
Applicant: Braun Attachment: B _______ .-.-- -.--._ ____.______________ --- .___.__ - __..--.....- _ .-.... .._.._. -_ -..-.-.-..______._._.____________ 1 

File Numbers:PLN 1999-00079 



Higgins Canyon Road N 

Applicant: Braun 

File Numbers: PLN 1999-00079 

CDRB\plan99479 ds rev 12.19-01 rp 



N 
W 

, 

Attachment: D 

.~ 
CORB\plan99-079 ds rev 12-I 9-01 rp 

Stable: F loor Plan 

Applicant: Braun 

File Numbers: PLN 1999-00079 



’ EAST 
I 

SC 0 E %O’ STABLE 
d%siiAlhJ 

E L EV/AT I ON blJ iT\i 

1 

WEST SlDE’8’o- STABLE ’ 
ELEVATION 

Stable: East & West Elevations 

Applicant: Braun Attachment: D (ii) 
Fife Numbers: PLN 1999-00079 

CDRB\planPP-079 ds rev 1249-01 rp 



, 

ru 
cn 

FRCNT NORTH SlD,;E ELEVATION STABLE I,.’ 

Applicant: Braun Attachment: E 

Fife Numbers: PLN 1999-00079 



c 
I I \I/ 

5a:J’ \ , Affordable Housing Unit 
s, Dr’ ELl3MlGkl~ s/e Floor Plan 16 Elevations 

Applicant: Braun 

Fife Numbers: PLN 1999-00079 
Attachment: E 

dr rev 12-19-01 rp 



C 

‘I( t 
1, 2 

L 

i C . 

\ 
i&:0’ 

TRACTOR -: 

Tractor Shed: Floor Plan & Elevations 

Aoolicant: Braun Attachment: F lil 
Fife Numbers: PLN 1999-00079 

CDRE\plan99-079 ds rev 12-19-01 rp 



Barn/Shed 
Floor Plan h Elevations 

A'?N'k 06’4-370-130 

CDRB\plan99-079 ds rev 12-19-01 rp 

Applicant: Braun Attachment: F (ii) 
File Numbers: PlN 1999-00079 



ATTACHMENT G 

Initial Study and Negative Declaration 

29. :. 



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, PLANNING DIVISION 

NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
I A auu5 

A notice, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended (Public 
Resources Code 2 1,000, et seq.), that the following project: Braun Property, when implemented 
will not have a significant impact on the environment. 

FILE NO.: PLN 1999-00079 

OWNER: Oscar Braun 

IN THE OFFICE OF THE 
CO,,!,,3 CU3-tK R~_coRDER G+ 

SAN MATEO COCNV CMF 

OCT 02 2001 
APPLICANT: Oscar Braun 

.ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NO.: 064-370-130 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION 

This project involves legalization of a 3-horse stable, tractor shed, agricultural barn, relocation of 
two water tanks, and a mobilehome as an affordable housing unit. 

The project property is located approximately 1 l/2 miles east from Highway 1 on Higgins 
Canyon Road and consists of gently rolling hills. The vegetation consists primarily of shrub an 
few trees. There are no prime soils or water bodies on the property- The property is developed 
with a single-family residence, in addition to the structures proposed to be legalized. Access to 
the property is via a 50-foot wide easement running from Higgins Canyon Road through Parcel 
Number 064-370- 160. 

d 

The project is located at 1589 Higgins Canyon Road and is within the Higgins-Purisima County 
Scenic Corridor. 

FINDINGS AND BASIS FOR A NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

The Planning Division has reviewed the initial study for the project and, based upon substantial 
evidence in the record, finds that: 

1. The project will not adversely affect water or air quality or increase noise levels substantially. 

2. The project will not have adverse impacts on the flora or fauna of the area. 

3. The project will not degrade the aesthetic quality of the area. 

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

5. In addition, the project will not: 

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

c. Create impacts for a project which are individually limited, but cumulatively 
considerable. 

d. Create environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human 
beings, either directly or indirectly. 

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

MITIGATION MEASURES included in the project to avoid potentially significant effects: 

Mitigation Measure 1: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall legalize the 
existing septic system serving the affordable unit. The legalization will require a soil percolation 
test in the immediate area of the septic system. The applicant will need to submit a plan showing 
the design of the septic system, location of the percolation test pits, location of the affordable unit 
and its driveway. The septic system shall meet current setback requirements such as 100 feet from 
any wells. 

Applicant’s response to mitigation measure is attached. 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY CONSULTATION 

None 

INITIAL STUDY 

The San Mateo County Planning Division has reviewed the Environmental Evaluation of this 
project and has found that the probable environmental impacts are insignificant. A copy of the 
initial study is attached. 

REVIEW PERIOD October 22001 to October 22,200l 

All comments regarding the correctness, completeness, or adequacy of this Negative Declaration 
must be received by the County Planning Division, 455 County Center, Second Floor, Redwood 
City, no later than 7:00 p.m., October 22,200l. 

CONTACT PERSON 

Miroo Brewer 
Project Planner, 650/363- 1853 

th& II44 
Miroo Brewer, Project Planner 

MB:fc - MBDL2396-WH.DOC 



County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Division 

INITIAL STUDY 
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST 

(To Be Completed By Planning Division) 

I. BACKGROUND 

Project Title: Braun Property 

File No.: PLN 1999-00079 

Project Location: 1589 Higgins Canyon Road, Half Moon Bay 

Assessor’s Parcel No.: 064-370-l 30 

Applicant/Owner: Oscar Braun 

Date Environmental Information Form Submitted: 
. _. _ 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This project involves legalization of a 3-horse stable, tractor shed, agricultural barn, relocation of two water tanks, and a mobilehome as an affordable 
housing unit. 

The project property is located approximately 1 l/2 miles east from Highway 1 on Higgins Canyon Road and consists of gently rolling hills. The vegetation 
consists primarily of shrub and few trees. There are no prime soils or water bodies on the property. The property Is developed with a single-family 
residence, in addition to the structures proposed to be legalized. Access to the property is via a 50-foot wide easement running from Higgins Canyon 
Road through Parcel Number 064-370-l 60. 

The project is located at 1589 Higgins Canyon Road and is within the Higgins-Purisima County Scenic Corridor. 



II. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 

Any controversial answers or answers needing clarification are explained on an attached sheet. For source, refer to pages 11 and 12. 

1. LAND SUITABILITY AND GEOLOGY 

Will (or could) this project: 

a. Involve a unique landform or biological area, such as beaches, 
sand dunes, marshes, tidelands, or San Francisco Bay? 

b. Involve construction on slope of 15% or greater? X E,I 

C. Be located in area of soil instability (subsidence, landslide or 
severe erosion)? X Bc,D 

w I ! ! I I 
w I d. ,‘.S Be located on, or adjacent to a known earthquake fault? X I I I I I Bc,D 

t ‘$y 

8. Involve Class I or Class II Agriculture Soils and Class III Soils 
rated good or very good for artichokes or Brussels sprouts? X M 

f. Cause erosion or siltation? X MI 

9. Result in damage to soil capability or loss of agricultural land? X A,M 

I 
h. Be located within a flood hazard area? X I I I - I G 

i. Be located in an area where a high water table may adversely 
affect land use? X D 

1. Affect a natural drainage channel or streambed, or watercourse? X E 

2 



2. VEGETATION AND WILDLIFE 

Will (or could) this project: 

a. Affect federal or state listed rare or endangered species of plant 
life in the project area? X F 

b. Involve cutting of heritage or significant trees as defined in the 
County Heritage Tree and Significant Tree Ordinance? X ItA 

C. Be adjacent to or include a habitat food source, water source, 
nesting place or breeding place for a federal or state listed rare X F 
or endangered wildlife species? 

I I I I 

3 

d. Significantly affect fish, wildlife, reptiles, or plant life? X I 

e. Be located inside or within 200 feet of a marine or wildlife 
reserve? E,F,O 

f. Infringe on any sensitive .habitats? x I 1 F 

9. Involve clearing land that is 5,000 sq. ft. or greater (1,000 sq. ft. 
within a County Scenic Corridor), that has slopes greater than 
20% or that is in a sensitive habitat or buffer zone? 

3. PHYSICAL RESOURCES 

Will (or could) this project: 

a. Result in the removal of a natural resource for commercial 
purposes (including rock, sand, gravel, oil, trees, minerals or top X I 
soil)? 

3 



b. Involve grading in excess of 150 cubic yards? X I 

C. Involve lands currently protected under the Williamson Act 
(agricultural preserve) or an Open Space Easement? X I 

d. Affect any existing or potential agricultural uses? X AKM 

4. AIR QUALITY, WATER QUALITY, SONIC 

Will (or could) this project: 

w 
m 

a. Generate pollutants (hydrocarbon, thermal odor, dust or smoke 
particulates, radiation, etc.) that will violate existing standards of X IJAR 
air quality on site or in the surrounding area? 

b. Involve the burning of any material, including brush, trees and 
construction materials? X I 

C. Be expected to result in the generation of noise levels in excess 
of those currently existing in the area, after construction? X Ba,l 

d. Involve the application, use or disposal of potentially hazardous 
materials, including pesticides, herbicides, other toxic X I 
substances, or radioactive material? 

e. Be subject to noise levels in excess of levels determined 
appropriate according to the County Noise Ordinance or other X A,Ba,Bc 
standard? 

f. Generate noise levels in excess of levels determined appropriate 
according to the County Noise Ordinance standard? X I 

I 
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9, Generate polluted or Increased surface water runoff or affect 
groundwater resources? Ix/ 

h. Require installation of a septic tank/leachfield sewage disposal 
system or require hookup to an existing collection system which X S 
is at or over capacity? : 

5, TRANSPORTATION 

I Will (or could) this project: 

a. Affect access to commercial establishments, schools, parks, 
etc.? 

b. Cause noticeable increase in pedestrian traffic or a change in 
pedestrian patterns? X 

C. Result in noticeable changes in vehicular traffic patterns or 
volumes (including bicycles)? X I 

d. Involve the use of off-road vehicles of any kind (such as trail .__ 

bikes)? X I 

I es Result in or increase traffic hazards? I x I Is 

f. Provide for alternative transportation amenities such as bike 
racks? X I 

9. Generate traffic which will adversely affect the traffic carrying 
capacity of any roadway7 X 

5 



6. LAND USE AND GENERAL PLANS 

I Will (or could) this project: 

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

b. Result in the introduction of activities not currently found within 
the community? X I 

c. Employ equipment which could interfere with existing 
communication and/or defense systems? X I 

d. Result in any changes in land use, either on or off the project 
site? X I 

e. Serve to encourage off-site development of presently 
undeveloped areas or increase development intensity of already 
developed areas (examples include the Introduction of new or X 
expanded public utilities, new industry, commercial facilities or 

I,Q,S 

recreation activities)? 

f. Adversely affect the capacity of any public facilities (streets, 
highways, freeways, public transit, schools, parks, police, fire, 
hospitals), public utilities (electrical, water and gas supply lines, X 
sewage and storm drain discharge lines, sanitary landfills) or 

1,s 

public works serving the site? 

9. Generate any demands that will cause a public facility or utility to 
reach or exceed Its capacity? X 1,s 

h. Be adjacent to of within 500 feet of an existing or planned public 
facility? I x I 

6 



i. Create significant amounts of solid waste or litter? X I I 

j. Substantially increase fossil fuel consumption (electricity, oil, 
natural gas, coal, etc.)? X I 

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

I. Involve a change of zoning? X C 

I 
I I I I I I 
I I 

m. Require the relocation of people or businesses? X I 

n. Reduce the supply of low-income housing? X I 

0. Result in possible interference with an emergency response plan 
W or emergency evacuation plan? X S 

m 
P* Result in creation of or exposure to a potential health hazard? X S 

7. --- AESTHETIC. CULTURAL AND HISTORIC 

I Will (or could) this project: I I I I I I I 
I 

I 
I I I I I 1 

a. Be adjacent to a designated Scenic Highway or within a State or 
County Scenic Corridor? I I x I I I I A*Bb I 

I I I I I I 
1 

b. Obstruct scenic views from existing residential areas, public 
lands, public water body, or roads? X 

1A.I I 

C. Involve the construction of buildings or structures in excess of 
three stories or 36 feet in height? X I 

I 
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d. Directly or indirectly affect historical or archaeological resources 
on or near the site? X Ii 

1 

I m. Visually intrude into an area having natural scenic qualities? 
I X I 

III. RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES. Check what agency has permit authority or other approval for the project. 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CE) 

I State Water Resources Control Board I I ,x I I 

I : Reatonal Water Qualitv Control Board I 1x1 I 

State Department of Public Health X 
‘w 
w San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) X 

1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) I I X I I 

) County Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) I I X I I 

1 CalTrans I x I 
I Bay Area Air Quality Management District I I X I I 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service I X I 

Coastal Commission 

City I X I 

Sewerwater District: 

Other: 

X 

X 
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IV. MITIGATION MEASURES 
Yes No 

Mitigation measures have been proposed in project application. X 

Other mitigation measures are needed. X 

The following measures are included in the project plans or proposals pursuant to Section 15070(b)(l) of the State CEQA Guidelines: 

Mitigation Measure 1: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall legalize the existing septic system serving the affordable unit. The 
legalization will require a soil percolation test in the immediate area of the septic system. The applicant will need to submit a plan showing the design of 
the septic system, location of the percolation test pits, location of the affordable unit and its driveway. The septic system shall meet current setback 
requirements such as 100 feet from any wells. 

a 
0 
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V. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

1. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or X 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? I 

2. Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term environmental goals to the disadvantage of long-term X 
environmental goals? 

3. Does the project have possible environmental effects which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? X 

4. Would the project cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly? X 

On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared 
by the Planning Division. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there WILL NOT be a significant effect in this 
case because of the mitigation measures in the discussion have been included as part of the proposed project. A NEGATIVE 

X DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is 
required. 

August 30, 2001 Project Planner 
Date (Title) 

(Sign) Miroo Brewer 

c 
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VI. SOURCE LIST 

A. Field Inspection 

0. County General Plan 1986 

z: 
General Plan Chapters I-16 
Local Coastal Program (LCP) (Area Plan) 

c. Skyline Area General Plan Amendment 
d. Montara-Moss Beach-El Granada Community Plan 
e. Emerald Lake Hills Community Plan 

C. County Ordinance Code 

0. Geotechnical Maps 

I. USGS Basic Data Contributions 

a. #43 Landslide Susceptibility 
b. ##44 Active Faults 
c. %I5 High Water Table 

2. Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Maps 

E. USGS Quadrangle Maps, San Mateo County 1970 Series (See F. and H.) 

F. San Mateo County Rare and Endangered Species Maps, or Sensitive Habitats Maps 

G. Flood Insurance’Rate’Map - National Flood Insurance Program 

H. County Archaeologic Resource Inventory (Prepared by S. Dietz, A.C.R.S.) Procedures for Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties - 36 CFR 
800 (See R.) 

I, Project Plans or EIF 

J. Airport Land Use Committee Plans, San Mateo County Airports Plan 

K. Aerial Photography or Real Estate Atlas - REDI 

1. Aerial Photographs, 1941, 1953, 1956, 1960, 1963, 1970 
2. Aerial Photographs, 1981 
3. Coast Aerial Photos/Slides, San Francisco County Line to Ano Nuevo Point, 1971 
4. Historic Photos, 1928-l 937 
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L. 

M. 

N. 

0. 

P. 

Q. 

R. 

S. 

Williamson Act Maps 

Soil Survey, San Mateo Area, U.S. Department of Agriculture, May 1961 

Air Pollution lsopleth Maps - Bay Area Air Pollution Control District 

California Natural Areas Coordinating Council Maps (See F. and H.) 

Forest Resources Study (1971) 

Experience with Other Projects of this Size and Nature 

Environmental Regulations and Standar,ds: 

Federal - Review Procedures for CDBG Programs 
- NEPA 24 CFR 1500-l 508 
- Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties 
- National Register of Historic Places 
- Floodplain Management 
- Protection of Wetlands 
- Endangered and Threatened Species 
- Noise Abatement and Control 
- Explosive and Flammable Operations 
- Toxic Chemicals/Radioactive Materials 
- Airport Clear Zones and APZ 

State - Ambient Air Quality Standards 
- Noise Insulation Standards 

Consultation with Departments and Agencies: 

;: 
County Health Department 
City Fire Department 

C. California Department of Forestry 
d. Department of Public Works 

;* 
Disaster Preparedness Office 
Other 

24 CFR Part 58 

36 CFR Part 800 

Executive Order 11988 
Executive Order 11990 

24 CFR Part 51 B 
24 CFR 51C 
HUD 79-33 
24 CFR 51D 

Article 4, Section 1092 

MDBL2395-WFH.DOC 
FRM00018 table formatdoc 
(08/22/O 1) 
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COUNTY OF SAN MATE0 
Environmental Services Agency 
Planning and Building Division 

Initial Study Pursuant to CEQA 
Project Narrative and Answers to Questions for the Negative Declaration 

File Number: PLN 1999-00079 
Braun Property 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

This project involves legalization of a 3-horse stable, tractor shed, agricultural barn, relocation of 
two water tanks, and a mobilehome as an affordable housing unit. 

The project property is located approximately 1 l/2 miles east from Highway 1 on Higgins 
Canyon Road and consists of gently rolling hills. The vegetation consists primarily of shrub and 
few trees. There are no prime soils or water bodies on the property. The property is developed 
with a single-family residence, in addition to the structures proposed to be legalized. Access to 
the property is via a 50-foot wide easement running from Higgins Canyon Road through Parcel 
Number 064-370- 160. 

The project is located at 1589 Higgins Canyon Road and is within the Higgins-Purisima County 
Scenic Corridor. 

ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS 

1. LAND SUITABILITY AND GEOLOGY 

f. Will or could this project involve erosion or siltation? 

&I: This project involves legalization of existing structures. No new construction or 
grading is proposed. 

4. AIR QUALITY, WATER QUALITY, SONIC 

h. Will or could this project require installation,of a septic tank/leachfieId sewage 
disposal system or require hookup to an existing collection system which is at or 
over capacity? 

Yes, Sknificant Unless Mitigated: The proposed project will include legalization of a 
modular unit which includes legalization of the septic system installed to serve the unit. 
In order to ensure that the existing septic system meets the County Environmental 
Health Division standards, the following mitigation measure is recommended. 



Mitigation Measure 1: Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall 
legalize the existing septic system serving the affordable unit. The legalization will 
require a soil percolation test in the immediate area of the septic system. The applicant 
will need to submit a plan showing the design of the septic system, location of the 
percolation test pits, location of the affordable unit and its driveway. The septic system 
shall meet current setback requirements such as 100 feet from any wells. 

7. AESTHETIC, CULTURAL AND HISTORIC 

a. Will or could this project be adjacent to a designated Scenic Highway or within a 
State or County Scenic Corridor? 

Yes, Not Sigrrificant: The project is located within the County Scenic Corridor of 
Higgins-Purisima Road. The mobile unit, tractor shed and .agricultural barn are not 
visible from the scenic corridor. The two 5,000-gallon water tanks are also not visible 
from the scenic corridor. These two water tanks will replace an existing 8,000-gallon 
tank that will be removed. The stable structure is partially visible for approximately 
0.7 miles on Higgins Canyon Road. However, given the distance, the visual impacts of 
the stable are not significant. 

MB:fc - MBDL2394-WFH.DOC 
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TO: County of San Mate0 
Planning ad Building Division 
455 County Center 
Redwood City. CA 94063’ 

Project Name: LEGALIZE STRUCTURES 
Case No.: PRJ1215 
Project Planner: LILY TOY 

I have read and accepted the mitigation measures suggested as necessary to avoid or mitigate effects to a 
point where no signifkanl effects would occur. 

I agree lo carry out this project in accordance with the suggested mitigation measureS stated in your letter 
dated, 916R001, and will modify my project plans or proposals accordingly. 

Applicant does not concur with the Mitigation Measures for Case # PLN 
19994079, a project to legalize Moon Acres agricultural structures. San 
Mateo County Environmental Services Agency has conducted a four year 
campaign of unlawful punitive retaliation against the Braun family in 
response to their “lawful whistle blowing” complaints brought by the 
applicants against the County. Environmental Services has coerce and 
unlawfully compelled Oscar and Andrea Braun to sign this document. The 
applicants have suffered significant financial damages corn the actions of 
San Mateo County Environmental Services Agency and are not precluded 
f?om now giving their notice of intent (NOI) to file a criminal complaint 
with the U.S. Attorney for violations under the U.S. anti-racketeering and 
environmental protection statutes. . 

- .- - - .- _------- -.. .__ -. . ..- --- -.. ______ -- - 
__ ___ _ - -- --- ..-. -. - - ---. -- .- ._ -... -. - -__. .._. __ _ - 
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ATTACHMENT H 

Applicant’s response to request for concurrence to 
mitigation measures 



TO: County of San Mateo 
Planning and Building Division 
455 County Center 
Redwood City. CA 94063‘ 

Project Namer LEGALIZE STRUCTURES 
Case No.: PRJ1215 
Project Planner: LILY TOY 

I have read and accepted the mitigatbn measures suggested as necessary to avoid or mitigate effects to a 
point Mere no signifiint effects would occur. 

I agree to carry out this project in accordance with the suggested mitigation measures stated in your letter 
dated, 9/6/2001, and will modify my project plans or proposals accordingly. 

Applicant does not concur with the Mitigation Measures for Case # PLN 
1999-0079, a project to legalize Moon Acres agricultural sfructures. San 
Mateo County Environmental Services Agency, has conducted a four year 
campaign of unlaw&I punitive retaIiation against $he Braun family in 
response to their “Lawful whistle blowing” complaints brought by the 
applicanti. against the County. Environmental Services has coerce and 
unlawfiliy compelled Oscar and Andrea Braun to sign this document. The 
applicants have suffered significant financial damages from the actions of 
San Mateo County Environmental Services Agency and are not precIuded 
f%om now giving their notice of intent (NOI) to file a criminal complaint 
with the US, Attorney for violations under the U.S. anti-racketeering and 
environmental protection statutes. . 

_ _ -. -.. _- 
--- ___.-. _-_ -.. . ..-- -- -.-C__ 

__ __-- -- 
- 

-.-. 
_- --- - _ -.- 

___- -. __--_ 
___ 

.- 
.- - .- _. _ ___ ___. __ _. - 
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ATTACHMENT I 
Comments received on the Initial Study 
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COMMITTEE . . 

GREEN fOOTHILLS 

October 22,2OUl fly FAX 363-4849 

Miroo Brewer, Project Planner 
San Mateo County Planning Division 
455 County Center, Second Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

Re: Initial Study and Negative Declaration for File # PLN 1999-00079, 
Owner and Applicant: Oscar Braun, 1589 Higgins Canyon Road, 
Half Moon Bay, APN 064-370-130 

Dear Miroo, 

Thank you for referring th.e above-referenced Negative Declaration to the 
Committee for Green Foothills. We appreciate the opportunity to comment. 

We believe the project description is incomplete, and therefore the Initial 
Study needs to be revised to include all elements of development that were 
not part of the Coastal Development Permit issued in 1991. These 
unpermitted elements include the following items that were enumerated in 
a Press Release sen,t to various newspapers on April 19, 2001 by Mr. Drawn. 
Comparing the April, 2001 Press Release with the 1991 Coastal Development 
Permit (CDP), we note the following discrepancies: 

April. 2OOJ Press Release 
Residence 10,000 sq. ft. 

Access Road two miles 
Security Gate included 
Sprint PCS Site. included 
Tractor/Storage Shed included 
Farm Labor Housing Unit included’ 
Horse Stable/Full Bathroom included 
Horse Arena included 
Helicopter pad included 
10,000 gal. Water Tank included 

1991 CDP 
7,SOO sq.ft. (including 979 
sq.ft. g&g-e) 
3,400 feet 
not part of permit 
not part of permit 
not part of permit 
not part of permit 
not part of permit 
not part of permit 
not part of permit 
not part of permit 

* We note that what was described in April as a Farm Labor Housing Unit is 
now being characterized as an Affordable Housing Unit. in any event, it was 
built without proper permits. 

The answer to question 7-a. of the Initial Study stntcas: “The mobile- unit, 
tractor shed and agricultural barn arc not visible from the scenic corridor.” 
This is not correct. The barn is not only visible from the scenic cc:>rridor, it 
also breaks the ridgelincl as seen from Higl~way One, in violation of I .Cl’ 
P01icy 8.7. The relcrcnce in the next scntcnce rtgardirl~~ the two ,‘;,O@O g~~ll~rl : 
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water tanks states that they are not visible from the scenic corridor. Are 
these tanks already installed, or are they proposed? If they are not built, this 
sentence needs to be revised to state that the tanks,” as proposed, would not 
be visible...” Other elements of the project, such as the Security Gate and 
fence along Higgins Purisima Road, are also within the Scenic Corridor and 
should be evaluated in the Initial Study. 

The Initial Study should include a map of the site, to scale, showing the 
location of all the existing (legal and illegal) elements of the project, and also 
showing the proposed locations of those elements that will need to be 
relocated. The map should also show the location of the existing water 
supply wells and the septic systems. The Initial Study should evaluate the 
project’s compliance with clustering requirements of the LCP. 

We note that the April 2001 Press Releae states that the Horse Stable/Tack 
Room/Horse Wash Station also includes a Full Bathroom. What septic 
system exists for the waste from the Bathroom and the Horse Wash Station? 

We arc further concerned that the septic systems may be located too close to 
the domestic water supply well(s) on the property. Therefore it is essential 
that the Initial Study include the location of the wells, and the location of the 
septic tanks and drain fields for the septic systems. Do the two wells have 
sufficient production and adequate water quality to serve the proposed uses? 

The Applicant has stated in an addendum to the document that he does not 
concur with the Mitigation Measures in the Negative Declaration. Given the 
Applicant’s track record of building numerous structures without permit, 
what assurances does the County have that the Applicant will (a) verify 
accurately the location of the septic system serving the affordable unit, and 
(b) perform the required soil percolation tests as required by Mitigation 
Measure #l? 

Finally, since the Applicant originally received the CDP for a single family 
residence, served by a 3,400 foot long narrow driveway, a second house, 
served in part by this driveway has been built on an adjacent parcel owned by 
the Applicant’s brother. With the current application for a third (affordable) 
residential unit, are there additional requirements for fire access, such as 
wider paved area, turnouts, or emergency vehicle access routes? 

Thank you again for the oportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 
L& 724wb 
Lennie Roberts, Legislative Ad voca tc 
Committee for Green Foothills 



CYNTHIA J. GIOVANNONI 
1780 Higgins Canyon Road 
Half Moon Bay, Co. 940 19 

(650) 726-3588 
(650) 726-3582 

October 19,200l 

County of San Mateo 
Planning Division 
455 County Center, Second Floor 
Redwood City, Ca. 94063 

Attention; Miroo Brewer 

Re; Negative Declaration, File No. PLN 1999-00079 
Owner; Oscar Braun 

I am writing to voice my,objection to the initial study. It appears 
incomplete in that it fails to address the following considerations: 

1) Are wells adequate in quality and quantity to support proposed uses? 

2) How much water storage is separately required for tire suppression? 

3) Has there been an adequate environmental health inspection and tests 
to assure septic system safety for both the proposed affordable housing 
unit and proposed 3- horse stable? 

4) Have C 0 P clustering provisions, been followed? 

5) The S-horse stable is clearly visible from Scenic Highway 1, could there 
have been a better location on the property? Visual resource criteria of 
LCP Sections 8.5 and 8.7 should be analyzed. 

6) Does the driveway have the proper width and required turn outs for the 
proposed structure legalization? 

7) What violations and enforcement actions have previously been 
associated with Mr. Braun, his property, and elements of this request and 
initial study? 



8) What justifies Mr. Braun’s structure as an affordable unit, and what 
assurance mechanism is in place to confirm an annual review or audit so it 
will not quietly become market rate? 

9) Does the existing C D P provide for the improvements on the property 
such as the 10,000 square foot residence, helicopter landing pad, entry 
gate as claimed in his own press release? (copy enclosed) 

IO) Does the C D P allow for the many clubs and organizations Mr. Braun 
headquarters and operates on site? 

Until the initial study fully evaluates the above, I encourage the County to 
continue Mr. Braun’s applications. Further I request the above issues be 
adequately addressed in a revised and recirculated initial study. 

Sincerely, 
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April 29, 2001 

Lily Toy, Planning Division 
County Government Center 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

Re: “offering” by Oscar Braun 

Dear Lily, 

The attached document was recently distributed to the press. This week’s 
Half Moon Bay Review wrote about it. 

In reviewing the list of features on the property owned by Oscar Braun at 
1589 Higgins Canyon Road, I find quite a few that have not received County 
permits. I understand that you are processing an application by Mr. Braun to 
legalize his unpermitted development. However, you may not have a 
complete list of what he has done. 

The only permits I am aware of were for his house, which under his CDP 
Permit in 1991 was for a total of 7500 square feet, including 979 square feet of 
garage (4 cars). Note that this offering states the house is 10,000 square feet. 

Other development that may not have received permits include: 

Two miles of all-weather paved access road (his CDP states the access 
road and driveway would be 3,400 feet). 

Security gate with telephone access system. 
Sprint PCS Site 
Tractor/Storage Shed. 
Farm Labor Housing unit. 
Horse stable/tack room/horse wash station/full bathroom. 
Horse Arena /Helicopter landing pad. - 
Ten thousand gallon storage tank. 

Could you please check this list that he is using to advertise his property, and 
advise as to which items still need a CDP or other permits? And what is the 
progress on correcting his violations ? Thank you for your attention to this. 

Sincerely, 

Lennie Roberts, Legislative Advocate 
Committee for Green Foothills 
339 La Cuesta 
Portola Valley, Ca 94028 
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Mats0 County to win top honors in the Bay Area Science Fair held in Sar 
Francisco. Kennedy was one of six second pl&%inners. Greti M&Ye&? 
who helped organize the science’ fair, said all the students who subrhinel 
projects grew from the experien& . : 

‘When I.sec kids competing in these science fairs, me’biggest .b&efit I 
see is a broadening of their perspectives & they’re talking to professors ir 

‘. : 
fields they’re interested in - and the interchange that .&es on between the 
students is phenomend,” Mayfield said. ’ 

Kennedy, whose project on wetlands. was the grand prize winner o: 
Cuuha’s science fair in January, said of her proj--“I learned maybe pea 
ple need to be more concerned about where’they. am building.” Out of the 
mouths of babes . . . .:,:. 

ruquested the Review not use her last na&f,$id it.@& the size of a yellov 
lab and had a “nice long tail” 

.,y,;‘:. 1 : -- 
! .. ‘/ :-, . .c. .: ;;:- .:_ .: 1, - _ 

“I looked at it, it looked at me, and. I started &hng~,+&e’s .a cougar 
there’s a cougar,’ and it dashed up the side’ of the m@ui&T-bhe &id- “1 
was amazing to see it.” . . . . . : 

Moon Acres Ranch hits the. market: Save #our Ba: 
founder and avid Montara Mountain tunnel opponent Oscar Braun i 
seeking a buyer for his 75acre ranch, which extends from Skyline Boule 
vard to Main Street in downtown Half Moon Bay. l’he property borders th 
historic Johnston Ranch and Burleigh Murray State Park. 

But Braun states in a media packet distributed last week that he is pr! 
marily interested in selling the property, which includes a 10.000~square 
foot house, farm labor housing, horse stables, and a helicopter landin 
area, to an opal space trust. 

“The offering of Moon Acres Ranch provides the San Francisco Penir 
suIa Iand trust community an historic opportunity to complete that la: 
remaining strategic link between open space, parklands and .recreation: 
areas,” Braun states in the packet. 
. When Braun proposed the estate, the environmental community on tl 

coast opposed the project because of its placement on the ridgeline. No\ 
over a decade after it was built, he is giving his opponents an unusu. 
o@ortunity to claim the land, albeit changed. Any takers? 



Protecting California% Future - 

Tk EMf Moon Bsy Coastside Foundation dba Saw Our Bay is proud to amouxe the avaiiabllfty of 
Moon Aoxus Ranch through their ErlviroBank Program. The offering of Moon ~zres Ranch provides the 
San Francisco Pcninsu:a land trust community M hkwlc opponuniy to complabe that hi remahp 
strategic 1wE between open 6psco, parklands and recrcac~uonal are= extending Born Skgllne Boulevard to 
Main Street, Half Moon Bay. The Moon Aarcs Ranoh tiastructurc will provide the h&hcst level of on- 
site natural herlrage stewardship that is rcquircd ior large protect.4 uxu of prlvatoly held Peninsula 
wate&ed lands. 

Moon Acres Ranch 
n# parcel that comprises Moan Aores Ranch occupies tie upland boundary of the historic Johnsron 
Ranch to the West, and the Burleigh Mway Ranch Stati Park to the Ban and Nordx It is appruximatety 
seventy-five IO one hundred acres in size and has been his&.cally si@icanr as it has provided valuable 
agricultura! lmd6 a8 well as an Impotit wildlife habitat tucktd amongst its grassy, chapanal hills. The 
Moon Acres Ranch is in Trust and is owned by Oscar A. Braun, founds of Saw Our Bay Foundation and 
serves as its headquarters. (See Kissibn and EnviroBank cnclosuro~) ,Moon Asres Ranch was acquired in 
1986 and was filly dcrcloptd f%r its highest and best use tind contains all chc nacetieary infrasaucturfa 
required to provide the utmost level of stewardship sorviccs for privately held hnds. Moon Aores assets 
and fnfrastruoturo includes but is not limited to the t’ollowlag: 
l Approximately two miles of all wearher paved access road, 
l Soourity Gate with telephone\ acceas system - solar powered. 
l All underground utilities srnd ten t&phone lines. 
l Two Water wells - one agriculr+al, one residential with ten thousand gailon storr+gs capacity, and 

one hundred foot ice plant perime& for fire abatement. 
l Sprint PCS Site, RF coverago from Hwy 1 Bt Hwy 92 to the South End C&y of Half Moon Bay 
l Tractor and Agricultural Equlpmcnt Storage Shed and heavy equ.ipment repair shop. - 
l Farm Labor Hous1og-One two bedroom, two bath unit located qear repair .shop for labor. 
l Hors0 Stablo with three paddocks! tack room/horse wash stati@ %!I barcorn 
l Horse training Arena intcrchsngcable helicopter landing arca. 

Hacienda %I Nido” 
w 

. 

. 

. 
w 
w 
‘W 
w 
l 

a 

w 

w 

Spanish Mission style architecture, approximately ten thousand square foot suucturc, clay tile ro3f 
and natural color stuaco axtcrior with well established landscaping and fountain oourtyx?n3. 
Multi&szted patio and balcony.u.oos for aoocssinp scenic corridor vistas. 
Two-two car garages. 
Master bedroom gu!te with integrated full beth and fircplbte. 
‘No private guest suftes wltb fircqhcce and handicappal acccssibte bathrooms, 
Pull size residential elevator 
Private family room, adJoining foyer: formal dinirig roam and private kitchen nook. 
Spa&us commerclelly equipped kiahen’with walk-in pantries and full wet h. 

Naturally skylighted litruy and IWO business off&s with DSS: DSL and LAN wfth wircleaa 
telecommunication capability. 
Fully equipped exe&x g.vm. 
Rooftop observatory and gasdos space. 
Kennel and tubal grooming room, 

SAVHOULBAY.ORG 1589 HICGW CANYON ZUI. HALFMOON BAY, CA 94019 PH 650.599~lP54 FAX &O-726-2:99 
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Steven M Karlin 
1794 Higgins Canyon Road 
Half Moon Bay Ca 94019 

1 o/22/0 1 

Miroo Brewer 
Count;/ of San Mateo 
Planning Division 
455 County Center, Second Floor 
Redwood City, Ca, 94063 

Dear Miroo. 

This letter is in reference to the Negative Declaration, file# PLN 1999-00079 
Owner: Oscar Brawn 

The in-itial study seems to be incomplete, as it does not address the following items: 

1) 

2) 

3) 
4) 
3 
6) 
7) 

8) 

Does Mr. Braun have the required Iegal access across the neighbor’s property for 
the additional “affordable housing” residence? 
Does the current road meet proper fire standards for the additional residence and 
barn? 
Is-there proper well water to service two residents and a horse barn? 
Is there proper required water storage for fire suppression? 
Are there other affordable units in the rural areas of San Mateo County? 
What is the assurance that these units remain “affordable”? 
The illegal horse barn can be seen from Rt 1, the costal bluffs and Higgins 
Canyon Road. 
The illegal horse barn which was built without any regard to county and state’ 
regulations, is in violation of the LCP, and greatly degrades the aesthetic quality 
of the area. 

Thank you for your time in answering these important questions. 

Sincerely, 

Steven Karlin 
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ATTACHMENT J 

LCP Checklist 



County of San Mateo 
Environmental Services Agency 
Planning and Building Division 

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT POLICY CHECKLIST 

Based on Local Coastal Program as Adopted by 
Board of Supervisors December 2. 1980 

and as Last Amended in August 1992 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
‘ 

1. File No.: p&q /1q9- 00074 Planner: MIA?OO b&m/ Be6~Mu 

2. Owner: OCC+tc. BLAWU Applicant: SAMg 

3. Project Description: LPC;ALIZMlbW OL -s;,,, , Ti.18 ,.GC,JS i A +ua~cc Ho&e As 
I 

4. Project Address: /se+ e-,4 ;^o. L44 4Jd &Rx horn Rcr, 
UY ” 

5. APN(s): orI+ H 370 ( 34-o 

6. General Plan: q-4 o/h $JUICC/ Zoning: RM-Cz c& I / 
7. Plan Checklist is completed and attached (initial) WQ~ 

CCP POLICIES (Answer Each Item - References are to LCP Policy Numbers). 

Does this project meet the definition of development? 

1.9 If this is a land division in an area with a General Plan 
designation of Open Space, will,dedication of a 
conservation/open space easement be required? 

1.22 If this is a residential development in a Mid-Coast area 
without Phase 1 sewer and new water facilities, does it 
exceed the 125 building permit timit in one calendar 
year? 

1.23 If this is a residential development in a South Coast area 
without Phase 1 sewer and new water facilities, does it 
exceed the 125 building permit limit in one calendar 
year? 

9, 



1.24 Is this development in an area which may contain 
sensitive archaeologicallpaleontological resources as 
noted on the County Sensitivity Maps? 

1.24 will this project trigger an archaeologicaI/paleontologicaI 
mitigation plan? 

1.27 Does this development warrant a Certificate of 
Compliance to confirm the legal existence of parcels? 

1.29 Does this development meet the standards of review for 
legalizing parcels? 

2.1 If this development involves a Public Works project, does 
it meet the criteria of the Public Works Component of the 
LCP? (See Appendix Sheet for Public Works Projects) 

3.13 Will this development involve demolition of structures 
providing affordable housing? 

3.17 If this development proposes affordable housing, is it 
compatible with the community character? 

3.19 Wtll this development involve construction in designated 
affordable housing sites? 

3.20 If this development is in a designated affordable housing 
site, does it exceed the 60 building permit limit in one 
calendar year? 

3.22 If this development involves placement of a mobile home 
on the site, does it meet all of the criteria for the 
appropriate zone? 

5.23 If this development involves the placement of multi-family 
residential units in the R-3 and C-l zoning districts, are 
20% of the units reserved for low or moderate income 
households? 

i.24 If this project involves placement of a second unit in the 
Mid-Coast R-l District, does it meet the building permit 
limits and square footage limits as noted in the LCP? 

Project 
Complies 

J 

Does Not 
Com$$ 

.._ ” : 

: 

!:’ Condition’ ,‘., Rg ui&a. 



. . :: Not 
Applicable 

I Prolect 
Complies 

^.. 
Rekpired Comply 

3.25 Is the applicant seeking a 33% density bonus in 
R-16-17 Mid-Coast area after meeting all of the criteria 
in this Section? 

3.26 If this project involve3 land divisions in rural areas of the 
South Coast, are 20% of the lots being optioned to the 
County for affordable housing? J 

3.27 Does this development meet the criteria for qualifying for 
the option of 40 additional dwelling units in the rural area 
of the South Coast? 

3.28 Does the affordable housing developer accept the 
income. rent and cost controls of the County? 

J 

J J 

3.29 Does the affordable housing developer accept the 
conditions to guarantee the continued availability of 
affordable housing units? 

J J 

:. : 

I this project involves energy facilities (oil and gas wells, 
Inshore facilities for offshore oil, pipelines, transmission lines), 
omplete and attach a separate analysis of compliance with LCP 
inergy Component and enter results here. 

.l These policies are addressed by Planned Agricultural 
District. A Planned Agricultural Permit (is)/(is not) 
required. 

J 

.18 Is any soil dependent floriculture located on prime soils 
while non-soil dependent floriculture is located on non- 
prime soils? 

.19 Does this development meet these floricultural 
development standards? 

J 

J 
.20 Does this development meet the Agricultural 

Management Policies? J 

.21 Does this development avoid endangering sensitive 
habitats? 

.25 If an on-stream dam is proposed, does it meet all of this 
Chapter criteria? J 
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, 

5.27 Is the allocation of future Mid-Coast water supplies to 
floriculture in accordance with the policies of the Public 
Works Component? 

5.29 Does this development require a grading permit for water 
impoundments according to County Ordinance? 

5.30 If this development involves land under WIlliamson Act 
contract, has conforming with zoning, the General Plan 
and the LCP been established? 

5.30 Have Williamson Act Notices of Non-Renewal been filed 
for those properties not in conformance with State Code 
and County Policies? 

5.33 Has the State explored the option of leasing prime 
agricultural land as a Condition of Permit Approval? 

j.1 If this development involves aquaculture as defined in 
LCP Policy 6.1, complete and attach a separate analysis 
of compliance with LCP Aquaculture Component and 
enter here. 

‘5 A biological report has been prepared in accordance with 
LCP Policies. Applicability of various Sensitive Habitats 
Policies was determined on the basis of: 

Coastal Development Permit Application. 

Environmental Information Form. 

LCP Sensitive Habitats Component Text 

LCP Sensitive Habitat Maps 

Site inspection. 

.5 Will the restoration of damaged habitat be a condition of 
approval for this project? 

.lO Does this development minimize removal of vegetation 
and/or minimize construction/protect vegetation during or 
after construction? 

Not Project 
Applicabk Complitis 

J 

J 

i/ 

:;.. 
: 

J 

‘: 

.-, :. 

:. 

i/ 

J 

J 

Condition 
Required 



7.10 Does this project use only native or non-invasive plant 
species when replanting? 

- 

7.10 Does this project adhere to State Department of Fish and 
Game provisions for fish passage? 

7.10 Does this project minimize adverse effects of wastewater 
discharge? 

7.10 Does this project prevent depletion of groundwater 
supplies and waterflows and encourage wastewater 
reclamation? 

7.10 Does this project maintain natural vegetation buffer 
areas that protect habitats and minimize alteration of 
natural streams? 

7.11 Are appropriate buffer zones established along sensitive 
habitats? 

7.17 WIII this project be required to construct catwalks so as 
not to impede movement of water? 

- 

7.17 WIII all construction take place during daylight hours, 
utilize a minimum amount of lighting and use low decibel 
motorized machinery? 

7.17 will any construction-induced alteration to the wetlands 
require replanting of vegetation or the natural re- 
establishment of vegetation? 

7.17 Does this project avoid utilizing herbicides unless 
approved by the Agriculture Commissioner and the Fish 
and Game Department? 

7.17 Was this project reviewed by the State Department of 
Fish and Game and the State Water Quality Control 
Board? 

7.20 If this project is in the Pillar PointlMarsh, will groundwater 
extraction from an aquifer occup 

7.21 If this project is in the Pescadero, Marsh, will a State 
Parks and Recreation management plan be required or 
will this project involve development or dredging of the 
marsh? 

J 

4 

J 

J 

J 

J 

J 

Project:; : ,;com”,&;’ Condition ::R~:~i~~~ 



7.22 Is this project a permitted use in a marine and/or 
estuarine habitat? (Fitzgerald Marine Reserve, San 
Gregorio Estuary, Pescadero Marsh, Pigeon Point, l/ 
Franklin Point, AAo Nuevo Island) 

7.25 Does this project comply with use and development 
7.31 standards for sand dunes and sea cliffs? 

I i 

7.32 WIII this project impact habitats of rare or endangered 
animal species as noted on the County Sensitive Habitat 
Maps or will a special biological report be required? 

r/ 

7.42 Will this project permit development within 50 feet of rare 
plant habitats as noted on County Sensitive Habitat 

J 

Maps? 

7.43 Will this project impact habitats of unique species, such 
as the Elephant Seal, Monterey Pine, California Wild J 
Strawberry, etc., or will a special biological report be 
required? 

7.51 Wrll this project involve removal or nursery sales of 
Pampas Grass or the eradication of Weedy Thistle? 14 I I I 

8.2 Does this project avoid development on beaches, sand 
dunes, ocean cliffs, bluffs and bluft?ops? 

8.5 If this project is in a coastal terrace, is clustering 
encouraged along with limitation of structures in open 
fields and grasslands? 

4 

J 

8.6 Does this project avoid development and meet setbacks 
for streams, wetlands and estuaries? 

8.7 Does this project avoid development on ridgetops and 
removal of ridgeline trees? 

0.7 Does this project avoid land divisions which encourage 
building on a ridgeline? 

bl I I I 

8.7 Does this project comply with the limitations on structure 
height below the ridgeline? I I 

8.9 Is this project designed to minimize tree removal or will 
this project require replacement of removed vegetation? I PI I I 

I I I I I 



communities and the protection of ocean views? 

8.17 Will this project protect natural landforms in rural areas 

8.18 Is this project designed to minimize visual disruption 
through the use of colors that blend in with surroundings, 
properly scaled structures, and n&-reflective surfaces? 

8.21 Does this project meet the criteria for the placement o 
signs? 

8.24 If this project involves large agricultural structures, is 
their visual impact limited by the use of blending colors 
or landscaping screening? I 

followed? 

9.33 Is this project exempt from Planning Commission 
architectural and site review because any structures 
would not be visible from the roadway? 

9.3 If this project is in a Geologic Hazard Area as shown in 
the LCP, does it meet development regulations or 
requirements for a geotechnical report? (/ 

3.6 If this project is in a High Fire Risk area, does it meet 
development criteria? J 



9.8 If this project involves blufftop development, does it meet 
design, geotechnical, setback and land division 
requirements? v 

t 
I I I I 

I 

If this area is subject to flooding &s noted in the LCP 
Hazards Maps, will the project meet development 
regulations for flood-prone areas? 

9.11 Does this project limit development to where beach 
erosion hazards are minimal? 

9.12 Will this development allow the construction of shoreline 
structures only for the protection of existing roadways or 
structures? 

9.13 Will this project avoid the need for future protective 
devices which could impact sand movement? 

v 

J 

9.18 If this site has a slope of 30% or greater, does it meet the 
slope development regulations? 

NOTE: Use Coastal Access Checklist as a supplement to this 
Policy Checklist when determining access requirements. 

10.1 Does this project meet the requirements for provisions of 
shoreline access or in-lieu fees as a condition for 
development? 

I 10.8 Does this project meet Public Safety Locational Criteria? J I I I 

10.10 Does this project meet Sensitive Habitat Locational 
Criteria? J 

10.11 Does this project meet Agriculturql Area Locational 
Criteria? 

10.12 Does this project meet Residential Area Locational 
Criteria? 

10.13 Does this project meet Commercial/Industrial Locational 
Criteria? J 

10.16 Does this project provide appropriate vertical/lateral 
access to the shoreline? 

I 10.17 Does this project meet development standards for 
blufftop/non-blufftop lateral acc+ss? 
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10.19 WIII this project provide for maintenance and posting for 
public access areas? 

10.21 Where topography permits, does this project provide 
handicapped access to the shore? 

10.22 Does this project meet all parking.regulations for coastal 
access? 

10.23- Does this project meet development standards for 
10.29 protecting public safety, fragile resources and adjacent 

land uses? 

11.4 Does this project meet General Locational Criteria? 

11.7 Does this project meet Urban Area Locational Criteria? 

11.8 Does this project meet Rural Area Locational Criteria? 

11.9 Does this project meet Oceanfrorit Area Locational 
Criteria? 

11.10 Does this project meet Upland Area Locational Criteria? 

11.11 Does this project meet Agricultural Area Locational 
Criteria? 

11.12 Does this project meet Sensitive Habitat Locational 
Criteria? 

I 1.14 Does this project meet development standards for public 
recreation facilities? 

I1 .15 Does this project meet developient standards for 
private recreation facilities? 

Il.16 Are directional/informational signs required as a 
condition of approval for recreational facilities and/or 
road projects? 

I1 .17 Does this project meet all parking development 
standards? 

I 1 .18 Does this project meet developTent standards for 
protection of sensitive habitats? 



11.19 Does this project meet development standards for 
protection of agricultural lands? 

11.20 Does this project meet development standards for 
sewer/water connections, access and public 
conveniences? 

11.22 Does this project meet recreational vehicle parking 
restrictions? 

11.25 Has the State Department of Parks and Recreation 
submitted a long-range plan for any park unit proposed 
for improvement? 

11.26 Does this project require trail dedication or in-lieu fees as 
a condition of public agency projects or any land 
division? 

‘f project involves facilities for commercial fishing or recreational 
3oating. complete and attach a separate analysis of compliance 
Nith LCP Commercial Fishing/Recreational Boating Component 
snd enter results here. 

i/ 

1. Recommended Findings (see Zoning Ordinance 6328.15): 

r/ That this project, as described in the application and accompanying materials required by Section 
6328.7 and as conditioned in accordance with Section 6328.14, / does does not 
conform with the plans, policies, requirements and standards of.the San Mateo County Local Coastal 
Program. 

‘IN (Where the p ro ect is located between the nearest public road and the sea, or the shoreline of j 
Pescadero Marsh.) That this project does does not conform with the public access 
and public recreation policies of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act of 1976 (commencing with Section 
30200 of the Public Resources Code). 

That this project J does does not conform to specific.findings required by Policies 
of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program. Specific findings recommended 

are: 



(Where the project involves construction of new residences other than affordable housing.) That the rC!P 
number of building permits for construction of new residences other than for affordable housing issued 
in the current calendar year does does not exceed the limitations of LCP Policies 
1.22 and 1.23. 

2. 

3. 

Recommended Action: 

Approve 

Approve with Conditions / 

Deny 

Recommended Conditions or Reasons for Denial (attach on separate sheet if more convenient): 

Policv Recommended Condition/Reason for Denial 

- 30 



3. 

1. 

Is Project Appealable to Coastal Commission (see Section 6328.3(r) and appeal jurisdiction maps)? 

r/ Yes No 

Approving Authority (see Section 6328.9): 

Planning Director (staff) 

Zoning Hearing Officer 

c/ Planning Commission 

Board of Supervisors 

Public Hearing Required (see Section 6328.10)? J Yes No 

Notice Requirements (see Section 6318.11.1 and 6318.11.2): 

Pre-Hearing (Newspaper) 

Pre-Hearing (Mailed) 

Pre-Decision (Mailed) 

Owners: 

Residents: 

100’ / 300’ 500’ 

100’ 

Decision (Mailed) 

zhecklist Prepared By: IA*;, edlo; BL4w.l 
Signature Date 

zhecklist Reviewed By: 
Signature Date 

FRM00305DOC 
(07/10/01) 



ATTACHMENT K 

Copies of Letters of Appeal 



0 To the Planning Commission 

,&j To the Board of Supervisors 

County Government Center - 590 Hamilton St. - Redwood City CA 94063 
MailOropPLN 122.415-363.4161 

Permit Numbers involved: 

I hereby appeal the decision of the: 

q Staff or Planning Director 

0 Zoning Hearing Officer 

0 Design Review Committee 

B Planning Commission 

made on pkv’ ‘T % c ’ , t-deny 
the above-listed permit applications. 

I have read and understood the attached information 
regarding appeal process and alternatives. 

XI yes cl no 

Appellant’s Signature: 

1 L i-f?LLq 

Date: .i2)4 I4 

Planning staff will prepare a report based on your appeal. In order to facilitate this, your precise objections are needed. For 
example: Do you wish the decision reversed7 If so, why? Do you object to certain conditions of approval? If so, then which 
conditions and why? 



APPEAL BY COMMITTEE FOR GREEN FOOTHILLS 

File Number PLN 1999-00079 (Oscar Braun) for an after-the-fact permit to 
legalize: (1) a 1440 square foot stable building with tack room and full 
bathroom, a 1200 square foot mobile home, a 2,460 square foot tractor shed, a 
200 square foot shed, a’septic system to serve the mobile home, a proposed 
connection to the existing house septic system to serve the bathroom in the 
stable building (which requires uphill pumping), expansion of use of one or 
more wells, and an off-site security gate. Also included is the removal of an 
illegal 8,000 gallon water storage tank, and the after-the-fact approval of two 
5,000 gallon storage tanks. 

BACKGROUND: 

The Planning Commission considered this project on November 14, and 
approved the above-referenced project. There were many issues that had to 
be considered, the most important being the Applicant’s refusal to agree to 
the mitigation measure in the Negative Declaration. After a long (over two 
hours) process before the Planning Commission, the Applicant agreed to 
remove his objection to the Mitigation Measure. We remain concerned that, 
given the history of this project, and the difficulty the County has had in 
getting the basic information to process the after-the-fact permit, that several 
items are needed to be addressed prior to granting the Coastal Development 
Permit. 

BASIS FOR APPEAL: 

1. The County has allowed this Applicant to defer payment of the 
Violation/Investigation fees until the Building Permit Application stage. 
The CDP should not be granted until the outstanding Application 
Violation/Investigation fees are paid. 

2. The project plans do not show the entire site, nor do they show all 
elements of the project, whether on-site or off-site. For example the road to 
serve the adjacent property, owned by Mr. Braun’s brother, and used by him 
to access his property,, is not indicated on the Site Plan. The security gate, 
located adjacent to Higgins Canyon Road, but off Mr. Braun’s property, is not 
shown on the Site Plan. Without an accurate and complete Site Plan, 
neither the County nor the Applicant has a good basis for understanding, 
evaluating, and agreeing on the elements of the proposal. A revised Site 
Plan, indicating all elements of the project, to scale, should be required to be 
submitted for the County’s review and in-field confirmation. 

3. The project plans and description do not include all elements of the 
project, as described in a Press Release sent by Mr. Braun to various 
newspapers announcing the sale of the property (see attached). There are 



serious discrepancies between the house and driveway project approved by 
San Mateo County in 1991, and the current description by the Applicant as tc 
the size of the house, in particular. The 1991 CDP approved a 7,500 square 
foot house, including 979 square feet of garage. Mr. Braun’s Press Release 
indicated that the house was “approximately ten thousand square feet 
structure”. Mr. Braun refused to answer a question from the Planning 
commission as to whether the house was built according to the plans 
approved by the County. The CDP should not be granted until the County 
can verify that the house, as approved by the County in 1991, was built 
according to the approved plans. 

4. The adequacy of the on-site water well to serve the affordable housing 
unit needs to be verified. In response to our questions as to the adequacy of 
the water well to serve the proposed new uses, the staff replied that “the 
Environmental Health Department has reviewed the application and is 
satisfied that the existing water source on the property is suitable to serve the 
need for the proposed uses”. This response is unclear as to whether there 
has been any current verification of the domestic well’s production (during 
dry summer months) and its water quality, or whether this statement was 
based upon the testing at the time the well was drilled. Many wells in the 
rural coastal zone exhibit reduced production over time, and we are aware 
that during one summer, Mr. Braun had to have water trucked in. 
Additionally, Mr. Braun’s press release includes reference to an agricultural 
well on the property. Is this well being used for domestic purposes? If so, 
does it meet water quality standards ? The CDP should not be granted until 
the adequacy of the well(s) to serve the proposed affordable housing unit is 
determined. 

5. Due to the after-the-fact nature of this project, there is a significant issue as 
to whether the septic system for the affordable housing unit is properly 
constructed, whether it meets the soil percolation tests, and whether it is 
located 100 feet from the well. We have discovered in the file that the 
6/11/01 County d ocument entitled Conditions Associated with Case # PLN 
1999-00079, states “upon review of the sumitted plans, it was noted that the 
setback requirement between the well and septic system did not meet the 100 
ft. At the building application stage, the applicant will need to relocate the 
existing septic system to meet current standards. The existing septic system 
must be abandon (sic) with the required permits meeting Env. Health 
standards.” The 100 foot setback between a septic system and a domestic 
water well is a public health standard that does not allow for exceptions. 
The above findings of Environmental Health were not discussed in the Staff 
Report. Condition 15 of the CDP requires that legalization of the septic 
system shall occur prior to the issuance of the building permit, and that the 
septic system shall meet current setback requirements. This condition 
should not be left to the building permit stage, but should be required prior 
to the issuance of the CDP. Otherwise, the findings that the project meets all 



fi. policies of the General Plan and the LCP cannot be made. It is also unlikely, 
given his track record, that Mr. Braun will ever comply with the 
requirement in Condition 15, which carries out Mitigation Measure Number 
1 in the environmental document. Only when the Planning Commission 
(and County Counsel) informed Mr. Braun that his objection to the 
Mitigation Measure would result in the County’s being unable to approve 
the Negative Declaration, did he agree to remove his objections, while still 
claiming he was being :“coerced”. 

6. In his Press Release dated April 19, 2001, and accompanying offering 
entitled “Protecting California’s Future, Envirobank: Moon Acres Ranch, 
Mr. Braun states that his property includes a helicopter landing area. The 
proposed project does ,not include such an area. We request that Condition 1 
be amended to specifically state that no helicopter landing area is permitted. 
Such a proposal would require extensive review as to the nature, frequency, 
and purpose of the helicopter use. A similar proposal for a helicopter pad as 
part of a residential use was denied by the Coastal Commision recently. 

In summary, it has taken nearly four years and extraordinary efforts on the 
part of Building Inspection, Planning, Envirnmental Health, and County 
Counsel to get Mr. Braun to comply with the County requirements to 
legalize his buildings. The County has had to go to court to compel Mr. 
Braun to comply with the County’s zoning and building regulations. He 
refused to state at the Planning Commission whether the house was 
constructed according to his CDP. He stated he was being “coerced” into 

: . agreeing to the Mitigation Measure. He has not paid his Violation/ 
Investigation fees. We respectfully request the Board to require the 
Applicant to comply with all of the above-referenced outstanding issues, 
prior to issuance of the CDP. 
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06/l 112001 
5:50:04 PM 

Conditions Associated with Case #: PLNI 999-00079 

Cond. 
Code Title 

Stat. Changed Updated 
Hold Status Changed BY Tag Updated BY 

9999 

9999 

9999 

9999 

9999 

9999 

9999 

HEALTH CUSTOM CONDITION 0 Met 03/23/199 SSL 03/23/1999 SXL 

At the butlding application stage, the applrcant will need to submtt a plot plan showing the locahon of the exrsbng sepbc 
system servtng the farm labor housing unrt. 
MITIGATION FEES (DPW) 0 Not Met 03/04/1999 tAT 
If applicable due lo the legalizahon of structures prior to the issuance of the Burlding Permit, the applicant WIII be requrred 
to provide payment of “roadway mitigation fees” based on the square footage (assessable space) of the proposed 
buildings per Ordinance #3277. 
GRADING OROINANCE (DPW) 0 Not Met 03/04/l 999 L4T 
The provtsions of the San Mateo County Grading Ordinance shall govern all grading on and adjacent to this sate 
DRIVEWAY PtAN (DPW) 0 Met 07/01/199 PSB 07/01/1999 PSB 

The applicant shall submtt a dnveway “plan and profile” to the Public Works Department, showing the dnveway access to 
the farm labor housing unit complying wtth County standards for dnveway slopes (not to exceed 20%). The driveway plan 
shall also include and show septic provtsions and details for handling both the existing and the proposed dratnage. 
HEALTH CONDITIONS 0 Not Met SSL 03/23/1999 SXL 
The applicant will need to legakze the septic system installed for the farm labor housing. The applicant will need to apply 
for the permtt and submit data on the size of the septic system. 
HEALTH CONDITION 0 Not Met SSL 1 O/l 712000 SXL 

The source of water will need !o be addressed for the farm labor housing unit. The applicant WIII need to demonestrate the 
quality and quantity of the water supply. 
HEALTH CONDITIONS 1 Not Met SSL 10117/2000 SXL 
Upon review of the submitted plans. it was noted that the setback requrrement between the well and septic system did not 
mee the lOOft. At the building application stage, the applicant WIII need to relocate the exishng septic system to meet 
current standards, The existing septtc system must be abandon with the required permtts meeting Env. Health standards. 



EnviroBank: Moon Acres Ranch Zkrya is ihevitabk.. 
surviml is not * 

TX Half MOCF. Bay Coastside Fsimclat:on dba Sabo Our Bay is proud to announce the availabilfty of 
1Moon Acres Ranch through rheir EnviroBnnk Program. The offering of Moon %res Ranch provides the 
San Francisco Peninsula land trust community an hisrcric opportuniv to complete that isst remsininy 
strategio iink between open space; ?a:k!a.nds and recreational areas extending from Skyline Boul,g:ard to 
Main Street, Half Moon Bay. The Moon Acres Ranch irfrastruzturc will gnvide the ‘nighest Icvtl of on- 
site natural heritage stewardship that is rquired for large protected trac:s of privately held Peninsula 
watershed iands. 

Moon Acres Ranch 
3c parcel that comprises Moon Acres: %nch occcpies tile upland boundq of the historic Johnscon 
Ranch to the West, end the Burleigh .S4urray Ranch State Park to the East and SO&L It is spproximztcly 
seventy-five to one hL?dred SCM in size and haL: &en historically significant as it 33s provided valuable 
agricultural lands as well as ate impotit wildlife &bitat ruck=d amongst its grassy, chaparral hilis. The 
Moon Acres Ranch is in Trust and is owned by Oscar .q. Braun, founder of Save Our Bay Found&on end 
serves as its hcadquticrs. (See Mission and EnviroBonk enclosure&) .Voon .4sres Ranch was acquired in 
1988 and *.vas fully dcvclopcd for iw highen and best use and contains all :h;: aecevsary infraszrucnz 
xquircd to pr&de the utmost leyel of stewardship services for privately +eld Iands. i\Ioon Acres Issets 
end infrastructure itlc:udes but is not limited rr, the fol!owing: 
l Approximately hwo miles of ail weather paved a3cfss road. 
l Security Gate with telephone ,access system - solar powered, 
l All underground utilities and text&phone lines. 
l Two Water wells - cne agriculrml, one residential with ten thousand gai!or. storegP capacity, and 

one hundred foot ice plant perimeter for fire abatement. 
l Sprint PC’S Site, XF coverage from Ii*? 1 & Hwy 92 to the South End Ciiy of Ealf h:oon Eay 
l Tractor and Agricuitxxal Equipment Storage Shed and heavy equipment repair shop. 
l Farm Labor Housing-One tw6 bedroom, IWO bath unit located ~.ear repair shop for labor. 
l Horse Stabie with three paddocks! tack room/horse wash station,/ full &&corn 
l Horse training &cna interchangeable helicopter landing area. 

Hacienda uEl Nidd” 
Spanish Mission style architecture, apptoximntcly ten thousand square foot structure. cia)l tile ro3f 
and natural color srucco cxtcticr with well established landscaping and fountain cour;?ard. 
Multi-faceted patio and balcony zueas for accessing scenic corridor vistas. 
Two-two CEr garage& : 
Master bedmom suite with integrated full beth srd fireplace. 
Two private guesi suites with lircp!aces ad handicapped accessible ‘bathrooms, 
!%I1 size resrdentil elevator 
Private family room, adjoining foyer. formal dining room and private kjtchcn nook. 
Spacious commercially equipped ‘&hen wirh walk-in pantries and full we1 bar. 
Naturally skylighted librq and tw, 7 business ofices with DSS, DSL and LAX with wireless 
ielecommunicatlon capabiiity. 
Fully equipped emdoe p>m. 
Rooftop observatory and garden space. 
Kennel and animal grooming room. 

sc\VEOCRE,~Y.ORG 1589 HICGIM.4 CAM’ON RD. HALF MOON Brk’, CA 94019 PH 150.5994954 F.4.X bSO-726-239 



From: 

Ent: : 

CC: 

Subject: 

anaStaelabUrke~m~nC6prlr: .com 
hmbreview.com~ editor~aI~paloaltoda~lynews.com; 

lia Chish:i; Ted J. Hsnqig; r!! tevs Law; Sagtid Wire: RSB-o~~co@~ol.con; Sdcolin$acl.com: 
Richard Oordx; M:chael Mcrpny; Mark Del9 lainc: !v!arzia Fieines; Larry DeYcung; 
KEJ@globewirelesr corn; Ka?daz Benaer; amie SaZik; s 
G:enna 

Q Today’s 
Halfm~onbaycnamber.Cq* Erice Rice; Envlrhors~aol.cccrr: cnarise McHuge 
! 00 Million Coastal Cpep Spece Story 

Media, 
Plorco find attached current listings from EnvlroBank that sup orta the cffortrs of POST and other Peninsula Land 

&, 

v 
300 in*rl0w*.Mam ulvta0a-K HJC- ?meag CW.loTl~‘~ “‘rneahD C”tfxn~l’l 

Trust organizations, kmr.3c: 21x1 wa H. FEum. cd.LrY 

EnviroBank: Moon Acres Ranch 
Moon Acres Ranch 

~lantaa dto?lah~MiwElau, YhelMoon 
Acres Ranch infrastructure will provreritage stewardship that 1s required for large 
ptctectcd tracts of privately held Per,insuia watcnhed 16nd6. 

For further information on tho EnviraBank, Mlsalon, Current Projects and Moon Acres 6ee attachments. 

Contact Information: 
Oscar Braun, Executive Director 
Voice: 660-726-3307 
Fax: WI-72&278@ 
Emall: oscar@saveourbay.org 



Application for Appeal 
e Planning Commission 

County Government Center. 590 lamikon St. - Redwood City CA 94063 
MailDropFYN 122.415.363.4161 

, 

o the Board of Supervisors 

Permit Numbers involved: 

I have read and understood the attached information 
regarding appeal process and alternatives. 

q yes 0 no 
I hereby appeal the decision of the: 

0 Staff or Planning Director 

0 Zoning Hearing Officer 
Appellant’s Signature: 

n Review Committee ; CA 75 -L.-- - u 
IA- 3--o 1 

made on kJ. P-t W zLk i , toi approve/deny 
the abovelisted permit applications. 

- 

i -_ ~E;i~?y?~~-‘-~.: .’ -. “-.> ..~ ..-, t ; 
.h’; -.-;:.-~~‘.~~.~.. i-y- _, --:;;‘.::+p.,: ::..: 
‘..I.:;.,:- ;.>.-.-..z~;. _ --.-A-:-. . :_- .. :.~,-ars.: 

Planning Staff Will prepare a report based on your appeal. In order &o facilitate this. your precise objf?c$ons are needed. For 
example: & YOU wish the decision reversed? If so, why? Do you object to cet%?in conditions of approval? If so, then which 
conditions and why7 

f/l 1. Brw .Z+S+LL ;I\ h;s ow, Q,-cs ,'L-leclse c% tttav~) 3c ias 
AdO w&k- al lx. r&c udq me 

u 'J 
u., si-ld &,, .p/F~~tdti-, hw lx-+& bem 

c</ j&ki ? whme i-c -jR.c 
u Y 

QX-c( WCl I /gColk4 b pfqpd-9 ? VP-. lG&uft 
Y v 

+ --kc hcusc is 
I 

l0,ooQ ‘SF , fJf,&*I .jciLi.I CDP tic% *prw~~ A& q,s-iw SF 



CYNTHIA J. GIOVANNONI 
1780 Higgins Canyon Road 
Half Moon Bay, Ca. 94019 

(650) 726-3588 
(650) 726-3582 

October 19, 2001 

County of San Mateo 
Planning Division 
455 County Center, Second Floor 
Redwood City, Ca. 94063 

Attention: Miroo Brewer 

Re; Negative Declaration, File No. PLN 1999-00079 
Owner; Oscar Braun 

I am writing to voice my objection to the initial study. It appears 
incomplete in that it fails to address the following considerations: 

1) Are wells adequate in quality and quantity to support proposed uses? 

2) How much water storage is separately required for fire suppression? 

‘3) Has there been an adequate environmental health inspection and tests 
to assure septic system safety for both the proposed affordable housing 
unit and proposed 3- horse stable? 

4) Have C D P clustering provisions, been followed? 

5) The 3-horse stable is clearly visible from Scenic Highway 1, could there 
have been a better location on the property? Visual resource criteria of 
LCP Sections 8.5 and 8.7 should be analyzed. 

6) Does the driveway have the proper width and required turn outs for the 
proposed structure legalization? 

7) What violations and enforcement actions have previously been 
associated with Mr. Braun, his property, and elements of this request and 
initial studv? 



8) What justifies Mr. Brain’s structure as an affordable unit, and what 
assurance mechanism is in place to confirm an annual review or audit so it 
will not quietly become market rate? 

9) Does the existing C D P provide for the improvements on the property 
such as the 10,000 square foot residence, helicopter landing pad, entry 
yare as claimed in his own press release? (copy enclosed) 

10) Does the C D P allow for the many clubs and organizations Mr. Braun 
hc-adquarters and operates on site? 

Until the initial study fully:evaluates the above, I encourage the County to 
continue Mr. Braun’s applications. Further I request the above issues be 
adequately addressed in a revised and recirculated initial study. 

Sincerely, 

82 



EnviroBank: Moon Acres Ranch “Change is ina wUubk . . 
Sur vid is not a 

‘Tk Half Moon Bay Coastside Foundetion dba SEW Our Bay is proud TO announce the availabllfry of 
.Xoon AGXS Rxxh through :h,eir E.nviroBnnk Program. The offering of Moon %rer; Ranch provides the 
San Francisco Peninsula land trust communiv an hIstcrlc opponun$ to compleae rhat 1361 remaining 
a!ratcgio Hnk between open E~CB, parklands and rrcreatfonsl areas extending from SkJ4ne Boulevard to 
.Main Sneet, Half Moon Bay. The Moon Aores Ranoh i.n;frastruclurc will provide the Qhcst lcvci of on- 
site neturn herlug@ srewzrdship that is rcquircd ior large prorccccd tracts of prfiately held peninsula 
uztcrshed lands. 

Moon Acres Ranch 
?% parcel r.ha.t comprises Moon Aores R8nch occup!es rhe upland boundary of the historic Johnston 
Rtlrlch to the West, and the Burlei& Murray hnch Statx Park to lho East and North. It is apFroximate.ly 
z-zventy-five to one hundred sues ire size and has been hisroriczlly sigificanr as it 3aas provided v&able 
~griculhual lands 06 well as an importsnt wiidlifc habitat tucktd amongst its g~assy~ chaparral hills. The 
~Mooo ms Ranch is in Trust and is owned by Oscar A. Braun, founder of Ssw Our Bay Foundation and 
serves as its headquarters. (See 24ssion and EnviroBank cnclosura,) NIoon Aar@ Ranch wa6 acquired in 
i986 and wns fully dcvclopcd for itJ highesr and best ux dnd contains all the oecelseary Infrasaucture 
rcqujrcd to provide the urnoat Ieve! of stewardship soniccs for privately held lands. Aloon Axes atxets 
znd infrastructure Includes but is not limited to the following: 
l Approxlmatcly two miles of all wearhar paved access road, 
* Srxurity Gate with’telephons access system - eolu powred. 
* All underground utilities and ten ~lcphcne lines. 
0 ‘Two Water wells - one agiculrxral, one residenri4 with ten thousand gailon btOr8ge oapacity, and 

one hundred foot ice plant pcrimetsr for fire abatement. 
* Sprint PCS Site, RF coverago from Hvty 1 & Hwy 92 to the South End Civ of Half Moon Bay 
l Tractor and Agricultural Equlpmant Storage Shed and heavy equjpment reptir shop. 
c Farm Labor Housl~gOne two bedroom, two bath unit locared near repir shop for labor. 
l Horse Sable wirh three paddocks! tack room/horse wash station,/ fi!l bzh,room 
l Horse training Arena interchangeable helicopter landing .srca. 

Hacienda ‘%I Nido” 
Spanish Mission styie architecture, approximhtcly ten thouaand yqumo foot structure, cl&.)r tile ro3f 
and natural color stucco axtcrior with well escablishcd landsosping and fountain oourt~=I. 
Multi-fscetcd patlo and balcony w’cas for accessing scenio corridor vistas. 
Two-Iwo car grlragcs. 
Master bedroom suite with integrated full beth and fireplace. 
‘Fo private guest suites ~4th firup:acce and hadicappcd 3cccasiblc bath.rooms, 
Full size residential elevator 
Private fam Ily room! adJoining foyer, formal dining room and private kitchen nook. 
Spacious commerclelly equipped kitchen with walk-in pantries and full wef !xr. 
Naturally okylighted litrary and IWO business offices with DSS, DSI. and LAN 14th wireless 
telccommunlca~lon capability. 
Fully equlpped axerdse 3-a. 
Rooftop observatory and gerdcn spce. 
Kennel end animal grooming room* 

S~VE~XRBAY.ORG 1389 HlGGIFG CANYON RD. HALF MOON 6~1, CA 94019 PH GSO.599-1x4 FAX sso-7X-2:99 
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Weird SCienC’e~‘&htd &mdy, a seventh-grader-at.Cunha Inter- 
mediate School in Half Moon I&y, was one%f 46 young s&&ists&‘San 
Mateo County to win top honors in the Bay Area Science Fair held in San 
Francisco. Kennedy was one of six second place-winners. Greti Mayfield, 
who helped organize the science fair, said all the students who sub&ted 
projects grew from the experience. 

“When I see kids competing in these science fairs, the biggest benefit I 
see is a broadening of their perspectives - they’re talking to professors in 
fields they’re interested in - and the interchange that goes on between the 
students is phenomenal,” Mayfield said. 

Kennedy, whose project on wetlands. was the grand prize winner of 
Cunhzs’s science fair in January, said of her project, “I learned maybe peo- 
ple need to be more concerned about where’they are building.” Out of the 
mouths of babes . . . : : 

Lion on J.he mountain: on:+ early.~T@eida~&xaiag.hike 0n 
Montara Mountain Mary and her daughter $$ly,‘t$;h of Half.Moon .Bay, 
say they spotted an unlikely creature ,-a mountain lion cruising ‘along the 
hillside. The two.tie?e&lking with tbeirdo&i+he@ Mary said she spotted . < \i.‘.. : 
the beautifuland rarely seen creature a-mere 2CK.f&t adray. M&y:tiho 
requested the Review not use her last na&:l@d iiwas the size of a yellow 
lab and had a “nice long tail.” 

‘.I, .- 
’ ... ye i. : _ ‘. ,Z:Z.T- : . . 

“I looked at it, it looked at me, and. I s@ed yelling ,‘fhere’s .a cougar, 
there’s a cougar,’ and it dashed up the’side’of the moiuit&,? she said: “It 
was amazing to see it.” . . . 

Moon Acres Ranch hits the. market: Save ,OLU Ray 
founder and avid Moatara Mountain tunnel opponent Oscar Braun is 
seeking a buyer.for his 75acre ranch, which extends from Skyline Boule- 
vard to Main Street in downtown Half Moon Bay. The propem borders the 
historic Johnston Ranch and Burleigh Murray State Park. 

But Braun states in a media packet distributed last week that he is pri- 
marily interested in selling the property, which includes a lO,OOO-square- 
foot house, farm labor housing, horse stables, and a helicopter landin& 
area, to an open space trust. 

“The offering of Moon Acres Ranch provides the San Francisco Penin 
sula land trust community an historic opportunity to complete that las 
remaining strategic link between open space, parklands and ~recreationa 
areas,” Braun states in the packet. 

When Braun proposed the estate, the environmental community on the 
coast opposed the project because of its placement on the ridgeline. Now 
over a decade after it was built, he is giving his opponents an uausua 
opportunity to reclaim the land, albeit changed. Any takers? 

8-4 



ATTACHMENT L 

Applicant’s Response to Appeal 



SAVE OUR BAY j=OUNDA’-ITON 

Protecting California’s Future “Change is ine viiable.. . 
Survival is not. ” 

December 26, 2001 

To: Honorable SMC Board of Supervisors 
From: Oscar & Andrea Braun 
Subject: Stable/Affordabie Housing Appeal of PLN-1999-00079 

The purpose of this, letter is to respectfully request that the 
Board of Supervisors uphold the SMC Planning Commission's legalization 
Of our horse stable and affordable housing without conditions or 
mitigation measures. We request that the Board also take into 
consideration the following track record of the appellants during 
their review. 

On December 6, 1995, Lenny Roberts told the San Mateo County Board 
of Supervisors that they are "partners"'with the Committee for Green 
Foothill and Sierra Club for implementing the 1994 Coastside 
Protection Initiative. Ms. Roberts directed the Board of Supervisors 
to instruct the Planning Commission to begin the legislative process 
contained in their 1994:initiative. The Board was further instructed 
that the Planning Commission focus only on the specific amendments 
contained in their initiative and not broaden the proposal beyond 
that. These specific amendments included: Reduction of government 
expenditures; reduction j of costs to San Mateo County taxpayers for 
roads, law enforcement, .fire protection, and other government services 
for scattered and remote development (aka Rural Lands). The initiative 
defined perceived "Development Treats" and claimed that pressure for 
extensive development oln the Coastside was severe, especially with 
proposed construction of increased water supplies, additional sewage 
treatment facilities, and larger highways. 

The official public record shows what accomplishments the 1994 
Coastside Protection Partnership has brought to the voters of San 
Mateo County and the quality of li$e on the Coastside. 

. In 1999 & 2000 SanMateo County was found to be the most polluted 
county in the Bay Area...from sewage discharge and stormwater 
runoff by the Natural Resource Defense Council. 

. All roads in the San Mateo County coastal zone are sub-standard 
and the CGF/Sierraj Club Tunnel boondoggle has successfully failed 
the EIR process ifor the third time. The Tunnel Task Force 
greatest achievement has been Devil's Slide Hwy 1 improvement 
delay and loss of Federal funding. 

. The San Mateo County Wildlands/Urban Interface (WUI) now has the 
highest risk level in history for a catastrophic WUI wildfire 
threatening the Bay Area's regional water system. The CCWD 
currently cannot deliver enough water or head pressure in the 
event of a WUI fire in approximately 40% of the Coastside. 

. Effectively blocked PMAC suppo.rted flood control implementation 
measures to protect CDF Fire/Rescue/Emergency access to Pescadero 
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from the West continues to be delayed . Endless CCC appeals 
resulting in: No Boys & Girls Club, no middle schools, no nun 
convents, no expanded health care clinic services, no affordable 
housing for our community employees, even less substandard 
sheriff and fire protection throughout the Rural Lands. 
San Mateo County has allowed, without benefit of USFWS or State 
Fish & Game site plan or EIR review, at least four prohibited and 
detrimental commercial/industrial classified operations that 
violate the Clean Water Act and the Endangered Species Act. The 
prohibited and detrimental commercial/industrial operations are 
Shamrock Ranch, Wildlife Associates, Half Moon Bay Sealing & 
Paving and Johnston Ranch unlicensed landfill. The County of San 
Mateo Planning Commission has reclassified prohibited uses and 
found, based on the advice of the Planning Administrator and 
lobbying by the Committee for Green Foothills Lenny Roberts, that 
these four commercial/industrial operators activities conducted 
in statutory delineated critical environmentally sensitive 
habitats qualify as non-residential uses accessory to agriculture 
and permitted by right in the Planned Agricultural District on 
either prime or non-prime soils. By allowing these four 
reclassified prohibited and detrimental commercial/industrial 
facilities uses to operate without benefit of EIR review or 
permits, the County of San Mateo violates both CEQA/ NEPA 
environmental review statutes. Clean Water Act or Endangered 
Species violations disqualifies the County from receiving State 
or Federal permit approval (ROD) and funding. 

In closing, as stated on the record before the Planning Commission: 
Applicants do not concur with the Mitigation Measures for Case #PLN 
1999-0079, a project to legalize Moon Acres agricultural structures. 
San Mateo County Environmental Services Agency, at the direction of 
Lenny Roberts, has conducted a four year .campaign of unlawful 
punitive retaliation against the Braun family in response to their 
"lawful whistle blowing" complaints brought by the Half Moon Bay 
Coastside Foundation's Watershed Posse against the County. 
Environmental Services has coerced and unlawfully compelled the 
Brauns to sign the mitigation agreement document. The Brauns have 
suffered significant financial damages from the actions of the San 
Mateo County Environmental Services Agency and are not precluded 
from now giving their notice of intent (NOI) to file a criminal 
complaint with the U.S. Attorney for violations under the U.S. anti- 
racketeering and environmental protection statutes. 

In our opinion, as long as the San Mateo County Board of 
Supervisor's supports the agenda and purpose of the Anti-Community 
Alliance's (Committee for Green Foothills, Sierra Club, Peninsula 
Open Space Trust, Mid-Peninsula Open Space District) 1994 Coastside 
Protection Initiative, the quality of life, health and safety of all 
communities in San Mateo County will continue to be at risk. 

S;\\.I,:Ol 'ltl1-\\'.Olt<; 1589 III(;(;ISS <:;\S\.ON ill). Il.\i.l- \I()()\' I<:\\'. <'..I ')j(ll!J I'll (,M-39-1954 I.'.\.X (,3-72(,-2799 


