordingly, the Commission finds that the project, as conditioned, is consistent with the San
Mateo County LCP.

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.
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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 PLN2008-00218
3. The Final San Mateo County Congestion Management Program, by the City/County
Association of Governments of San Mateo County, dated September 2009.
http://www.ccag.ca.gov/pdf/tac/2009/FINAL_SMC_2009_CMP.pdf
4. The Final San Mateo County Congestion Management Program, by the City/County
Association of Governments of San Mateo County, dated November 2011.
http://www.ccag.ca.gov/pdf/Studies/Final%202011%20CMP_Nov11.pdf
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Applicable San Mateo County LCP and Coastal Act Policies
Location of New Development
LCP Policy 1.18 (Location of New Development) states, in part:
a. Direct new development to existing urban areas and rural service centers in order
to: (1) discourage urban sprawl, (2) maximize the efficiency of public facilities,
services, and utilities, (3) minimize energy consumption, (4) encourage the orderly
formation and development of local governmental agencies, (5) protect and enhance
the natural environment, and (6) revitalize existing developed areas.
b. Concentrate new development in urban areas and rural service centers by requiring
the “infilling” of existing residential subdivisions and commercial areas.
[….]
Public Works Policies
LCP Policy 2.48 (Capacity Limits) states:
a. Limit expansion of roadways to capacity which does not exceed that needed to
accommodate commuter peak period traffic when buildout of the Land Use Plan
occurs.
b. Use the requirements of commuter peak period traffic as the basis for determining
appropriate increases in capacity.
LCP Policy 2.49 (Desired Level of Service) states:
In assessing the need for road expansion, consider Service Level D acceptable during
commuter peak periods and Service Level E acceptable during recreation peak periods.
LCP Policy 2.57 (Protecting Road Capacity for Visitors Through Transportation System)
states, in part:
[…]
c. Monitor the peak recreation period traffic to determine whether the above techniques
are successful and whether new residential development is consuming road capacity
needed for visitors.
Housing Policies
LCP Policy 3.19 (Grant Density Bonuses for the Development of Affordable Housing)
states:
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In accordance with State Government Code Section 65915, or any successor statute,
grant a density bonus of 25% and other incentive(s) for the development of new
housing in the urban area if a developer agrees to construct: (a) 10% of the housing
units for very low-income households, or (b) 20% of the housing units for lower-income
households, or (c) 50% of the housing units for senior households. Also, grant a
supplemental density bonus if a development exceeds the minimum requirements stated
above, or provides a percentage of the total units for large families or disabled
households.
LCP Policy 3.20 (Establish an Inclusionary Requirement for Affordable Housing) states:
Establish an inclusionary requirement for affordable housing whereby residential
developments, including land divisions in urban areas will be required to either (a)
reserve a percentage of the units constructed as affordable housing, OR (b) pay a fee in
lieu of constructing the required affordable housing units. Assure continued
affordability of reserved affordable housing units through appropriate deed
restrictions.
Visual Resources Policies
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
(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, 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 8.9 (Trees) states:
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a. Locate and design new development to minimize tree removal.
b. Employ the regulations of the Significant Tree Ordinance to protect significant trees
(38 inches or more in circumference) which are located in urban areas zoned Design
Review (DR).
c. Employ the regulations of the Heritage Tree Ordinance to protect unique trees which
meet specific size and locational requirements.
d. Protect trees specifically selected for their visual prominence and their important
scenic or scientific qualities.
e. Prohibit the removal of trees in scenic corridors except by selective harvesting which
protects the existing visual resource from harmful impacts or by other cutting methods
necessary for development approved in compliance with LCP policies and for opening
up the display of important views from public places, i.e., vista points, roadways, trails,
etc.
f. Prohibit the removal of living trees in the Coastal Zone with a trunk circumference of
more than 55 inches measured 4 1/2 feet above the average surface of the ground,
except as may be permitted for development under the regulations of the LCP, or
permitted under the Timber Harvesting Ordinance, or for reason of danger to life or
property.
g. Allow the removal of trees which are a threat to public health, safety, and welfare.
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
(1) Design structures which fit the topography of the site and do not require extensive
cutting, grading, or filling for construction.
(2) Employ the use of natural materials and colors which blend with the vegetative
cover of the site.
(3) Use pitched, rather than flat, roofs which are surfaced with nonreflective materials
except for the employment of solar energy devices.
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(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.
(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.
[….]
LCP Policy 10.30 (Requirement of Minimum Access as a Condition of Granting
Development Permits) states, in part:
[…]
(3) For large agricultural and non-agricultural developments (i.e., developments of
more than one single-family house, major subdivisions, commercial and industrial
developments, and large greenhouses and agricultural processing plants), require the
property owner to provide, improve, and maintain shoreline access consistent with the
policies of this component.
[….]
San Mateo County Significant Tree Ordinance (Part of the LCP per Policy 8.9(b))
SECTION 12,000. FINDINGS.
The Board of Supervisors finds and declares that the existing and future trees and
tree communities located within the County of San Mateo are a valuable and
distinctive natural resource. The trees and tree communities of the County augment
the economic base through provision of resources for forest products, encouragement
of tourism, and enhancement of the living environment. These resources are a major
component of both the highly-localized and area-wide environment. The following
environmental consequences are among those which could result from the
indiscriminate removal or destruction of trees and tree communities in San Mateo
County:
(a) Modification of microclimates.
(b) Change or elimination of animal habitat, possibly including habitats of
endangered species.

Exhibit No. 6
A-2-SMC-10-015 (Irizarry)
Applicable LCP and Coastal Act Policies
Page 4 of 6

(c) Change in soil conditions, resulting in modified biological activity and erosion of
soils.
(d) Creation of increased susceptibility of flood hazards.
(e) Increased risk of landslides.
(f) Increased cost of construction and maintenance of drainage system through
increased flow and diversion of surface waters.
(g) Degradation of the human habitat.
(h) Loss of environmental benefits of trees in neighborhoods, such as noise reduction,
oxygen replacement, carbon dioxide reduction, interception of particulates, aesthetic
qualities.
(i) Potential for irreparable wind damage to adjacent trees.
SECTION 12,012.
“SIGNIFICANT TREE” shall mean any live woody plant rising above the ground
with a single stem or trunk of a circumference of thirty-eight inches (38") or more
measured at four and one half feet (4 1/2') vertically above the ground or immediately
below the lowest branch, whichever is lower, and having the inherent capacity of
naturally producing one main axis continuing to grow more vigorously than the
lateral axes.
SECTION 12,021. PERMIT APPLICATIONS.
Any person desiring to cut down, remove, destroy or cause to be removed any tree
regulated herein shall apply to the San Mateo County Planning Division for a Tree
Cutting Permit on forms provided. Said application shall be accompanied by such
drawings, written material, photographs and other information as are necessary to
provide data concerning trees within the affected area, which shall include:
(a) The diameter and height of the tree.
(b) The type of trees (e.g., coniferous, evergreen hardwood and deciduous
hardwood).
(c) A map or accurate sketch of location and trees proposed to be cut (show other
significant trees, shrubs, buildings or proposed buildings within 25 feet of any trees
proposed to be cut including any off the parcel; photographs may be used to show the
area).
(d) Method for marking the tree proposed to be trimmed, cut down, removed or
destroyed.
(e) Description of method to be used in removing or trimming the tree.
(f) Description of tree planting or replacement program, including detailed plans for
an irrigation program, if required.
(g) Reasons for proposing removal or trimming of the tree.
(h) Street address where tree is located.
(i) General health of tree to be trimmed, cut down or removed, as documented by a
licensed tree surgeon or arborist.
(j) Other pertinent information which the Planning Director may require.
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SECTION 12,023. CRITERIA FOR PERMIT APPROVAL.
The Planning Director or any other person or body charged with determining
whether to grant, conditionally grant or deny a Tree Cutting or Trimming Permit may
approve a permit only if one or more of the following findings are made:
(a) The tree: (1) is diseased; (2) could adversely affect the general health and safety;
(3) could cause substantial damage; (4) is a public nuisance; (5) is in danger of
falling; (6) is too closely located to existing or proposed structures consistent with
LCP Policy 8.9(a); (7) meets standards for tree removal of Chapter 28.1 (Design
Review District) of the San Mateo County zoning regulations; (8) substantially
detracts from the value of the property; (9) interferes with utility services consistent
with San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (LCP) Policy 8.9(a); (10) acts as a
host for a plant which is parasitic to another species of tree which is in danger of
being infested or exterminated by the parasite; (11) is a substantial fire hazard; or
(12) will be replaced by plantings approved by the Planning Director or Design
Review Administrator, unless special conditions indicate otherwise.
(b) The required action is necessary (1) to utilize the property in a manner which is of
greater public value than any environmental degradation caused by the action; or (2)
to allow reasonable economic or other enjoyment of the property. These findings
cannot be made for any property in the Coastal Zone.
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