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Hearing Date: 3/11/2015 

APPEAL STAFF REPORT: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE 
DETERMINATION ONLY 

Appeal Number: A-2-HMB-15-0006 
 
Applicants: Robert Campodonico 
 
Appellants:  Dana and Mike Kimsey 
 
Local Government: City of Half Moon Bay 
 
Local Decision: Coastal development permit (CDP) PDP-076014 approved with 

conditions by the City of Half Moon Bay on December 16, 2014.  
 
Location:  170 Correas Street (APN 056-096-270) in the City of Half Moon 

Bay, San Mateo County. 
 
Project Description: Demolish an existing 3,100 square-foot, two-story, single-family 

residence and construct a new 6,523 square-foot, two-story, single-
family residence with associated landscaping including removal of a 
portion of a Cyprus hedge and the removal and replacement of two 
diseased Monterey Pine trees. 

 
Staff Recommendation: No Substantial Issue 

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
The City of Half Moon Bay approved a coastal development permit (CDP) to replace an existing 
3,100 square-foot, two-story, single-family residence with a new 6,523 square foot, two-story, 

Important Hearing Procedure Note: 
This is a substantial issue only hearing. 
Public testimony will be taken only on the 
question whether the appeal raises a 
substantial issue. Generally and at the 
discretion of the Chair, testimony is 
limited to 3 minutes total per side. Please 
plan your testimony accordingly. 
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single-family residence at 170 Correas Street southeast of Half Moon Bay State Beach in the 
City of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County. The approved CDP also includes landscaping 
changes including the removal and replacement of two diseased Monterey Pine trees in the front 
(northwest) corner of the property, removal of a portion of the Cyprus hedge along the southwest 
side of the property, and new plantings consisting of grasses and coastal scrub. The proposed 
project is located at the terminus of Correas Street and is adjacent to an open space field that 
leads to the California Coastal Trail (CCT) and overlooks the beach. 

The Appellants contend that the City-approved project raises Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
consistency issues relating primarily to the lot merger process and to protection of visual 
resources and neighborhood character. Specifically, the Appellants contend that the City-
approved project would violate applicable LCP policies because 1) it incorrectly allowed for the 
recordation of the lot merger to be completed after issuance of the CDP; 2) it is inconsistent with 
the size, scale, and community character of the surrounding neighborhood; and 3) it will have 
adverse impacts to public views looking eastward from the California Coastal Trail and the 
adjacent Ocean Shore Railroad Right of Way. 

After reviewing the local record, Commission staff has concluded that the approved project does 
not raise a substantial issue with respect to the project’s conformance with the City of Half Moon 
Bay LCP.  

Specifically, in terms of the contention related to the lot merger, although it is preferable to 
require the recordation of the lot merger prior to the issuance of the CDP, the process by which 
the lot merger was completed in this case does not create a substantial issue. The City required 
recordation of the lot merger prior to issuance of the building permit and in fact the Applicant 
has already merged the parcels. Additionally, the merger does not allow for greater site coverage 
than if the two lots were treated separately. In terms of neighborhood character, the approved 
project is consistent with the LCP development standards for the R-1 Single Family Residential 
Zoning district. Although the approved house will be somewhat larger than other houses on the 
same block and throughout the neighborhood, it sits on a larger lot than other houses in the 
immediate vicinity. The proposed house will be proportionately larger for its lot size compared 
to other houses and lot sizes along Correas Street.  

In terms of visual resources, the proposed new residence will be in conformance with the LCP 
because it does not impact protected public views from Highway 1 or from the CCT. The 
existing public view from the CCT towards the east is of an open field with residences bordering 
the open field.  The approved project will not significantly alter that view and therefore, eastward 
public views available from the CTT will remain consistent with the existing views of the 
surrounding residential area. Additionally, the approved project will use materials and colors that 
are appropriate for the coastal setting and will have an architectural design that is visually 
appealing and in keeping with the diverse character of nearby homes. The project will have some 
minor visual impacts as a result of the removal of a portion of the Cyprus hedge, though these 
impacts will be mitigated by the proposed new plantings. 

As a result, staff recommends that the Commission determine that the appeal contentions do not 
raise a substantial LCP conformance issue, and that the Commission decline to take jurisdiction 
over the CDP for this project. The single motion necessary to implement this recommendation is 
found on page 4 below. 
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I. MOTION AND RESOLUTION  

Staff recommends that the Commission determine that no substantial issue exists with respect 
to the grounds on which the appeal was filed. A finding of no substantial issue would mean that 
the Commission will not hear the application de novo and that the local action will become final 
and effective. To implement this recommendation, staff recommends a YES vote on the 
following motion. 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 affirmative vote of a 
majority of the Commissioners present. 

Motion: I move that the Commission determine that Appeal Number A-2-HMB-15-0006 
raises no substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been filed 
under Section 30603. I recommend a yes vote. 

Resolution. The Commission finds that Appeal Number A-2-HMB-15-0006 does not 
present 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. 
 

II. FINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION 
The City-approved project is located at 170 Correas Street in Half Moon Bay, just southeast of 
Half Moon Bay State Beach. Correas Street is located in a neighborhood to the west of Highway 
1. It is a short residential street that runs perpendicular to the coastline and terminates in a cul-de-
sac. The project site is on the southern side of the cul-de-sac at the western end of Correas Street, 
directly adjacent to former historic Ocean Shore Railroad Right of Way, which is next to an open 
space field that overlooks the Coastal Trail and the beach beyond. The parcel is zoned R-1 
(Single-Family Residential). The Ocean Shore Railroad Right of Way is also zoned R-1 but is 
owned by the Coastside Land Trust and is preserved as open space adjacent to the open space 
field. The surrounding properties on Correas Street and on adjacent streets in the neighborhood 
are two-story, single-family residences. 
 
Currently, the project site contains an existing residence. The project site is a 13,047 square-foot 
parcel (APN 056-096270) that consists of two underlying lots with an existing 3,100 square-foot, 
two-story residence that sits on top of the boundary between these two lots. The City-approved 
project was conditioned to require the Applicant to complete and submit the documentation to 
the City to create a single legal parcel of record prior to the issuance of a building permit. The 
City-approved CDP allows for the demolition of the existing house and the construction of a new 
6,523 square-foot, two-story, single-family residence (5,079 square-feet not including the garage 
or basement). The project also includes landscaping changes consisting of the removal and 
replacement of 2 diseased Monterey pine trees located towards the front (northwest) of the 
house, removal of a portion of a Cyprus hedge along the western side of the property, and added 
garden areas and grass and coastal scrub plantings behind the house. The City-approved project 
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also includes a condition to retain a Monterey Cyprus tree located in the northeast corner of the 
property and to provide for its protection throughout the construction process. 
  
See Exhibit 1 for a location map; Exhibit 2 for photographs of the site and surrounding area, as 
well as photo-simulations of the proposed residence with viewpoints from Correas Street and 
from the Coastal Trail; Exhibit 4 for the approved project plans, including the landscaping plan; 
and Exhibit 7 for the recordation of the lot merger.  

 
B. CITY OF HALF MOON BAY CDP APPROVAL 
This project was initially reviewed at the Half Moon Bay Community Development Director’s 
hearing on December 9, 2014. The Community Development Director received two letters prior 
to this hearing, including one from the Appellants and one from the Committee for Green 
Foothills that is incorporated by reference in the appeal. Appellants expressed concerns 
regarding compliance with the visual resources and neighborhood character policies of the Half 
Moon Bay LCP, protection of the Monterey Cyprus tree on the property, and a requirement for 
the merger of the two underlying lots on the parcel. Several people spoke in support of the 
project at the hearing while one individual expressed concern about the size of the proposed 
house relative to others in the neighborhood. The Community Development Director continued 
the item until December 16, 2014 to allow City staff to complete additional analysis related to 
the compatibility of the size of the house with the LCP and with neighboring houses. City staff 
completed an inventory of the size of nearby structures in the neighborhood and added a 
condition for the protection of the Monterey Cyprus tree. The project with the additional analysis 
was then heard and approved by the Half Moon Bay Community Development Director on 
December 16, 2014.  
 
The City’s Final Local Action Notice was received in the Coastal Commission’s North Central 
Coast District Office on Wednesday, January 14, 2015 (see Exhibit 3). The Coastal 
Commission’s ten-working day appeal period for this action began on Thursday, January 15, 
2015 and concluded at 5pm on Thursday, January 29, 2015. One valid appeal (see Exhibit 5) 
was received during the appeal period.  

 
C. APPEAL PROCEDURES 
Half Moon Bay has a certified LCP that is applicable to this project. 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 
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development) or an energy facility is appealable to the Commission. This project is appealable 
because it is located between the first public road and the sea. 
 
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 consider a CDP for an appealed project 
de novo unless a majority of the Commission finds that “no substantial issue” is raised by such 
allegations.1 Under Section 30604(b), if the Commission conducts the de novo portion of an 
appeals 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 were to approve the project in the 
de novo portion of the 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 
The Appellants contend that the City-approved project raises LCP consistency issues relating 
primarily to the lot merger process and to protection of visual resources and neighborhood 
character. Specifically, the Appellants contend that the City-approved project would violate 
applicable LCP policies because: 1) the approval incorrectly allowed for the recordation of the 
lot merger to possibly be completed after issuance of the CDP; 2) the project would be 
inconsistent with the size, scale, and community character of the surrounding neighborhood; and 
3) the project would have adverse impacts to eastward public views available from the Coastal 
Trail, open space field, and the Ocean Shore Railroad Right of Way. The appeal by Dana and 
Mike Kimsey also incorporated by reference a comment letter by the Committee for Green 
Foothills, which was sent to the City of Half Moon Bay Community Development Director prior 
to the initial December 9, 2014 hearing on this item. As discussed below, the City addressed 

                                                 
1  The term “substantial issue” is not defined in the Coastal Act or in its implementing regulations. In previous 

decisions on appeals, the Commission has generally been guided by the following factors in making substantial 
issue determinations: the degree of factual and legal support for the local government’s decision; the extent and 
scope of the development as approved or denied by the local government; the significance of the coastal resources 
affected by the decision; the precedential value of the local government's decision for future interpretations of its 
LCP; and, whether the appeal raises only local issues as opposed to those of regional or statewide significance. 
Even when the Commission chooses not to hear an appeal, appellants nevertheless may obtain judicial review of a 
local government’s CDP decision by filing a petition for a writ of mandate pursuant to the Code of Civil 
Procedure, Section 1094.5. 
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these concerns during the two hearings. Please see Exhibit 5 for the full text of the appeal 
contentions, including the incorporated letter by the Committee for Green Foothills. 

 
E. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE DETERMINATION 
Lot Merger 
The Appellants contend that the recordation of the lot merger should have been required prior to 
the issuance of the CDP, and states further that by approving the CDP, the City incorrectly 
approved one house on two lots. The City of Half Moon Bay did require completion and 
submittal of evidence of the legal merger prior to the issuance of building permits for the project 
(See Exhibit 3, Final Local Action Notice, p. 9, Community Development Director Resolution, 
Condition of Approval #B2). 
 
Although it is preferable to require the recordation of the lot merger prior to the issuance of a 
CDP, the process by which the lot merger was completed in this case does not create a 
substantial issue. Because the City CDP for the new residence required the recordation of lot 
merger prior to issuance of the building permit, no demolition or construction activity would 
have occurred prior to the lot merger. Additionally, there will be no change in the intensity of use 
at this site and the merger does not allow for greater site coverage than if the two lots were 
treated separately. On January 15, 2015, the City approved the merger of the parcels (see Exhibit 
7), and therefore there is not an approved house on two lots. 

 
Neighborhood Character 
The Appellants contend that the project does not comply with LCP Section 18.21.035.G, which 
requires compatibility of size and design of new development with the surrounding 
neighborhood, and further claim that the City staff’s analysis regarding such compatibility 
improperly considered houses up to 6 blocks away rather than strictly within the immediate area. 
The Appellants also contend that the approved project is incompatible with the Half Moon Bay 
LCP Visual Resources Section 7.1 which incorporates by reference Coastal Act Policy 30251 
related to the protection of scenic and visual qualities of an area and ensuring compatibility of 
new development with the character of the surrounding neighborhood. (See Exhibit 8 for 
relevant LCP policies.) 
 
As described above, the approved project consists of a two-story, 6,523 square-foot residence 
(5,079 square feet excluding the garage and basement). The approved project complies with the 
LCP’s site standards that apply in this case (for R-1 zoning) for lot coverage, height, floor area 
ratio (FAR) and setbacks (see LCP Section 18.06.030 Table B, Exhibit 8). The approved front, 
rear, and side setbacks are equal to or greater than the required amount; the maximum height is 
27’10” when 28’ is allowed; the FAR and maximum lot coverage are equal to that which is 
allowed (6,523 and 4,566 sq. ft., respectively). Additionally, the approved house will comply 
with the maximum building envelope requirement (LCP Section 18.06.040.G, Exhibit 8) 
whereas the existing house (as well as several other houses in the vicinity) does not.  
 
City of Half Moon Bay staff inventoried the lot size and square footage of 60 houses in the 
vicinity of 170 Correas Street. This inventory primarily included each of the houses within 2-3 
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blocks of the project site. Of these 54 houses, the average lot size is 8,121 sq. ft. and the average 
house size (excluding garages and basements) is 2,890 sq. ft. Thus, while the approved house 
will be larger than neighboring structures (5,079 sq. ft. excluding garage and basement), it is 
proposed on a much larger lot size and is appropriately larger compared to its larger lot size 
(13,047sq. ft.). The City’s analysis also included 6 houses on Jenna Lane (5-6 blocks away) 
which sit on larger than average lots.  
 
It is also important to note that the house has been designed so that much of the additional new 
square footage is not visible from Correas Street. There is a fairly large basement and the house 
is laid out so that it extends towards the back of the property rather than being laid out across the 
width of the property. This design combined with the fact that the new house will no longer 
encroach outside the maximum building envelope will result in a perceived bulk that is actually 
less than the existing house when viewed from Correas street (see Exhibit 2 for photo 
simulations of the new house). 
 
Beyond the size of the approved house, the architectural design, materials, and colors are 
attractive in nature and appropriate for the coastal setting. The houses in the immediate vicinity 
on Correas Street are fairly visually diverse, with a mix of architectural styles, features, and color 
palettes such that the approved house will not be out of character with the neighborhood (see 
Exhibit 6 for photographs of nearby houses). 
 
Taken together, the approved house will be compatible with other structures in the 
neighborhood. The residence meets the height, size, and lot coverage requirements of the zoning 
code and has been designed to blend appropriately into the established community character of 
this area of Half Moon Bay. The project is sited, designed and landscaped to be visually 
compatible and integrated with the character of surrounding neighborhoods and areas, as 
required by the LCP. For all the above reasons, this contention does not raise a substantial issue 
of LCP conformance with respect to neighborhood character. 

 
Visual Resources 
The Appellants contend that the project fails to comply with the Half Moon Bay LCP Visual 
Resources Section 7.1 which incorporates by reference the Coastal Act policies related to 
protection of the scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas (see Exhibit 8). Appellants 
specifically contend that removal of a portion of the existing Cyprus tree hedge along the 
western side of the property will impact eastward looking views currently available from the 
California Coastal Trail and from the Ocean Shore Railroad Right of Way directly adjacent to 
the project site. The Appellants state that this hedge screens the existing house from view and 
acts as a natural transition between the property and the open space blufftop area for users of the 
trail and right of way. 
 
As described above, the project is located on the southern side of the western cul-de-sac of 
Correas Street. Directly to the west of the project parcel is the former Ocean Shore Railroad 
Right of Way. This right of way is zoned R-1, but is currently owned by Coastside Land Trust 
and is protected as open space such that all property to the west of the project site is currently 
open space leading to the California Coastal Trail (CCT), blufftop, and down to the beach. 
Adjacent properties on all other sides of the project site are single family residences.  
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There will be some visual impact resulting from the removal of a portion of the existing Cyprus 
tree hedge along the western side of the property. This hedge does currently act to screen 
portions of the house when viewed from along the adjacent right of way and from the nearby 
CCT. However, this impact does not raise a substantial issue for several reasons.  
 
First, the area from which the hedge will be removed will be replanted with a mix of grasses and 
coastal scrub. These plantings will screen the proposed new house to some extent, thus 
mitigating the impact of the removal of the hedge. Additionally, the plantings will be native 
species, providing compatibility with the surrounding natural area. Second, public views from 
the CCT and the open space area towards the east after project construction will remain 
consistent with the existing residential character of the surrounding area. Currently, when 
looking eastward from the CCT (approximately 230 meters due west of the project site), a 
number of other residences are visible, and there will be no loss of existing public views of the 
ridgeline beyond the structure and other existing residences (see Exhibit 2 for a photographs of 
the project site from the vicinity of the California Coastal Trail). Although the loss of part of the 
Cyprus hedge and resulting views of the structure will be somewhat more noticeable from the 
right of way directly adjacent to the west side of the house, views from this location are not 
protected by the LCP. 
 
Overall, the approved project will not impact views to and along the coast from Highway 1 or 
from public areas on and adjacent to the project site. Impacts to views looking eastward from the 
CCT will be limited and consistent with the existing residential nature of the surrounding area 
and the existing residential use of the project site. For these reasons, the approved project does 
not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance with respect to visual resources. 

 
F. CONCLUSION 
When considering a project that has been appealed to it, the Commission must first determine 
whether the project raises a substantial issue of LCP conformity, such that the Commission 
should assert jurisdiction over a de novo CDP for such development. At this stage, the 
Commission has the discretion to find that the project does not raise a substantial issue of LCP 
conformance. As explained above, the Commission is guided in its decision of whether the issues 
raised in a given case are “substantial” by the following five factors: the degree of factual and 
legal support for the local government’s decision; the extent and scope of the development as 
acted upon by the local government; the significance of the coastal resources affected by the 
decision; the precedential value of the local government’s decision for future interpretations of 
its LCP; and, whether the appeal raises only local issues as opposed to those of regional or 
statewide significance. In this case, these five factors, considered together, support a conclusion 
that this project does not raise a substantial issue of LCP conformance.  

First, as discussed above, the City had ample factual and legal support for its decision. In terms 
of the lot merger, although it is preferable to require the recordation of the lot merger prior to the 
issuance of the CDP, the process by which the lot merger was completed in this case does not 
create a substantial issue, chiefly because the Applicant has in fact merged the parcels and the 
merger does not allow for greater site coverage than if the two lots were treated separately. In 
relation to the neighborhood character contentions, the development meets the size, layout, and 
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design standards of the LCP. The additional comparative size of the structure is proportional to 
its larger lot, and the perceived bulk of the house will be similar to or less than the existing house 
when viewed from Correas Street. The architectural design, materials, and color of the house are 
visually pleasing and compatible with the diversity of nearby houses. Finally, in terms of the 
Appellants’ visual resources contention, the proposed project does not block public views from 
designated scenic roads or from any visual resource areas, and impacts from the nearby 
California Coastal Trail are limited and consistent with the existing residential character of the 
area. The evidence provided by the City including an analysis of nearby lot and house sizes, 
photographs of the site and surrounding neighborhood, and photographic simulations of the 
proposed new residence further supports the Commission’s assessment of visual resources and 
community character outlined above. Thus, the City has provided adequate factual and legal 
support for its decision that the approved development would be consistent with the certified 
LCP.  

Second, the extent and scope of the development is limited to the remodeling of a single family 
residence. 

Third, no significant coastal resources are impacted. The proposed project will not adversely 
impact significant coastal resources as it is replacing an existing residence with a new residence 
consistent with the zoning standards and setback requirements.  

Fourth, the City’s decision sets no particular precedent; it is a specific project in a specific 
setting. Because the project is consistent with the LCP, a finding of no substantial issue will not 
create an adverse precedent for future interpretation of the LCP.  

Finally, the appeal raised solely local issues regarding the timing of the lot merger, and the visual 
compatibility issues of a specific neighborhood in Half Moon Bay.  

For the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that Appeal Number A-2-HMB-15-0006 
does not present a substantial issue with respect to the grounds on which the appeal has been 
filed under Section 30603 of the Coastal Act and is consistent with the certified LCP and the 
public access policies of the Coastal Act. 
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APPENDIX A: SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS 

Staff Report and Analysis – City of Half Moon Bay Community Development Director, 
December 9, 2014 Hearing  

Staff Report and Analysis – City of Half Moon Bay Community Development Director, 
December 16, 2014 Hearing  
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA- THE RESOURCES AGENCY 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE 

725 FRONT STREET, SUITE 300 

SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060-4508 

VOICE (831) 427-4863 FAX (831) 427-4877 

EDMUND G. BROWN JR., Governor 

APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

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

SECTION I. Appellant(s) 

Name: Dana and Mike Kimsey 

Mailing Address: 173 Correas Street 

City: HalfMoon Bay CA Zip Code: 940 19 

SECTION II. Decision Being Appealed 

1. Name of local/port government: 

HalfMoon Bay 

2. Brief description of development being appealed: 

Phone: 650 483-9601 

Approved CDP to allow the demolition of an existing single-family residence, construction of a new 6,523 sq ft., two 
story single-family residence and tree replacement ona 13.047 sq ft. lot in the R-1, Single Family Residential Zoning 
District. 

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

170 Correas Street, HalfMoon Bay, APN-056-096-270 Cross street is Ocean Avenue 

4. Description of decision being appealed (check one.): RE EIVE 
D 

~ 

D 

Approval; no special conditions 

Approval with special conditions: 

Denial 

JAN 2 9 2015 

CALIFORNIA 
COASTAL COMMISSION 
CENTRA~ GGAST AREA 

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

TO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION: 

APPEAL NO: 

DATE FILED: 

DISTRICT: Exhibit 5 
A-2-HMB-15-0006 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 2) 

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

IZI Planning Director/Zoning Administrator 

D City Council/Board of Supervisors 

D Planning Commission 

IZI Other 

6. Date of local government's decision: December 16,2015 

7. Local government's file number (if any): 

SECTION III. 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: 

Phillip Schiller 
234 Miramontes 
HalfMoon Bay, CA 94019 

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) Lennie Roberts, Committee for Green Foothills 
3921 E. Bayshore Road 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 

(2) Mike Druke 
203 Correas 
HalfMoon Bay CA 94019 

(3) Harvey Rarback 
464 Pine A venue 
HalfMoo Bay, CA 94019 

( 4) J o Chamberlain 
Coastside Land Trust 
P.O.Box 3205 
HalfMoon Bay, CA 94019 

Exhibit 5 
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I 

-1 

(5) Jane Wilkins 
229 Miramontes 
HalfMoon Bay Ca 94019 

(6) Bruce Walker 
Walker Architects 

(7) Tom Wilkins 
229 Miramontes 
HalfMoon Bay Ca 94019 

(8) Juliette Kulda, Realtor 
625 Miramontes 
HalfMoon Bay, Ca 94019 

(9) Paul and Hazel Nagengast 
229 Valdez Avenue 
HalfMoon Bay, CA 94019 

(10) City of HalfMoon Bay 
501 Main Street 
HalfMoon Bay, CA 94019 

Exhibit 5 
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APPEAL FROM COASTAL PERMIT DECISION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT (Page 3) 

SECTION IV. Reasons Supporting This Appeal 

PLEASE NOTE: 

• Appeals of local government coastal permit decisions are limited by a variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal 
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance in completing this section. 

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

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

Please see attached 

Exhibit 5 
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This is to appeal the approval of a CDP by the Half Moon Bay Director Dante Hall of PDP-096-

270, APN 056-096-270, related to 170 Correas Street, Half Moon Bay, CA 94019 

In this matter, the CDP will allow the demotion of the existing single-family residence, 

construction of a new 6,524 sq. ft., two story family residence and associated tree replacement 

one 13, 047 sq. ft. lot in the R-1, Single Family Residential Zoning District. 

The project, as approved and conditioned by the City's Community Development Director, does 

not comply with LCP Land Use Plan Visual Resources Policy 7.1 which adopts verbatim Coastal 

Act Section 30251; the following part is applicable to this project: "The scenic and visual 

qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a resource of public importance. 

Permitted development shall be sited and designed ... to be visually compatible with the 

character of the surrounding areas. 

In addition, the project does not comply with LCP Zoning Code Section 18.21.035.G: "The 

proposed development shall be compatible in terms of height, bulk, and design with other 

structures and environment in the immediate area." 

There was insufficient information in the City staff's analysis of neighborhood design 

compatibility for determination of compatibility of the project's mass and bulk with other 

structures in the immediate area. Instead of comparing the proposed project with other 

residential structures within the immediate area, i.e., a one block radius, staff provided a list of 

50 structures, one of which was from six blocks away on Jenna Lane, in an entirely different 

neighborhood north of Kelly Avenue. The proposed new structure at 170 Correas Street should 

be compared to the neighborhood itself. 

Please see the letter from The Committee for Green Foothills, which we would like to 

incorporate into this Appeal. An appropriate analysis that compares square footage of homes 

plus garages, not basements is necessary. 

There was no analysis as to the visual impacts of the proposed removal ofthe Cypress Tree 

hedge along the southern boundary of this property. This hedge acts as a natural transition 

between the property and the blufftops. The public uses the trail along the historic Ocean 

Shore Railroad Right of Way. This easement is now owned by the Coastside Land Trust. The 

Coastal Trail further west to the ocean runs parallel to this neighborhood and is widely used by 

both residents and tourists. A proposed building this size will have adverse effects on the views 

ofthe public gazing west to east, particularly if the southern hedge which screens the house is 

removed exposing the new structure. This appears to be outside the scope of the permit. 

Exhibit 5 
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The proposed project involves merger of two parcels. As outlined in the comment letter by 

Committee for Green Foothills, the recordation of the merger ofthe two lots should be 

required prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit. By approving the CDP prior to 

merger, the City approved one house on two lots contrary to zoning and Coastal Development 

Permit requirements 

Exhibit 5 
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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. 

Date: January 29, 2015 

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

Section VI. Agent Authorization 

I/We hereby authorize to be determined, if out of town 

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

Date: January 29, 2015 

Exhibit 5 
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COMMITTEE FOR 

GREEN FOOTHILLS 

December 8, 2014 

Dante Hall, Community Development Director 
City of HalfMoon Bay 
City Hall 
501 Main Street 
HalfMoon Bay, CA 94019 

Re: Item #1 on the December 9, 2014 Community Development Director Agenda: Demolition 
of existing single family residence and construction of a new single family residence at 170 
Correas Avenue: PDP-076-14 

Dear Dante, 

On behalf of Committee for Green Foothills, I request that you continue the above-referenced item 
for the following reasons: 

1. There is a conflict between the mailed Notice of Public Hearing, which incorrectly states 
that the proposed project is not appealable to the California Coastal Commission (see 
attached). The Staff Report correctly states that the proposed project is appealable. A 
corrected Notice should be sent to neighboring property owners, and the Public Hearing 
should be rescheduled. 

2. The merger of the two underlying lots should be required prior to issuance of the Coastal 
Development Permit, rather than the Building Permit. In order to make the Findings that the 
site is physically suitable for the proposed project. 

3. The proposed residence, at 6,523 sq. ft., would be more than twice the size of the existing 
residence (which Zillow lists as 3,100 sq. ft.). It is on a lot that is more than twice the size 
of nearly al1 of the surrounding residences. The StaffReport states that proposed residence 
conforms with the maximum allowable height (27.5 ft.), lot coverage (4,566 sq. ft.), and 
maximum floor area ratio (6,523 sq. ft.) on this very large parcel; however, these standards 
are not the only criteria by which the residence must be evaluated. Zoning Code Section 
18.21.035.G states: "The proposed development shall be compatible in terms of height, 
bulk, and design with other structures and environment in the immediate area". The 
Staff Report has no information as to the project's compliance with this requirement. At a 
minimum, an analysis should compare the proposed project with: the size of each 
surrounding lot, and square footage, lot coverage, and floor area ratio of each of the 
neighboring houses in order for a proper evaluation to be made of the compatibility of the 
proposed residence's mass and bulk with the neighborhood character. 

4. The 80" diameter Monterey Cypress adjacent to the street is a valuable amenity for this 
property, as it provides partial screening of the new residence, as well as privacy for the 
owners, and habitat for a variety of species. A condition of approval should be added that 
requires construction exclusion fencing at the drip line of the tree to protect its roots from 

COMMITTEE FOR 

GREEN FOOTHILLS 
3921 E. Bayshore Road 
Palo Alto, CA 94303 

650.968.7243 PHONE 

650.968.8431 FAX 

info@GreenFoothills.org 
www.GreenFoothills.org 

Exhibit 5 
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Committee for Green Foothills 
December 8, 2014 

Page 2 of2 

grading, stockpiling of soil or other materials, spilling of liquids, etc. The condition of 
approval should also prohibit construction or extension of new storm drainage facilities 
and/or water and sewer lines within the drip line of the tree. 

Please let me know of your decision on this request, and please also notify Committee for Green 
Foothills regarding any future public hearings on this proposed project. 

You should send mailed notice to my home/office address: 339 La Cuesta, Portola Valley, CA 
94028, or email me at: Lennie@darwin.ptvv.ca.us. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Lennie Roberts, San Mateo County Legislative Advocate 

cc: Scott Phillips, Project Planner 

Exhibit 5 
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Half Moon Bay Local Coastal Program 

 
7.  VISUAL RESOURCES 

7.1  Coastal Act Policies 

30251 The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and protected as a 
resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed to 
protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the 
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with ·the character of the 
surrounding areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in 
visually degraded areas. New development in highly scenic areas, such as those 
designated in the California Coastline Preservation and Recreation Plan prepared by 
the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government, shall be 
subordinate to the character of its setting. 
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18.06.030 Residential development standards 

Table B of this chapter provides the schedule of development standards for all R-1 districts. 
Table C provides the schedule of development standards for R-2 and R-3 districts. These 
standards are to be observed in conjunctions with Section 18.06.040 Specific development 
regulations, for all development in residential districts. 
 

Table B 

R-1 ZONING DISTRICT DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Building Site Characteristics R-1 R-1-B1 R-1-B2 

Minimum site area(square feet) 5,000 6,000 7,500 
Minimum average site width 50’ 60’ 75’ 
Minimum front setback 20’ 25’ 25’ 
Minimum side setback 5’ 5’ 6’ 
Minimum street facing side setback 20’1 20’2 20’3 
Combined minimum side setback4 10’ 20% 20% 
Rear, minimum setback 20’ 20’ 20’ 
Single-story, maximum height 20’5 20’6 20’7 
Multi-story, maximum height 28’ 28’ 28’ 
Maximum single-story site coverage 50% 50% 50% 
Maximum multi-story site coverage 35% 35% 35% 
Floor area ratio 0.5:1 0.5:1 0.5:1 
Parking garage spaces 2 2 2 
Usable open space per unit N/A N/A N/A 
 

1  The twenty-foot street facing side yard setback can be reduced to as little as fifteen feet for lots that are 
substandard.  The actual required setback is the greater of fifteen feet or the ratio of actual lot width to required lot 
width and multiplying the fraction by twenty. 

2  The twenty-foot street facing side yard setback can be reduced to as little as fifteen feet for lots that are 
substandard.  The actual required setback is the greater of fifteen feet or the ratio of actual lot width to required lot 
width and multiplying the fraction by twenty. 

3  The twenty-foot street facing side yard setback can be reduced to as little as fifteen feet for lots that are 
substandard.  The actual required setback is the greater of fifteen feet or the ratio of actual lot width to required lot 
width and multiplying the fraction by twenty. 

4  Combined side yards equal or exceed twenty percent of average site width with required minimum. 
5  Single-story structures with height above sixteen feet are required to follow the procedures for exception to the 

height standards set forth in this chapter. 
6  Single-story structures with height above sixteen feet are required to follow the procedures for exception to the 

height standards set forth in this chapter. 
7  Single-story structures with height above sixteen feet are required to follow the procedures for exception to the 

height standards set forth in this chapter. 
 

Exhibit 8 
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18.06.040 Specific development standards 

In conjunction with the specific development standards set forth in Tables B and C of this 
chapter, the following specific development regulations shall apply: 

…  

G. Maximum Building Envelope. The maximum building envelope shall apply to all residential 
development within any residential zone. The maximum building envelope under which all 
structures in residential zones must fit is defined as follows: a height limitation of twenty-
eight feet overall for any portion of the structure, and a plane that begins at ten feet above the 
side property lines and extends into the property at a forty-five-degree angle and sixteen feet 
above the front and rear setback line and extends into the property at a sixty-degree 
angle. The following features may breach the maximum building envelope as defined in this 
subsection: 

1. Dormers or gables may extend beyond the building envelope provided that the 
combination of all of these features on one development site measures no more than 
fifteen horizontal feet at the intersection of the building envelope on any side yard 
building envelope, and the total overall height of the encroaching features does not 
exceed the maximum allowed building height. (Ord. 5-00 §2 Exh. B (part), 2000). 

 

 
 

18.21.035: Design approval criteria 

In carrying out the purposes of this section, the planning director, architectural review committee 
and planning commission shall consider in each specific case any and all of the following criteria 
as may be appropriate: 

… 

G. The proposed development shall be compatible in terms of height, bulk and design with other 
structures and environment in the immediate area. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA—NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., GOVERNOR 

CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION  
NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE                                                                                                                                                                                                
45 FREMONT ST, SUITE 2000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2219 
VOICE (415) 904-5260 
FAX (415) 904-5400 
TDD (415) 597-5885 

 

 

 

  

 

 
 
Memorandum       March 9, 2015 
 
 
 
To: Commissioners and Interested Parties 
 
FROM: Dan Carl, North Central Coast District Deputy Director 
 North Central Coast District 
 
Re: Additional Information for Commission Meeting 
 Wednesday March 11, 2015 
 
Agenda  Applicant        Description    Page 
Item      
    
 
W15a  A-2-MAR-12-008  
 Kirschman/Trivelpiece, Marin Co.  Staff Report Addendum    
 
W16a  2-14-0673  
 Lundberg, Bodega Bay   Staff Report Addendum 
 
W15a  A-2-MAR-12-008  
 Kirschman/Trivelpiece, Marin Co.  Correspondence, Bridger Mitchell/Amy Trainer          1-2 
   Email, Richard Kirschman           3 
   Correspondence, Cela O’Connor           4 
   Correspondence, Wayne and Sue Trivelpiece                                  5-6 
   Email, Wayne Trivelpiece                                                                    7-8 
   Email, Jacqueline Waterman                                                                  9 
 
W15b A-2-HMB-15-0006      
               Campodonico, Half Moon Bay  Email, Anne Blemker     10-25 
   Correspondence, Jo Chamberlain     26-27 
   Correspondence, Philip Schiller and Kim Gassett-Schiller          28 
   Ex Parte Communication, Comm Wendy Mitchell                              29  
   Ex Parte Communication, Comm Greg Cox                                        30 
  
 



From: Anne Blemker [mailto:ablemker@mccabeandcompany.net]  
Sent: Monday, March 02, 2015 9:09 PM 
To: Ducklow, Kelsey@Coastal 
Cc: Rexing, Stephanie@Coastal 
Subject: Briefing Book--Schiller 
 
Hi Kelsey, 
 
Here's a link to a copy of the briefing book we'll be sharing with 
Commissioners:  
 
Schiller (W15b) link: https://www.dropbox.com/s/40q8qa80m5o9iul/Schille
r%20Briefing%20Book%20Final.pdf?dl=0. 
 
Please let me know if you'd like a hard copy for the file. 
 
Thanks, 
Anne 
---------------------------- 
Anne Blemker 
McCabe & Company 
310-463-9888 
 

10

mailto:ablemker@mccabeandcompany.net
https://www.dropbox.com/s/40q8qa80m5o9iul/Schiller%20Briefing%20Book%20Final.pdf?dl=0
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170	
  Correas	
  Street,	
  Half	
  Moon	
  Bay	
  

CCC	
  Hearing	
  
Item	
  W15b	
  
March	
  11,	
  2015	
  
	
  	
  

A	
  copy	
  of	
  these	
  briefing	
  materials	
  has	
  been	
  provided	
  to	
  CCC	
  Staff.	
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Location	
  

3	
  

Subject	
  Site	
  

California	
  Records	
  Project,	
  Image	
  201306722	
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Project	
  Description	
  

DemoliAon	
  of	
  exisAng	
  3,100	
  square-­‐foot,	
  
two-­‐story,	
  single-­‐family	
  residence	
  and	
  
construcAon	
  of	
  new	
  6,523	
  square-­‐foot,	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
two-­‐story,	
  single-­‐family	
  residence	
  with	
  
associated	
  landscaping	
  on	
  double	
  lot,	
  
including	
  removal	
  of	
  a	
  porAon	
  of	
  a	
  Cypress	
  
hedge	
  and	
  removal	
  and	
  replacement	
  of	
  two	
  
diseased	
  Monterey	
  Pine	
  trees	
  

4	
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Elevations	
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Protection	
  of	
  Scenic	
  Resources	
  
• Proposed	
  residence	
  consistent	
  with	
  
character	
  of	
  surrounding	
  development	
  
•  Architectural	
  style	
  and	
  form	
  similar	
  to	
  nearby	
  
residenAal	
  structures	
  

•  Materials	
  consistent	
  with	
  coastal	
  Northern	
  California	
  -­‐	
  
weathered	
  wood	
  shingles,	
  white	
  wood	
  siding	
  and	
  white	
  
trim;	
  dark	
  grey	
  roof	
  blends	
  into	
  skyline/landscape	
  

•  City’s	
  analysis	
  considered	
  consistency	
  with	
  variety	
  of	
  
architecture	
  in	
  surrounding	
  area	
  

•  Homes	
  in	
  area	
  “…are	
  fairly	
  visually	
  diverse,	
  with	
  a	
  mix	
  
of	
  architectural	
  styles,	
  features,	
  and	
  color	
  paleKes.”	
  	
  

7	
  

Staff	
  Report,	
  Page	
  8	
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Surrounding	
  Development	
  

170 Correas St

161 Correas St

500 Ocean Ave

165 Correas St 169 Correas St 173 Correas St

409 Ocean Ave

200 Correas St

8	
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Protection	
  of	
  Scenic	
  Resources	
  
• Proposed	
  residence	
  will	
  not	
  obstruct	
  
exisAng	
  public	
  views	
  or	
  encroach	
  into	
  
adjacent	
  open	
  space	
  
• Views	
  inland	
  not	
  impacted	
  by	
  proposed	
  
structure	
  

• Project	
  consistent	
  with	
  pa\ern	
  of	
  residenAal	
  
development	
  adjacent	
  to	
  trail	
  and	
  open	
  space	
  
area	
  seaward	
  of	
  site	
  

9	
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View	
  Inland	
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Compatibility	
  with	
  Neighborhood	
  

•  Project	
  compaAble	
  with	
  height,	
  size,	
  and	
  
bulk	
  of	
  homes	
  in	
  neighborhood	
  
•  Massing	
  of	
  proposed	
  residence	
  designed	
  to	
  be	
  
unimposing	
  towards	
  adjacent	
  open	
  space	
  

•  Proposed	
  two-­‐story	
  residence	
  conforms	
  to	
  
height	
  limit	
  and	
  applicable	
  development	
  
standards	
  

•  City’s	
  analysis	
  compared	
  square	
  footage	
  of	
  
proposed	
  residence	
  to	
  nearby	
  development;	
  
found	
  project	
  to	
  be	
  compaAble	
  

	
  

11	
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Cypress	
  Hedge	
  Removal	
  

12	
  

• Only	
  western	
  porAon	
  of	
  hedge	
  proposed	
  
for	
  removal;	
  southern	
  porAon	
  to	
  remain	
  

• Subject	
  site	
  is	
  only	
  property	
  along	
  open	
  
space	
  with	
  hedge	
  

• Landscaping	
  proposed	
  to	
  replace	
  hedge	
  
will	
  be	
  mix	
  of	
  local	
  naAve	
  plants	
  and	
  
grasses,	
  which	
  will	
  integrate	
  with	
  
surrounding	
  open	
  space	
  habitat	
  

22



Lot	
  Merger	
  
• Lot	
  merger	
  already	
  completed;	
  house	
  to	
  
be	
  constructed	
  on	
  single	
  lot	
  

• No	
  change	
  in	
  intensity	
  of	
  use	
  -­‐	
  merger	
  
does	
  not	
  allow	
  for	
  greater	
  site	
  coverage	
  
than	
  if	
  two	
  lots	
  were	
  treated	
  separately	
  

• City	
  CDP	
  for	
  new	
  residence	
  required	
  
recordaAon	
  of	
  lot	
  merger	
  prior	
  to	
  issuance	
  
of	
  building	
  permit;	
  no	
  demoliAon	
  or	
  
construcAon	
  acAvity	
  would	
  have	
  occurred	
  
prior	
  to	
  lot	
  merger	
   13	
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Staff	
  Report	
  
“In	
  relaMon	
  to	
  the	
  neighborhood	
  character	
  
contenMons,	
  the	
  development	
  meets	
  the	
  size,	
  
layout,	
  and	
  design	
  standards	
  of	
  the	
  LCP.	
  The	
  
addiMonal	
  comparaMve	
  size	
  of	
  the	
  structure	
  is	
  
proporMonal	
  to	
  its	
  larger	
  lot,	
  and	
  the	
  perceived	
  
bulk	
  of	
  the	
  house	
  will	
  be	
  similar	
  to	
  or	
  less	
  than	
  the	
  
exisMng	
  house	
  when	
  viewed	
  from	
  Correas	
  Street.	
  
The	
  architectural	
  design,	
  materials,	
  and	
  color	
  of	
  
the	
  house	
  are	
  visually	
  pleasing	
  and	
  compaMble	
  
with	
  the	
  diversity	
  of	
  nearby	
  houses.”	
  

	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  Staff	
  Report,	
  pages	
  9-­‐10	
  
14	
  

24



Conclusion	
  
• Project	
  as	
  approved	
  by	
  City	
  of	
  Half	
  Moon	
  
Bay	
  is	
  consistent	
  with	
  scenic	
  resource	
  
policies	
  of	
  the	
  LCP	
  and	
  public	
  access	
  and	
  
recreaAon	
  policies	
  of	
  the	
  Coastal	
  Act	
  

• Applicant	
  is	
  in	
  agreement	
  with	
  staff	
  
recommendaAon	
  of	
  No	
  SubstanMal	
  Issue	
  

	
  
Thank	
  you	
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