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ATTACHNEST H 
DAVID I133SE 

China Osbom 
Planning and Building Division 
455 county Center 2” Floor 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

3. Basis For Appeal 

To: San Mate0 County Planning and Building Division 

Subject: PLK2000-000656 
Address: 198 Coronado Ave. 
Parcel: 048 013 580 

I would like to appeal the -4pril9th 2003 decision by the San Mateo County 
Planning Commission. We have requested a Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit 
and Design Review Permit to develop our home at the above address and feel 
the Planning Commission’s decision to uphold the appeals are unfair and ille_pal. 
We have met all of the requirements set out by the San Mate0 County Planrung 
Department and they have recommended an approval for our project. The 
project was approved by the Zoning Hearing Officer on November 7th of 2002. 

The finding: All opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land in order to achieve 
conformity with the zoning regulations currently in effect have not been investigated and 
proven to be infeasible. 

We have demonstrated there are no options for a~merger of lots. Our parcel is surrounded 
by development. To the west is Landis Beach Luxury Inn, to the south, 111 Cortez, is a 
home currently under construction and to the east is a parcel with a pen<: : : CDP 
application under consideration by the California Coastal Commission:‘.-: _- lot is owned 
.by Thomas DaRosa and he has clearly stated he is not interested in selling his lot. Like 
myself he would like to build a home for himself and his family. 

In addition during the last several years we have worked with the Midcoast Council to 
meet their requests, we have fought for our rights for a water and a sewer hook up frtim 
the Coastside Water District and have been required to demonstrate the legality of our lot 
with a clear chain of title dating back to the inception of the development. We have 
shown there are no wetlands on or near our parcel and there was nothing significant 
found in the archaeological report completed in December of 2001. 
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We have patiently waited for over 3 years for various approvals. We. have spent countless 
dollars on architechmxl fees, engineermg cost and have paid for geologic, archaeologic, 
and biologic reports. We have paid attorneys,to be at various hearings to protect OUT 
interests and we have spent numerous hours attending these and other meetings debating 
whether or not we should be allowed to build our new home. We are tired of the delays 
and ask for your support in helping us build our home. 

I would also like to point out that several of the appellants made untrue statements at the 
Planning hearing. Barbara Maw stated our property and the DaRosa property were 
iilegalfy subdivided. As I mention above u:e have a clear chain of tide dating back to the 
inception of the development showing it as a legal, buildable parcel. Also Leonard 
Warren who was standing in for Ric Lehman made several enoneons remarks. He stated 
our property and the ones in close proximity contained wetland species. -4ccording to the 
biologist we contracted to survey our proper&, Philip Greer from Wetland Research, Inc., 
he testified there were no such plants on our property nor could he find any significant 
natural wetland plant growth in the vicinity. Leonard Warren also stated the home 
currently under construction to our south, I I1 Cortez, was stopped by the county. This is 
not true. I bicycle by this project every day and I see progress being made. 

I _ : : :..--. :_I .;- ‘.. hecause feel our appellants sole purpose is to delay 
development in an)! form; they do not have a concern for real zoning issues. Their tactics 
have caused us valuable time: money and emotional energy and have denied us the 
privilege of building and living on our property. .4gain, we have clearly met all of the 
requirements set out by the San Mate0 County Planning 
Department. 

We ask you to carefully consider this matter. We feel we have been treated unfairly by We ask you to carefully consider this matter. We feel we have been treated unfairly by 
the Planning Commission. T’heir decision to uphold these appeals is unjust and illegal. the Planning Commission. T’heir decision to uphold these appeals is unjust and illegal. 
We would like you We would like you 



ATTACHlENT I 

TO: 

l?ROitl: 

SUBJECT: 

COlNTY OF SAN i&iTEO 
EWIRONMJXNTAL SERVICES AGENCY 

PL-ANNIXG AND BUILDING DMSIOX 

DATE: March 12,2003 

Planning Commission 

Planning Staff 

Consideration of an appeal of the Zoning Hearing Officer’s approval of a Use 
Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Design Review, pursuant to Sections 
6133.3.b(l)(a), 6328.5, ad 6565.7, respectively, of the County Zoning Regula- 
tions, to allowthe construction of a new 1,975 :.-. /.. -..I;.:-family residence, with 
an additional 193 square~feet of deck space, on a 4,400 sq. ft. non-conforming 
parcel, where 10,OOO~sq. ft. is the minimum parcel size, located at 198 Coronado 
Avenue in the unincorporated Miramar area of San Mateo County. This project is 
appealable to the California Coastal Commission. 

File Number: PLN 2000-00676 (Hedge) 

PROPOSAL 

The applicant is proposing to develop a 4,400 sq. ft. parcel with a new 1,975 sq. ft. single-family 
residence, of which 1,397 sq. A. is living space, 378 sq. ft is garage space, and 200 sq. fi. is 
unfinished storage space. The proposed residence is three stories with the lower story 
encompassing only the garage and storage space, while the top two stories are living space. 
The height of +e proposed structure is 27 feet. Zoning Regulations for this district require a 
minimum parcel size of 10,000 sq. ft. and a minimum parcel width of 50 feet. The project parcel 
is less than 5,000 sq. ft. and is 40 feet wide. A Use Permit is required to develop the property 
because it does not meet minimum parcel size requirements for the zoning district. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Deny the appeal and. approve Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Design Review, 
County File Number PLN 2000-00676, by making the required jimiings and adopting the 
conditions of approval. 

BACKGROUND 

Report Prepared By: China Osbom, Project Planner, Telephone 650/599-7217 

Owner/Applicant: .David Hodge 



Appellants: Robert Lamar, Nicholas Licato, Ric Lohman, Barbara Mauz 

Location: 198 Coronado Avenue, south side of street between Mirada Road and Alameda 
Avenue 

APN: 048-013-580 

Parcel Size: 4,400 sq. ft. 

Existing Zoning: R-l!S-94iDRICD (Single-Family ResidentialilO,OOO sq. ft. minimum parcel 
size/Design Review/Coastal Zone) 

General Plan Designation: &tedium Density Residential (2.4 - 6.0 dwelling units/acre) 

Sphere of Influence: City of Half Moon Bay 

Existing Land Use: Vacant 

Parcel Legality: Lot 21, Block 7 as part of Sho~re .4cres Subdivision, recorded on December 18, 
1905 

FloodZone: FEMA Flood Zone Map indicates the parcel is located in Zone V8: area of IOO- 
year coastal flooding with velocity per Community Panel No. 0603 11252 B, effective July 5, 
1984 

Water~Supply: Coastside County Water District 

Sewage Disposal: Granada Sanitation District 

Environmental Evaluation: E~xempt under provisions of CEQA, Section 15303, Class 3, 
regarding construction of a new single-family residence in an urban area 

Setting: The project site is located within the Shore .4cres Subdivision in unincorporated 
Miramar, adjacent to the City of Half Moon Bay. The site is located on the south side of 
Coronado Avenue, approximately 119 feet east of Mirada Road. The site is relatively flat and 
existing vegetation consists of native and non-native grasses. There are no trees on the project 
parcel and there are few trees in the neighborhood in general. I’::: ?..I .;: i::::--=.!!.:::I,~ to the 
west of the project site, along Mirada Road, is developed with the Landis Beach Luxury Inn Bed 
and Breakfast. Although the parcels to the immediate east and south are vacant, new single- 
family homes have been proposed for both sites. The parcel to the south, at 111 Cortez, has 
an approved Coastal Development Permit (CDP) and was issued a building permit to begin 
construction on January 9,2003. The parcel to the east has a pending CDP application that 
is currently under consideration by the California Coastal Commission. There are other 
intermittent single-family residences along Coronado, north and east of the project. 



Chronology: 

Date -..-. 

January II,2000 - San Mateo County Board of Supervisors adopted an Urgency 
Ordinance establishing temporary zoning regulations for R-l 
Zoning Districts in the Mid-Coast Area. 

September 22,200O - David and Hi-Jin Hodge submit their application for a Coastal 
Development Permit and Use Permit to develop their parcel with 
a single-family residence. The proposed project is, therefore, 
subject to compliance with the regulations under the Urgency 
Ordinance adopted in January 2000. 

September 2001 - California Coastal Commission approves ordinance changes 
adopted by the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors, changing 
.I- L-L.. 2 :: f( ;J-JyL: !..:_I-.; . - .-\:.I. X-US-9 to R-l/S-94. 

November 7,2002 - Zoning Hearing Officer considered and approved project. 

November 26,2002 - P1 .::T :; Division staff received two letters of appeal of the 
proposal. 

March 12,2003 - Planning Commission Meeting. 

DISCUSSION 

A. KEY ISSUES 

1. Basis for Appeal 

Planning Divis& staff received two letters of appeal for this proposal (see Attach- 
ment G). Following is a summary of the points of appeal and staffs response: 

a. possibility of wetlands on the subject parcel or parcels adjacent to subject 
parcel. 

As a part of the initial review of the project, staffreferred to the County’s 
Sensitive Habitat Maps and determined that according to those maps there are 
no sensitive habitats in the vicinity of the project. Additionally, staff completed 
a site inspection of the proposed developmept site and found that the area is 
partially developed and there did not appear to be any species or habitats of 
concern on~the parcel. 

As a result of the appeal, which expressed a concern of the possibility of 
wetlands on or near the proposed development site, St&requested that the 



applicant submit a biological report addressing the issue of wetlands, prepared 
by an independent consultant for staffs review. The report submitted by the 
applicant states that there are no areas on the subject parcel that meet San Mateo 
County’s L.ocal Coastal Program’s definition of a wetland, which reads: 

. ..In San Mateo County, wetlands typically contain thefollowingplants: 
cordgrass, pickleweed, jaumea, ffankenia, marsh mint, tule, bullrush, 
narrow-leaf cattail, broadleaf cattail, pacific silverweed, salt rush, and 
bog rush. To qualzfi, a . . .’ of 
some combination of these plants, unless it is a mudflat. 

The conclusion of the repdrt submitted is that approximately 90 percent of the 
parcel’s vegetative cover is comprised of non-wetland plant species and that the 
soils and hydrologic characteristics of the parcel are not typical of wetlands. 
Therefore, the project site does not meet the LCP’s definition of a wetland. 

Additionally, the report addresses the possibility of wetlands in the area 
surrounding the subject parcel. The consultant notes that, similar to the subject 
parcel, the parcel directly to the east primarily contains non-wetland plants. 
The biologist did notice the presence of wetland plants further to the east of the 
project site primarily in the Southeast comer of lot 18 (see Parcel Map, Attach- 
ment C, for location of parcel). The biological report also notes a patch of 
California blackberry (a native plant species) on lot 19. 

After reviewing the biological report, staff spoke to the consul&t at length 
regarding whether the results of his site visit were that wetlands are present 
on lots 18 and 19:, eaat of, but not directly adjacent to the project site. The 
consultant could not conclude definitively that there were no wetlands because 
at the time of the site inspection the~consultant could not take soil samples from 
those lots as they are private property, not owned by the applicant. Therefore, 
the biologist had no means to determine whether the soils present on lots 18 and 
19 meet the detinition of’s wetland under the County’s LCP. The consultant, 
however, did state that it was his opinion that the presence of these wetland 
plants was most likely the result of recent construction in the area that increases 
watering and slightly changes the topography due to grading, thus, resulting 
in pooling of water in lower-lying, undeveloped parcels. Nevertheless, as 
previously stated, no conclusive results could be made regarding the presence 
of wetlands on lots 18 and 19 on Coronado Avenue. 

Policy 7.18 off the LCP establishes buffer zones for development horn wetlands. 
While the normally required setback for development is 100 feet from the 
outermost line of wetland vegetation, the setback may be reduced to 50 feet if 
(1) there is no alternative development site, and (2) protection of the wetland 
resource is demonstrated~. Though there is no conclusive evidence that there is 
a wetland east of the project site, if there is a wetland, the project meets the 50- 
foot setback requirement and~pursuant criteria. The biological report stated that 



the closest wetland plant was found in the central portion of lot 19, east ofthe 
project site. The proposed house, with a IO-foot setback, is 50 feet from the 
closest edge of lot 19 and even further Tom the central portion of that lot. 
Therefore, the project will be at least 50 feet fI-om the area that potentially 
contains a wetland habitat. Moreover, no alternative exists for the property 
owner as far as location of the house. The project site is 40 feet wide and the 
zoning requires 1 O-foot setbacks. Therefore, the applicant is limited to a 20- 
foot wide buildable area and has no option for relocating the proposed develop- 
ment farther away from the possible wetland. Finally to comply with the LCP 
Policy 7.18 requirement that wetland habitats are protected from development, 
staff has added to Condition of Approval No. 7, two requirements to further 
protect any potential wetlands: (1) the stormwater management plan shall be 
reviewed by a biologist for comment regarding its effectiveness at preventing 
contamination of any wetland, and (2) the applicant shall by required to install 
silt fencing around the entire project site, which shall be maintained throughout 
construction. 

~:-:’ _. .:.- .; -. .._ - _ . . - - - -..y :... _ . . . . i C-1” . . . . .;i -? .:-is :~. .: . . ._ ..w-.I’-:,:.~-. >.-:.:T~‘- 
the biological report submitted and the subsequent conversations with the 
consultant that completed the report, the Likelihood that wetlands exist in the 
vicinity of the project is negligible. If wetlands do exist, the project meets the 
setback requirements t?om wetland vegetation established by the County’s LCP. 
Furthermore, it is the determination of staff, that if proper stormwater controls 
are in place both during and after construction, the project will not have a 
negative impact on any wetland, if one exists in the vicinity of the project. 

b. The proposed development fails to conform to requirements under. Section 
~6300.9 of the County Zoning Regulations relating to minimum lot size. 

Section 6133.3.b(l)(a) of the County Zoning Regulations allows development 
of an unimproved non-conforming parcel provided that the proposed develop- 
ment meets all other zoning requirements. The proposed residence meets all 
zoning district requirements; other than minimum parcel size, and staff believes 
that all of the required findings for a Use Permit can be made. Therefore, staff 
finds no reason to deny this application based on the non-conforming parcel 
size. 

C. Required fmtigs under Section 6300.3@)3, part b and part e regarding 
attempts on behalf of the applicant to acquire additional land to create 
a standard size lot and granting of special privileges cannot be made. 

Staff addresses the applicant’s attempts to acquire additional contiguous 
lands in Section A.5.b of this report. The real estate broker representing the 
applicant at~the time of the purchase of the subject parcel submitted a letter 
to the Planning Division coniirming that none of the adjacent parcels were 
available for purchase by the applicant. .As stated in the “Setting” description 
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under the Background Section of this report, all contiguous lands are currently 
developed or hav~e development plans in process. 

Staff does not believe that issuing this permit will be granting a special privilege 
to the applicant as other similar proposals have been approved by the County 
in recent years. Staff completed a survey of all single-family residences in the 
i. ,‘--m.‘;m.;- ‘.I-“-. ‘.. of the proposed project along Coronado and Cortez Avenues 
and found that the County has approved nine (9) homes on substandard parcels. 
Therefore, staff does not believe that approving this permit is granting a special 
privilege to the applicant as others have historically been allowed to develop 
substandard parcels. 

d. The County has required other property ownerS to consolidate 
substandard parcels. 

Bach project has its own complexities and in some cases one may not be able 
to utilize the Non-Conformities chapter of the County Zoning Regulations to 
develop a substandard parcel. In the early 198Os, when the zoning for this area 
was changed and the minimum parcel size increased to 10,000 sq. ft. from 5,000 
sq. ft., the County adopted a merger policy, which required that all contiguous 
lots, under common ownership, be merged. Contiguous lot not held in common 
ownership were not merged and st~aud as separate, legal building sites because 
they were created by the Shore Acres Subdivision - a legal subdivision recorded 
with the County in 1905. 

Even if a substandard lot is a legal building site, development of that lot must 
meet the provisions of minimum standards for development before it can be 
improved, which include sewer and water capacity. If a non-conforming parcel 
does not have sewer and water rights, the property owner must obtain these 
rights before the parcel may be developed. In some cases, the only option for 
the property owner is to acquire priority sewer or water connections, which 
require, in this zouing district a minimum parcel size of 8,800 sq. ft. This is 
an example in which a property owner would not be allowed to develop a 
substandard parcel via the Non-Conformities chapter and may be required to 
purchase and’or merge contiguous parcels. This, however, is not the case for 
this applicant. The subject property has sewer and water $&and, therefore, 
subject to issuance of a Use Permit, is developable by right as a legal parcel. 

e. The approval of the non-conforming residential development does not 
comport with the County local Coastal Program as it related to build out 
of the Mid-Coast. 

Staffrecognizes that the build-out numbers projected in the early 1980s in the 
Local Coastal Program (ILCP) may not have counted single separate lots less 
than 5,000 sq. ft. Long Range :Pltig staff is currently working on. an LCP 
update in which build-out is being recalculated and new projections will include 



single, developable lots, such.aS the subject parcel. As this parcel is a legal lot, 
even if it wasn’t counted in the original build-out numbers for the Mid-Coast, 
County Counsel has informed that the current owner is witbin his rights to 
develop the parcel as requested, because the project meets a.ll other zoning 
requirements. 

Moreover, LCP Policy 1.22 establishes maximums for the number of building 
permits that can be issued each year. Thus far, the maximum number of 
building permits has not been reached and, therefore, staff fmds no reason to 
believe that this project will adversely affect tiastructure in the area. In 
conclusion, because the parcel on which the project is proposed is a legal lot 
and the maximum number of building~permits has not been issued for this year 
in the Mid-Coast area, staff rinds no reason to deny this project, which meets all 
zoning requirements. 

Staff has determined that the project complies with all applicable General Plan 
policies, specifically the following: 

a. Chanter 4 - \ .I ... The proposal complies with Policy 4.35 (&;rban 
Area Design Concepf), which requires that development enhance the visual 
quality of urban areas. Even though the proposed development is on a 
substandard parcel, the project has been scaled so as to meet the required 
setbacks of .i:: .J ::I!:-; .in-!: ::-: :.:I: thereby maintains the visual character of 
the area. The structure is being designed with a pitched roof, decks, and 
articulation along the front and rear of the house, which will break up the mass 
of the building and provide visual relief. The use of natural colors and materials 
in the design of the house will further incorporate the architecture of the 
residence into the surrounding neighborhood. 

b. Chanter 8 -Urban Land Use. T!:: p:‘j;-r: KY:;.!-: with Policy 8.38 
(Regulation of Development in Urban Areas - Height Bulk and Setbacks), 
which states that the height, bulk and setback requirements should be regulated 
in order to ensure that the size and scale of the development are compatible with 
the parcel size. The proposed structure co,~orms with respect to the required 
front, side, and rear yard setbacks and iot coverage. The project also conforms 
to the height requirements for the district and incorporates a style that is 
cy.i<..J’M.:--: l> J, c:;.:;.-..-‘. :-i.!i:!:i.G --.:1;: y- -‘-,..p:. 

C. Chanter 15 -Natural Hazards. The project complies with Policy 15.47.b 
(Review Criteria for location of Development in Areas of Special Flood Hazard) 
regarding structural integrity of development in flood hazard areas. This Policy 
requires that structures~are elevated above base flood elevation and that they do 
not exacerbate the potential flood hazard of surrounding structures. The project 
is located m Flood Zone V8, which requires all new and substantially improved 
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buildings are elevated to or above the base flood elevation (BFE) of 27 feet 
above sea level. Additionally, the project incorporates structural features, such 
as break-away walls and has an elevated living space such that the proposal 
complies with this policy and the development requirements of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FE-WA). 

3. Conformance with Zonins Resulations 

a. Development Standards. 

The subject property, at the time of the application, was zoned R-US-9IDRKD. 
Ten months prior to the receipt of the application for the proposed project, an 
interim ordinance imposed new :_ __ ..:::I:::-’ -‘i’.: ..:..: .- - area ratro (FAR) 
standards for this zoning district. Because this application was submitted after 
the interim ordinance was established and before the implementation of new 
S-94 regulations in September of 2001, the proposed development is measured 
against the zoning standards for the S-9 combining district, under the interim 
zoning ordinance. The following table summarizes the project’s conformance 
with the R-US-9 Zoning Regulations, Section 6300, and Interim Ordinance 
number 3943 adopted by the Board of Supervisors on January 11,200O: 

------__ 
Minimum Front Setback 

Maximum Lot Coverage I-- -_---_ 
Maximum Building Floor Area 

30% 30% 
50% 45% 

* Section 6133.3.b(Il)(a) of the San Mate0 County Zoning Regulations allows 
development of a non-conforming parcel, subject to issuance of a use permit. I 

As previously stated, the S-9 Zoning, was replaced by the S-94 Zoning district 
after the applicant submitted the application for development to the Planning 
Division. Although the project is not subject to the standards of the S-94 
district, because all future development in the area will be subject to the new 
standards, staff feels that a discussion of how this project compares to the new 
development standards is applicable. 

The addition of Section 6300.9.11.10 to the San Mateo County Zoning 
Regulations established standards for the S-94 combining district. The new 



S-94 district changed the requirements for Floor Area Ratio (PAR) and facade 
articulation. Currently in the~S-94 drstrict, a parcel the same size as the 
applicant’s would only be allowed 48 percent FAR. The applicant is only 
proposing, however, an FAR of 45 percent and, therefore, meets this require- 
ment. The S-94 designation also added a requirement that new development is 
either limited within daylight plane envelope or that development make use of 
facade articulation to add interest to the exterior of the structure. The proposal, 
as discussed in Section A.1 .a of this report, incorporates articulated elements, 
which diminish any perceived overwhelming mass of the structure and provide 
design features, which are complimentary ‘: ‘-: -I..:: .:‘:: .‘:::: ::-r :..::.i 
neighborhood. 71:~;:~::. -I.:.:: .. .: 5!:::~--:.--:.i that the project conforms to both 
the old and new zoning regulations established for this neighborhood. 

b. Desien Review Standards 

The proposed project is located within a Design RevieFv District. Staff has 
reviewed the proposed project and determined that the proposal conforms to 
the applicable Design Review standards of review as stated in Section 6565.7 
of the Zoning Regulations. 

4. Conformance i 1 . Coastal Proaram 

Staff has determined that the proposed project is in conformance with the Local 
Coastal Program (LCP). Staff has completed an LCP checklist and the following 
LCP components are relevant to this project: 

a. .‘. ’ .’ :~ I ~. _ 1 Development 

Policy 1.24 of the LCP requires protecnon of archaeological and paleontological 
resources. Review by the California Archaeological Inventory .i-:::-:..i~r.i :‘I.:: 
there was a possibility of archaeological sites on the subject property and, as a 
result, MRC Consulting completed an archaeological reconnaissance of the site. 
This independent study found no evidence of archaeological deposits or cu1tura.l 
resources at the site; however, the possibility for subsurface deposits does exist. 
The study, therefore, recommends mitigation measures to be implemented, if 
evidence of archeological resources is found during construction. These recom- 
mended measures have been incorporated into the Conditions of Approval for 
the project and, therefore, staffbelieves that the project is in conformance with 
this Policy. 

b. Visual Resources and Design Review 

Policy 8.12 (General Regulations) requires that the Design Review Zoning 
District Regulations (DR) apply to development in urban areas of the Coastal 
Zone. The proposed addition conforms with DR standards, as indicated in 
Section A.3.b of this report. This policy also requires that all development 



protect ocean views from public viewing points. After completing a site visit, 
staff has determined that this project will not disturbs ocean views from any 
adjacent roadways or public lands. Staff noted that the view towards the ocean 
is blocked by existing development, such as the Landis Beach Luxury Inn and 
Miramar Beach :Restamant, on .Mirada Road, which runs adjacent to the beach. 
The proposed development sits within the envelope of existing buildings on 
Ivfirada road and will not exacerbate the existing conditions of obsbvcted views 
towards the ocean. 

The applicant is proposing to apply earthtone colors and a landscape plan 
to enhance the structure, and ensure that the house will be consistent with 
structures in the vicinity and will blend with the natural setting of the area. 
Therefore, staff feels that the project is in conformance with this policy. 

C. Hazards 

Policy ‘I..~ .> a. _: ,:. ;:: -. ‘: ~-<Development in Floodplains) requires that 
development located in flood hazard areas meet the requirements of the 
Building Inspection Section. for structurally safe construction in a flood zone. 
As discussed in Section A.2.c ofthis report, the project complies will all 
applicable standards for new construction in a flood hazard area. 

The subject parcel lies within the R-US-94 Zoning District, which requires a 
._. .__ .___ _. _ ._ : . . _ . L - : ; z ; 10,000 sq. ft. Due to the fact that the subject parcel was part 
of a legal subdivisron, but only consists of 4,400 sq. ft., this parcel is considered legal 
non-conforming. Section 6133.3.b.l.a of the County Zoning~Regulations regarding 
non-conforming parcels, allows development on an unimproved non-conforming 
parcel that is less than 5,000 sq. ft., subject to issuance of a use permit. The following 
findings as required by Section 6133.3.b.3 of the County Zoning Regulations;must be 
made to approve a use pernut for the proposed project: 

a. The proposed development is proportioned to the size of the parcel on 
which it is being built. 

The proposed structure will meet all of the zoning requirements of the interim 
regulations required at the time of submittal, including setbacks, height, lot 
coverage and floor area ratio., Additionally, the proposed residence has 
incorporated an articulated facade, which Mill add interest to the exterior of the 
structure and reduce the appearance of the mass of the structure. Therefore, 
staffbelieves that the project is appropriately proportioned to the parcel size. 

b. All opportunities to acquire additional contiguous land have been 
investigated. 



The applicant has indicated in the application that all efforts to acquire 
additional contiguous land have been exhausted. The real estate broker 
representing the applicant at the time of the purchase of the subject parcel 
submitted a letter to the Plting Division confirming that none of the adjacent 
parcels are available to purchase by the applicant. The parcel to the west (04% 
013-240) of the subject parcel is developed with a Bed and Breakfast. The letter 
indicated that the real estate broker representing the applicant spoke with the 
agents representing the owners of the parcels to the east (048-013-570) and 
south (048-013-280) of the subject property and that both owners were planning 
to develop their parcels. Staff confirmed that applications for CDPs for new 
single-family dwellings. were submitted to the Planning Division for the parcels 
. . i’ i. . . . . -_.. ‘1 ..-.. c ..I:. .:.:‘the subject property on November 24; 1999, and 
March 4, 1999, respectively. Based on the information provided, staff believes 
that this finding can be made. 

C. The proposed development is as & in conformance with the Zoning 
Regulations currently in effect as is reasonablv possible. 

The proposed single-family residence meets all of the Zoning Regulations 
currently i:1 --.t;: .:: ::- ?":.: of :h: .!P;:.;..:i -n z..! ..::., ::1;:.+ ;-: I: - ‘; 
Regulations recently adopted that replaced the old S-9 regulations applicable to 
the project. The only regulation that the project does not meet is with regard to 
parcel size. As the project meets all of the development requirements of the 
Zoning Regulationsand the property owner has indicated that all attempts to 
acquire adjacent properties have been refbsed,~staff believes that the project is 
as in conformance with all regulations as is reasonably possible. 

d. The estabtfshment, maintenance, and/or conducting of the proposed use 
will not, under the circumstances of,the particular case, be detrimental to 
the public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in the said 
neighborhood. 

staff’-: :c..;T :.I.; -:, ::.- .; :rn !,. ..-: :r .,- 1 :1-~.: i’.- ,‘r-F”cL: ~-~.:-~~.~~~~-- ;‘. . _. .- _ . _ - = 
single-family residence.will not have a negative impact on surrounding 
properties. The proposed structure will be proportioned to the parcel size and 
will be in harmony with local development. Furthermore, the conscientious 
design of the project to meet the FEMA requirements for development in flood 
hazard areas limits the potential damage to the subject property or surrounding 
properties as a result of wave run-up. Staff feels that the development of this 
single-family residence, therefore, will not cause harm to neighboring properties 
and that this finding can be made. 

e. Use permit approval does not constitute a granting of special privifeges. 

The proposed development of a single-family residence on a non-conforming 
parcel will be similar to other single-family residences in the surrounding 

qj 



neighborhood. IJse Permits have been granted to other compatible residences 
on non-conforming parcels located in the general vicinity of the project site. 
Therefore, staff believes that the approval of the use permit would not constitute 
a granting of a special privilege. 

B. REVIEW BY MIDCOAST COiMMUNITY COUNCIL 

On May 29,2002, staff referred tbis project to the Midcoast Community Council @@CCC) 
Planning and Zoning Subcommittee for review and comments. The subcommittee met on 
the proposed project on September 20,2002. Staff received formal comments from the 
Chair of the subcommittee on October 14,2002. Following are the :~-:- --:“:: I.-the 
\::.i;. :-’ ,- .:I-::‘._., :. : Council and staffs response to those comments: 

The committee is unanimously concerned that the size of this parcel does not meet the 
minimum 10,000 sq. ft. lot size for the area. 

As discussed in Section A.3 and A.5 of this report, development of a substandard lot is 
permis~sible in any zoning district, per Section 6133.3.b.l.a of the County Zoning Regula- 
tions, subject to the issuance of a Us~e Permit. 

AU development in this area has a direct impact on the visual resources component of 
the LCP and Zoning Regulations. 

Staffreviewed the project for conformance with all Local Coastal Program (LCP) 
requirements and Design Review criteria for visual quality and found the project to be in 
conformauce .:. 1’. .:I’ ..:>:.i:..i?: ;-:ii:::-. Staff feels that the visual impact of this project 
will be negligible due to existing development in the area and the fact that the project meets 
all height and setback requirements for the zoning district. 

The applicant made the design changes we requested. 

The applicant redesigned the: project at the request of the Planning and Zoning 
Subcommittee. I ; I-.. _. f- ..:r:?:::.:- i:.:.: 1,. ;‘.-.-: j’.: ;<. :I-: .:<-:.y- .-I :..r :I.- .I 7.-b<-:: .- _.I - 
as submitted to the Midcoast Community Council one September 20,2002. - 

This project has not been counted in our build-out numbers and will have long term 
impacts on the community infrastructure includtng traffic, schools and drainage. 

Staff discusses this item in Section A. 1 .e of this report. 

There is a definite imbalance being created by the piecemeal development of the west 
side of the Highway in Miramar. Long Range Planning in this area is and has been 
historically lacking and inconsistent in this area. 

Staff feels that these comments are subjective and should have no bearing on the approval 
of this project. Prior to the LCP amendment of the early 1980s and the change of the 



zoning in the Miramar area to S-9 (10,000 sq. ft. ... ‘:. ::I-: parcel size), the project had 
been zoned S-7 8.‘:’ .: I,. ‘.. ‘r’::‘:-‘. .. I‘ :::’ =::_.. which allowed smaller lots to be 
legally developed in this area, without issuance of Use Permits. Since 1983, the minimum 
parcel size has been 10,000 sq. ft. and the County, as a part of the LCP amendment 
required the merger of contiguous lots in common ownership of less than 10,000 sq. ft. 
There are, however, parcels in the area that remain, which are less than 10,000 sq. ft. As 
previously stated, the subject parcel is a legal parcel and therefore, subject to issuance of a 
Use Permtt can be developed per the County Zoning Regulations. Furthermore, the County 
General Plans designates this area as an urban area and assumes that all lots in the area will 
be developed. Staff finds no reason to deny this project based on a philosophical belief 
regarding development in the area, when the project meets all requirements of the County 
Zoning Regulations, General Plan, and Local Coastal Program. 

c. ENvR0NMlmTAL REVIEW 

This project is exempt t?om environmental review under provision of Section 15303, Class 
3, of the California Environmental Quality Act, regarding construction of a new single- 
family residence in an urban area. 

D. REVIEWING AGENCIES 

1. Department of Public Works 
2. Building Inspection Section 
3. Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District 
4. Mid-Coast Community Council 
5. Coastside County Water Department 
6. Granada Sanitation District 
7. Sonoma State University 
8. Coastal Commission 
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1.0 INTRODLTTION 

1 W&nds Research ,&sociates, Inc. (wIL4) conducted a wetland delineation study to determine 
whether any portions on the vacant lot at ,198 Coronado Avenue in M&mar, Sm~ Mate6 Co&e, 
California (“Study Area”) met the wetland definition utilized by Sti Mateo County in its certified 

0 
Local Coastal Program, which implements the Califomia Coastal Act. The Study Area is located 
on Coronado Avenue in the unincorporated Miramar area of San Mateo County, California (Fi,gxe 
l), southwest of State Route 1 and northeast of Mirada Road. The Study Area is finther~identified .,._ 

II 
as APN 048 013 580 and as Lot 2’1 of Block 7 in the Shore Acres of Half Moon Bay Subdivision. 
It coveti approximately 4,400 sq. ft. (0.1 acre). 

II 
1.1 CO.GTAL ACT .4h?) LOC:AL CO.ASTAL PROGUM DEFINITION 

The Coastal Act defines wetlands as: 

J “Wetland” means lands within the CoastalZone which may be coveredperiodically 
or permanently with shallow wuter ,and include saltwater marshes, freshwater 

a 
marshes, open or closed brackish water marshes, swamps, mudfats,’ and fens. 

(public Resources Code 5 30121) 

!!! The San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (“LCP”), which has bden certified by the Coastal 

il 

Commission to implement the Coastal Act, defines a wetland as: 

The County will: 

Define wetland as an area where the wdter table is at, near, or above the land 
su$ace long enough to bring about the fonnatioh of hydn’c soils or to support the 

9 

growth ofplants’ which normally are-found to grow in water or wet ground. Such 
wetlands can include mudflats (barren qf vegetation), marshes, and Swamps. Such 

a 

es orsaltwater, alongstieams @parian), .:. ,‘~ . ~ . I. n 
ire: (neaz the b,eac atd , ‘.. .I below extreme high water of spring tides). 
mqrginal to lakes, ponds. and manmade impoundments. Wetlands do not ~include 
areas which in normal rainfall years are permanently submerged (streams, lakes, 

! ‘~ 
ponds, and impoundments)~. nor marine or eshran’ne areas below extreme lbw water 
of spring tides, nor vetial[y wet areas where the soils are not hydric. 

fin San Mate0 county, wetlands tJ;pical[v contain the followingplants: cordgrass,, 
pickleweed, ja~umea, frankenia, marsh mint, tule, bullrush. narrow-leaf cattail, 
broadJeaf cattail, pac$c silver-weed, salt rush, and bog rush. To qualify, a wetland 
must contain at least a’5096 cover of some combination of these plants, unless it is 
a mudjat. 

(Section 7;14, San IGteo~County Local Co&al Program, June 1998) 



Figure 1. Location~of Shore Acres Miramar 
1 Study Area 



Soils audvegetation~were examined at locations within the Study Area that had the potential to meet 
the County wetland definition. Prior to conducting field studies, available reference materials were 
reviewed. These included National Wetland Inventory maps (US Fish and Wildlife Service 1985, 
HalfMoon Bay quadrangle) and the Soil Survey of San Mateo Area (US Soil Conservation Service 
1961). 

2.1 WETLMD VJZGETATION 

Plant species were assigned a wetland status according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service list of 
plant species that occur in wetlands (Reed 1996). This wetland plant classification system is based 
on the expected frequency of occurrence of plants in wetlands. 

OBL Obligate; always found in wetlands > 99% frequency 
FACW Facultative wetland, usually found in wetIa.nds .I~ 67-99% 
FAC Facultative, equal in wetlands or non-wetlands 34-66% 
FACU Facultative upland, usually found in non-wetlands l-33% 
LPL/NL Not found in local wetlands <l% 

The plant species listed in the LCP wetland definition are presented in Table 1 along with their US 
Fish and Wildlife Service wetland indicator status (Reed 1996). This list is made up of mostly 
obligate species with two facultative wetland species. It includes most but not all dominant OBL 
and FACW species found in coastal wetlands in San Mateo County. Sedges (e.g. Carex obnupta, 
OBL) and willows (e.g., Salti lucida, OBL and Salix lasiolepis, FACW) are notable omissions to 
this list. Strict adherence to the LCP list and definition could result in some wetland areas 
dominated by OBL and FACW species being determined as uplands. In order to avoid this, we 
considered any OBL or FACW species equivalent to the typical species listed in the LCP wetland 
definition. 

~Vegetation was examined at sampling points to determine whether its composition met the 
requirement contained in Section ‘7.14 of the County LCP. Area1 cover was determined for plant 
species in an area approximately 5 feet in radius. All.identifiable species were recorded; dominants 
were determined as those plants wlhich had greater than 20% cover. Areas with at least 50% cover 
~of any OBL and FACW species :’ _: _ _ _ : i _ i ’ wetland definition. 



~~.~. ..~ 

Table 1. Typical plants found in San -Mate0 County LCP wetlands. ’ 

COiv~fOX NAME ,$xmmcmc iuivE STATL?S ’ 

ikkenia Frankenia salina F‘4Cw+ 

jaumea Jauinea tiamosa OBL 

bog rush Juncus emsus FACW+~ 

salt rush Juncus lesueurii FACW 

marsh mint Men fha pu!e&m OBL 

pacific silverweed Pofenfilla anserina OBL 
pickleweed Salicomia virginica OBL ’ 

tule Scirpus acufus OBL 

bulrush Scirpur marifin~us OBL 

cordgrass Sparfina foliosa OBL 

G-row-leaf cattail Tppha angustifalia OBL 

broadleaf cattail Typha latifo?ia OBL 
’ To qualify, a wetland must contain at least a 50% COW of some combinarion of these plants, 
unless it is a mudtlat.~ 
’ Indicator status taken kom the revised 1996 Wional List of Vascular Plant Species that Occir 
iawdands 

2.2 HYDRIC SOILS 

The Natural Resource Conservation Service defines a hydric soil as: 

“A hydric soil is a soil that formed under conditions of saturation, jlooding, or 
ponding long enough during the growing season to dtielop anaerobic conditions in 
the upperpart. ” 

(Federal ‘Register My 13, 1994, US 
Department of Agriculture, Natural Resource 
Conservation Service.) 

Soils formed over long periods of time under wetland (anaerobic) conditions sometimes possess 
characterktics that indicate that they meet the deiinition of hydric soils. 



According to the Technical Notes issued by the National Tech&al Con&&tee for Hydric Soils 
(NTCHS), the dekition of hydric soils must be met for a soil to be considered hydric: 

Several terms arefrequently used tp descn’be hydric soil delineation. methodology. 
These are: Hydric Soil Definition, Hydn’c Soil Criteria, Hydric Soil Lists, Hydric Soil 
Indicators, and, lastly, hydric soils. According to the deliberations of the National 
Technical Committee for Hydric Soils (NTCHS), each of these terms has a spec$c 
meaning and use. All hydric soils must satisfy requireme+ of the Hydn’c Soil 
Dejkition. Hydric Soil Criteria are used to generate Hydric SoilLists. Hydric Soil 
Lists : :“: : ,.‘.: _* thar have aprobabil&v of being hydric. Hydric $oil 
Indicatoks are priman’ly tio~hological indicators used for$eld idemtijkation of 
hydric soils. Hydric Soil Criteria and HJ:dric Soil Lists areprimarily used as offsite 
assessment tools. A hydric soil is a soil that meets the Hydn’c Soil Definition; 
presence ofone (or more) of the HydricSoilIndicators is evidence that the de@ition 
has been met. 

..a 

NTCHS.Technical Note 1 (1998) 

The relationship between soil saturationandthe anaerobic c&di&ons required to meet the hydric soil 
d&nitionis inconsistent and dependent onmany biological and environmental factors. Soils which 
meet the hydric criteria for saturation may not necessarily meet the anaerobic requirement of the 
hydric soil definition. AIthough hydric soil .criteria 3 and 4 (fiequeqt ponding or flooding) are 
technically approved for use as field indicators, they may not necessarily identify soils which meet 
the anaerobic definition. 

Because it is difficult to determine whether a soil is anaerobic through direct field observations of 
soil morphology, the NTCHS has issued a manual that.provides guidance on the field indicatofi 
(redoximorphic features) that may be qbserved in various soil types for that~soil to be considered 
hydric. The presence of one~(ormore) of the Hydric Soil Indicators (“Field Indicators”) as described 
in the Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United States (Version 4.0, March1998) was used to. 
determine the presence of a hydric soil. However, the absence of a Field Indicator can not be used 
~to determine the absence of a hydric soil. In the field, when Field Indicators are lacking, other 
evidence of anaerobic conditions, including Hydric Criteria 3 or 4, may be used to determine 
whether a hydric soil that meets the Hydric Soil D&&ion is present. 

Iu the field, a shovel~was used to collect soil samples (approximately 18 inches deep). Soil profiles 
were described including ho&on depths, color, redoximorphic features, texture, and structure and 
evaluated forredoximorphic features as described by the NTCHS (1998). Soil color _‘_. . ..! 
using a Munsell soil color chart (Gretag Macbeth, 2000). 

3.0 STUDY AREA DESCRIPTION 

The 4,400 sq. ft. (0.1 acre) Study -4rea is in unincorporated Miramar, San Mateo County, at 
approximately 20 feet in elevation (NGVD). It is located within the Shore Acres of HalfMoon Bay 
subdivision, which is partially developed, and contains scatteredresidences throughout. Topography 
of~the area is mostly flat and sloped to the northwest. Portions of the Study Area and all adjacent 
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parce ls  con ta in  fillm a ter ia l  th a t has  ra ised th e  sur face e leva tio n  a n d  a l tered sur face d ra inage  p a tte rns . 
C o r o n a d o  A v e n u e  a n d  severa l  nea rby  res idences  have  b e e n  cons tructed o n  fill m a terial .  T h e  
ad jacen t vacan t lot 2 0  a n d  lots 9  a n d  1 0 , wh ich  a re  cu r ren tly unde r  cons truction, a lso  con ta in  fill 
m a ter ia l  wh ich  has  ra ised the i r  e leva tio r rabove  th a t o f th e  S tudy  A rea  ( S e e  A p p e n d i x  A  fo r  lot 
locat ions).  The re  is a  ra ised b e r m  a long  th e  sou thwes t p rope r ty bounda ry  a n d  a  p a tch o f h igher  
g r o u n d  in  th e  no r th  c o m e r  o f th e  S tudy  A rea . A  u tility r ight-of -way a n d  C o r o n a d o  A v e n u e  front th e  
S tudy  A rea  to  th e  no r thwes t. Seve ra l  vacan t lots a re  p resen t o n  th e  oppos i te  s ide  o f C o r o n a d o ; s o m e  
; .‘,.-..:’ ‘.:.:.:-ey :. ‘i-y . .._  i:’ ,.’ -I:- b e y o n d  these . Th ree  add i tiona l  vactit lots ( lots 2 0 : ~ .‘~  
18 )  to  th e  no r theas t o f th e  S tudy  A rea  sepa ra te  it f rom  a  res idence  a t th e  e n d  o f C o r o n a d o  A v e n u e : 
A d d i tiona l  res iden tia l  d e v e l o p m e n t is p resen t to  th e  eas t. T h e  lots’ad jacen t to  th e  sou theas t a re  . 

cu r ren tly unde r  cons truct ion ( lots 9  6 2  10 ) . A  h o tel / restaurant  wh ich  over looks  th e  P a & c  O cean  
bo rde rs  th e  S tudy  A rea  to  th e  sou thwes t. 

3 .1  P IM a  c o M M L m m E s  

T h e  S tudy  iLea  a n d  ad jacen t p rope r ties  con ta in  pr imar i ly  n o n - n a tive g rasses  such  as  Ita l ian  ryegrass  
(Lo l tum m u ltifo r u m - F A C ) , a n d  w e e d y  o r  rudera l  he rbaceous  p lan t spec ies  inc lud ing  brist ly ox-  
to n g u e  (Picr is  ech io ides -FAC)  a n d  burc lover  (~ Q Ied icugopo lymo lpha -FACU) . S o m e  w e tla n d  p lan t 
spec ies  we re  obse rved  in  ad jacen t lots. N o  shrubs  o r  t rees we re  obse rved  o u tside those  insta l led as  
res iden tia l  l andscap ing . 

T h e  S tudy  A rea  a n d  i m m e d i a te ly  ad jacen t L o t 2 0  we re  vege ta te d  by  n o n - n a tive g rasses  a n d  rudera l  
he rbs . L o ts 1 9  a n d  1 8  con ta ined  m a n y  o f th e  s a m e  p lan ts; b u t add i tiona l  spec ies  n o t p resen t in  th e  
S tudy  A rea  we re  a lso  obse rved . A  la rge  p a tch o f Cal i forn ia b lackber ry  (Rubus  urs inus,  F A C + )  was  
obse rved  in  th e  cen tral po r tio n  o f L o t 1 9 . T w o  w e tla n d  p lan t spec ies  we re  a lso  obse rved . Cur ly  
dock  ( R u m a x  cr ispus, F A C W - )  was  obse rved  across th e  back  ( S E )  po r tio n  o fb o th  lots, a n d  b o g  rush  
( h a m s  e & % sus, F A C W + )  was  obse rved  in  th e  front @ T V )  po r tio n  o f L o t 1 8  a n d  th e ~ n o r th  c o m e r ~ o f 
L o t 1 9 . A lth o u g h  w e tla n d  p lan ts we re  p resen t, b o th  lots 1 9  a n d  1 8  a p p e a r e d  to  b e  d o m i n a te d  by  a  
n o n - w e tla n d  species,  brist ly ox to n g u e . 

3 .2  S O IL S  

T h e  S tudy  A rea  is o u tside th e  lim it o f d e ta i led  soi l  survey conduc te d  fo r  th e  S o il Su rvey , S a n  M a te o  
A rea  ( U S D .4  1961 ) . Howeve r , two soi l’types we re  m a p p e d  in  nea rby  coas ta l  te r race  a reas  a n d ~ a r e  
l ikely to  b e  p resen t wi th in th e  S tudy  A rea . 

. D e & o n  c lay l o a m , near ly  level  @ C A )  

. D e & o n  l o a m , near ly  level  ( D m A )  

T h e  D e & o n  ser ies consists o f near ly  level  to  s loping,  dark-co lored,  m o d e r a te ly  wel l  d ra ined  to  
impe r fec tly d ra ined  soi ls o n  low te r races  wh ich  occur  a long  th e  coas t no r th  o f Ha l fM o o n  B a y . ‘D ie  
sur face hor izon  in  th e  non-hydr ic  D e & o n  ser ies is a  low va lue  a n d  c h r o m a , b lack (1  O Y R  2 /l) l o a m  
to  c lay l o a m . D c A  is th e  m o s t ex tens ive  soi l  o fth e  se r ies ;DmA is sim i lar excep t th a t th e  u p p e r m o s t 
3  to  3 0  inches  is l o a m . 

TheF ie ldO fficeO fficialList o fHydr icS o ilM a p U n i tsofS a n M a te o A r e a , Ca l .ifo rn ia (Loca lHydr ic  



Soil List) (USDA, Soil Conservation Service 1992) indicates that none of the component soil phases 
of the two Denison mapping units are classified as hydric soils because they fail to meet the Criteria 
for Hydric Soils (NTCHS 1991). ~ 

The List also identifies any named ore unnamed hydric soil inclusions which may occur in a soil 

1 mapping unit. Inclusions are soil components ~of minor extent which usually can only be located 
by on-site investigation. ~No hydric inclusions are listed for either of the two mapping units. 

! 
On-site investigation of soil profile characteristics is necessary to determine if soils within a site 
have profile characteristics similar to those of the site’s soil mapping unit components or listed 
hydric and non-hydric inclusions. Cm-site investigation of soil profile characteristics was conducted 

I 
by WE4 aspart of this Wetland Delineation Study. 

It was noted during the site visit that the Study Area and adjacent lots all appeared to have been filled 

1 
in the past. Therefore, descriptions of mapped soil types may not be applicable. 

~.~~HYDROLOGY 

! 
~~. 

The principal apparent hydrologic sources for the Study Area are direct precipitation and surface 

1 

runoff from north and east of the Study Area. Groundwater inputs are likely insignificant given the 
clay loam soils. 

1 
Themostrecent U.S. Fishand Wildlife Service (USFWS)wetlandinventorymap forthe Study Area 
was completed in 1985 (HalfMoon Bay Quadrangle 1985). The map indicates that the Study Area 
is @ imarily represented by upland areas. IHowever, n-etland inventory maps prepared by USFWS 

! 
are for habitat purposes and are not considered to be jurisdictional determinations because they are 

‘developed f?om large scale aerial photographs and are not sufficiently accurate for delineation. 

I 
On the 23d of January, 2003, shallow surface ponding was observed in lots 18 and 19; this ponded 
water was exiting through a small swale in the northwest comer of Lot 19 and flowing towards the 
ocean through the right-of-way between the lots and Coronado Avenue. Lot 20 had no ponded 
water. Trenches dug in Lots 9 and. 10,~ (currently under construction) were full of water and were 
observed to be discharging water onio the Study Area. 
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4.0 RESTJLTS 

Vegetation within the Study Area did not meet the San Mateo County LCP wetland vegetation 
definition. The majority of the Study Area(charactetied by sample point 1) was dominated by two 
plant species, Italianryegrass (FAC) and bristly oxtongue (FAC). Other species observedincluded 
burclover (FACU), birds-foot ‘:. : . i .’ .. . . .! : (‘~I. . . 1: .’ n_ i.~ (PACW-), slender wild 
oats (Avena bar&utHPL), wild radish (Raphams sativa-UPL), scarlet~ pimpernel (Anagallis 
arveasis-EAC), Bermuda buttercup. I~‘!,: :.. . per-cqqe-LlPL),~ cut-leaf plantain (Plantego 
coronopus-FAC), prickly lettuce (Lnctuca serriolu-FAC), crane’s bill geranium (Geranium molle- 

~UPL), mallow (Mnlvu sp.) and vetch (ficia sp.). 

. 
‘. ::. _ j_._.-;i,- : _.: :‘.; x ‘:: Area (characterized by sample point 2) was dominated by a single 

species, Italian ryegrass (FAC); sub-dominants included birds-foot trefoil (PAC), California aster 
(Aster chiZemis-FAC), curly dock (FACW-) and bristly oxtongue (FAC). Curly dock.pACW-) was 
the only wetland plant species observed witbin the .Study Area; it hacless than 10 percent cover at 
both sample points and through out the Study Area 

Data sheets &om sample points are providedin Appendix B. 

No hydric soils were observed in the Study Area. Soils in most of the Study Area were gravelly till 
material overlying native Denison soil (sample point 1). Fill soils were very dark gray (1 OYR 2/l 5) 
and variable in texture reflecting several source of fill material. Asphalt, nails and other debris were 
--- _: ___. ._ . . -‘. L..- ___ ._._ .;i.. :.-2 _~;:z\:::I:r.-~~.1:- ::;:‘L:zi ‘.‘.CC .- -__ . -- -; -- - ’ ‘t I:? 16 inches ofthe surface. Soil was 
moist but not saturated. This morphology does not meet any of the hydric so3 Field Indicators or 
the hydric soil detition. 

Soils in the unfilled portion of the Study Area were black (1OYR 2/l) clay loam with no 
redoximorphic features were observed within 18 inches of the surface (sample point 2). Soil below 
1 inch was moist but not satu$ed. The surface (A) horizon appearred to be at least 18 inches thick, 
no increase in clay with depththat would restrict infiltration and promote saturation and reduction 
was observed. ~This soil appeared to be the non-hydric Den&on clay loam, nearly level soil that is~ 
mapped in the vicinity. The non-hydric De&on loam, has a low value, low chroma, black (IOYR 
2/l) surface horizon ~without redoximorphic features as a result of accumulation of organic matter 
under upland grassland vegetation (USDA 1961). ‘lhe De&on loam and clay loam nearly level 
mapping units are not listed as a hydric soil on the Local Hydric Soil List. Lack of saturation 
indicates that this not a hydric soil, considering the much above normal rainfall in December and the 
r&fall in the days prior to the site visit. Unsaturated soils can not be reduced and therefore cannot 
meet the hydric soil definition. 

Wetland hydrology was not observed within the Study Area. Rainfall occurred orrthe Study Area 
on each of three’days prior to the site visit totaling approximately 0.3 inches. Surface water was 
present in the rear portion of the Study Area on January 23ti, 2003. The low area appeared to have 
been artificially created by surrounding fill (berm along SW boundary, dirt pile in NE comer, and 
fill on Lots 20,9 and 10). The till blocks natural drainage patterns through the site and causes 
temporary ponding; however, the area does not remain wet long enough to support a wetland plant 

I .fib 



:c;’ ~.E..~ 
commtity. During the site visit, water was being discharged onto the Study Area tirn the adjacent 
construction site. This artificial water sotice will~likely cease.once construction is completed and 

! 
water from the adjacent property is redirected to the neighborhood storm water system. Sbil was 
saturated only in the top 1 to 1.5 inches ofthe profile (sample point 2) and did not extend into the 
primary rooting zone ‘for plants indicating temporaryperched water. Given the unsaturated and 
permeable soils in the area, this is a temporary condition primarily resulting from recent~rain and then 
increased runoffdue to construction activity on adjacent lots. 

I 5.0 CONCLUSION 

No pote@ial San lMateo County LCP wetland areas were identified with& the Study Area. Most of 
.the site was determined to be previously filleduplandvegetated by ion-native facultative andupltid 
species. A slightly lower area in the back (SE) portion of the Study Area had obse?able surficial 
ponding;bowever,tbisareawasnotdeterminedto beawetlanddue to itslackofwetlandvegetation, 
absence ofhydric soils,~ and temporary hydrologic conditions. 

6.0 REFERENCES 

! California Coastal Commission. 1994. Procedural guidance for the reyiew of wetland projects in 
Califomia’s Coastal Zone. 

I Department of Apriculture. 1998. Field Indicators of Hydric Soils in the United States. National 
: - , I’ ‘. ‘. ‘. __ ,..: 1;: :. ~ ,. National Resources Consexvation Service. 30 pp. 

Dep&ent of Agriculture. 1994. Detition of Hydric Soils. National Technical Committee for 
Hydric Soils.~ National Resources Conservation Service. 

Gretag Macbeth. 2000. Munsell Soil Color Charts. New Windsor, NY. 

HalfMoon Bay, City of. 1993. Local Coastal Program/ Land Use Plan. 

I Reed, P.B., 1’ a-. Draft Revision in 1996. National list of plant species that occur in wetlands: 
California (Region 10). U.S. Fish Andy Wil~fe’Service Biological. Report 88 (26.10). ~135 pp. 

County. June 1998. Local Coastal Program. 

I 
US Fish and Wildlife Service. 1985. National wetland inventory map. HalfMoon Bay quadrangle. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Corvallis, OR. 

USDA, Soil Conservation Servic.e. 1961. Soil Survey of San Mateo Area. In cooperationwith the 
University of California Agricultural Experiment Station. 

! USDA, Soil Conservation Service. 1992. Field~Office Official List of Hydric Soil Map Units of 
San Mateo Atea, California. USDA, Soil Conservation Service. Davis, Calif. 



Appendix A 

Lqcation of Sample Points witKin the Shore Acres Miramar Study Area 
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Appendix B 

Sample Point Data Sheets 



Project Site: Shore Acres Miramar, Lot 21 
County: San Mateo 
Applicant/Owner: David Hodge 

WRA Investigator(s): Phil Greer, Crystal Levine 
Habitat: upland 
Plot ID: Sample Point 1 

r . . 

Date: 23-Jan-03 

Dominant 
Plant Soecies 

Indicator Indicator 
Status Sub-dominant Status 

% Cover (199s Ust) Plant Soecies Oh Cover (1996 Us0 

Lolium multiflorum 80 FAC Picris echioides 7.5 FAC 

Medicago polymorpha 5 1 FACU 

Rumex crispus 2.5 FACW- 

Oxalis pes-caprae 1 UPL 

Geranium molle 1 UPL 

Lactuca serriola 1 FAC 

Vicia sp. I 

I Malva sp. 1 

Percent cover by FACW and/or OBL wetland plant species: 2.5% 
Sample plot dominated by wetland plant vegetation (250%)? NO 

Comments: Vegetation was composed entirely of non-native species reflecting disturbed conditions. 



~Projkt Sit& Shoie Acres Miramar, Lot 21 
County: San Mateo 
ApplicantlOwner: David Hodge 

WRA Investigator(s): Phil Greet, Crystal Levi& 
Habitat: upland 
Plot ID: Sample Point 1 

Date: 23-Jan-03 

SOILS 

Map Unit Name: Denison loam, nearly level/ Denison clay loam, nearly level 
Drainage Class: Well drained Mapped Type Confirmed? NO 

,otile Descriotion 

Depth 
(inches) Horizon 

O-20 None 

Matrix Color Mottle Colors 
(Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) 

1 OYR 211.5 None 

Mottle 
Abundance/Contrast 

None 

texture 

Gravelly fill 

Comments: Gravelly fill material, contained concrete, nails, asphalt, sandstone, granite and soil. No 
horizon development. No redoximorphic features were observed.. 

HVDROLOGY 

Depth of Ponded Surface Water: None 
Depth to Saturated Soil: None 

Comments: No observed hydrology. Area of higher ground. 

WETLAND DETERMINATION 

No wetland parameters present. 



Project Site: Shore Acres Miramar, Lot 21 
County: San Mateo 
Applicant/Owner: David Hodge 

WRA Investigator(s): Phil Greer. Crystal Levine 
Habitat: lowland 
Plot ID;. Sample Point 2 

VEGETATION 

Date: 23-Jan-03 

Indicator Indicator 
Status Subdominant status 

% Cover Usss ust) Plant Soecies % cover (1996 w 

Lolium multiflorum 70 FAC Lotus comiculatus 

Aster chilensis 

Rumex crispus 

Picris echioides 

10 FAC 

IO - FAC 

5 FACW- 

5 FAC 

Percent cover by FACW and/or OSL wetland plant species: 5% 
Sample plot dominated by wetland plant vegetation @O%)? NO 

Comments: Vegetation was composed of non-native species ~except for Aster chilensis,, reflecting 
disturbed conditions. 



Project Site: Shore Acres Miramar, Lot 21 
County: San Mateo 
Applicant/Owner: David Hodge 

WRA Investigator(s): Phil Greer, Crystal Levine Date: 23-Jan-03 
Habitat: lowland 
Plot ID: Sample Point 2 

SOILS 

Map Unit Name: Denison~loam, nearly level/ Denison clay loam, nearly level 
Drainage Class: Well drained Mapped Tj;pe Confirmed? YES 

Depth Matrix Color Mottle Colors Mottle I 
WhG?S) Horizon (Munsell Moist) (Munsell Moist) Abundance/Contrast Texture 

o-1 0 A lOYR211 None’ None Clay loam 

Comments: No redoximorphic features were observed. 

HYDROLOGY 

Depth of Ponded Surface Water: 1-2 (inches) 
Depth to Saturated Soil: None (inches) 

Comments: Shallow ponding observed. Area at slightty lower elevation as a result ofgil deposited in. 
surrounding areas. Soil was saturated in top 1 to 1.5 inches of the profile. Soil was only moist below 
indicating that observed surface water was not saturating into the primaty rooting zone. Water is being 
discharged onto the Study Area by adjacent construction. Lack of saturation below indicates this is a 
temporary condition. The plot does not have an apparent long-term source of hydrology. 

WETLAND DETERMINATION 

No wetland parameters present. 
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LTTRODUCTION 

This report presents the results of a delineation by LSA Associates, Inc. (LSA) of the potential extent 
of wetlands on the Da Rosa property (APN 048-013-570) in unincorporated San Mateo County, near 
the community of Miramar. This repon is intended to determine whether any areas on the Da Rosa 
property met the wetland definition utilized~ by the County of San Ma?eo (the County) in its certified 
Local Coastal Program (LCP), which impiements the California Coastal .4ct (CCA). 

On January 14,2002, the Coastal Commission requested additional information on the potential 
impacts of the proposed development to environmentally sensitive habitat area, including, but not 
limited to, habitat for the SanFrancisco garter snake or California red-legged frog. Information was 
also requested for a wetland delineation identifying any wetlands as defined by the San Mate0 
County LCP on or adjacent to the site: This report is intended to address these issues. 

PROJ-ECT SITE DESCRIPTION 

The project site is located in unincorporated San Mate0 County on the coast north &Half Moon Bay, 
California, a few blocks north of the townlimit of the community of Miramar (Figure 1). The Da 
Rosa property faces onto Coronado Avenue, uithin one block of the Pacific Ocean. The Miramar 
restaurant is on the north side of Coronado .4venue, just northwest of the sites and the Mimmar Beach 
Hotel is immediately to the west. It lies at an elevation of approximately 20 feet NGVD. Figure 2 
illustrates the location of the property in relation to local streets and to the comnumity of~Miramar. 

The property is a vacant lot, 40 feet wide and 100 feet deep, in a existing residential and commercial 
neighborhood. The lot is one of several vacant lots in the neighborhood. There are several existing 
residences to the southeast along Cortez Avenue. Houses were being constructed on two nearby lots 
at the time of the assessment. One residence was under construction to the east on Coronado Avenue 
and one to the south along Cortez Avenue., contiguous with then Da Rosa parcel 

Vegetation 

Nomenclature used in th& report follows that of The Jepkv~ Manual: Higher Plants of California 
(Hickman 1993). 

The lot supports ~a relatively’homogeneous mix of ruderal plants that are periodically mown. In the 

past the site may also have been disctd for weed abatement. Dominant plant species on the site 
include bristly ox-tongue (Picris echioides), common vetch (Vicia sativa), and ripgut brome (Brooms 
diandrus). Associated species includeItalian ryegrass (Lolium multzflcx-um), wild oats (Avenafatua), 
fennel (‘Foeniculum vurgarej, fumitory (Fumaria oficinaIti), Bermuda buttercup (OxaIispes- 
caprae), poison hemlock (Ccnium tiraculatum), Harding grass (Phalarg aquatica), California 
blackberry (Rubus ursinus), wild radish (Raphanus rqtiva), and annual fescue (K&a sps.). 
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Tine first ten fe:t of the property adjacent to Coronado Avenue are nearly bare of vegetation, 
apparently due to compaction; disturbance, and infertile surface material resulting from recent 
widening construction on Coronado Avenue The road edge may have also been sprayed with a pre- 
emergent herbicide. 

SOiIS 

The Natural~Resource Conservation Set-Vice (formerly the Soil Conservation Service, SCS) has not 
published detailed soil maps ofthe Miramar area of San Mateo County, but based on soil survey 
maps of nearby areas, the hkely local soil types can be determined. Soil Survey maps exist for El 
Granada, just to the north of the project site, and areas just to the south of the project site, between 
Miramar and Half Moon Bay (SCS, 1961). ~Soils along the coast, but interior to the beach, in these 
areas are nearly level Detiison clay loams and Denison loams (SCS 1961)~. : 

Denison series’soils are “dark-c:oiored, moderately well drained to imperfectly drained soils on low 
terraces” that formed from granitic allnvinm under grassy vegetation (SCS 1961, pg. 49). The black 
surface soil is~dightly to moderately acidic. The black sub-surface soil displays a prismatic structure 
that is heavy and extremely hard when dry. It is neutral to slightly acidic and may be mottled ins the 
subsoil, The phase of Denison clay loam associated with nearly level terrain has high water-holding 
capacity and very slow runoff, with slightly: to nonexistent erosion hazard. Denison most commonly 
occurs on level terrain in San Mateo.County. Denison loam is similar: but &upper 3 to 30 inches is 
loam. Some coarser material may be deposited in bigher areas. Denison loam also has a high water 
holding capacity and ” _ -. is moderate in *he surface soil and moderately slow to slow in 
~@e subsoil” (SCS 1961, pg. 49). -t 

Appendix A provides ~a copy of~the SCS soil map and series d&iption. 

Hydrology 
The property is nearly level with many hummocks created by the deposition of fill. Water can 
drain off the property in almost any direction, as the property is slightly elevated above the adjacent 
lots. A very slight slope ieading down to Coronado Avenue was apparent, and anqther slope along 
the northeast side of the property leads down to the adjacent parcel. Sources of water are direct 
rainfall, runoff from Coronado Avenue: and, for liited areas along the property boundary, runoff 
from adjacent parcels. 

There are no stmams on or adjacent to the lot. To natural creeks or drainages are present in the 
vicinity of the properly. The Arroyo de en ..::1. :; :.;:Y::.-Y :--.:I !>OO feet south of the parcel and 
an unnamed drainage is 500 to 600 feet north of the property. 

REGULATORY BACKGROLND 

California Coastal Act 
The California Coastal Act created the California Coastal Commission, which regulates developmen: 
alon- *o coast, c ” I!. -:&Gi.!:,:- i” .:: . .._... “‘,:,;’ :-. . . . . . . I . c i - c _ _,. ._,._. ;.::L’-,.k 1%. t!:.:;‘::: ;.-I: I...:.:ji:j.!> :::: .::.:i:.y.: ‘,..:.!:I: 



of the coast, the Coastal Commission is also charged with wetland preservation. Regional regulation 
is implemented by Local Coastal Programs (LCP). 

The San Mateo County LCP defines wetlands as areas “where the water table is at, near, or above the 
.land surface long enough to bring about the formation ofhydric soils, or to support the growth of 
plants w’hich are normally found to ‘grow in water or wet ground” (San Mateo County 1998, section 
7.14).~ In other words, the County LCP has twc requirements for a wetland: 1) wetland hydrology 
sufficient to 2) form hydric soils or support the growth of hydrophydc vegetation. 

The San Mate0 County LCP also states: 

In San Mate0 C&mty. wetlands typically contain the followingplants:~cordgrass, 
pickleweed, jaumea, frankenia, marsh mint, tale; buirush, narrow-leaf cattail, ~&road-leaf 
ca.!tail, pacific [sic] silvenveed, salt rush. and bog rush. To qua&, a wetland must contain 
at least 50% of some combination of these plants, unless it is a mudflnt. 

This condition appears to limit wetlands under the County LCP definition to areas supporting at leas: 
50 percent of some of the listed plants. The lisied plants are all typically wetlands 
+&have semi-permanently to permanently flooded or saturated conditions. These areas are 
commonly recognized as marshes and bogs. The first four listed plants and salt rush are typical salt 
marsh plants associated with tidal and~other estuarine marshes and coastal strand. habitats. Tule and 
narrov&leaf cattail are the typical emergent vegetauon associated with perennial marshes and ponds; 
~Pacific Silverweed:and bog rush are also typically associated withbogs, along the borders of lagoons, 
or springs/seeps. 

The Coastal Commission staff, however, has skted in the past that they do not consider this 
restrictive interpretation to be consistent with the Coastal Act requirements and view the list of plank 
ai examples of the types ofplants (i.e., hydrophytic plants) that canoccur in wetlands. 

“,., .-_-...; .- ,_^,i”_. i  



METHODS 

WETLAN~~JIjENTIFIC.TION METHODOLOGY 

While the San Mateo County LCP defines the criteria for wetlands, it does not provide procedures or 
technical criteria for defining wetland boundaries. Califomia Coasral Commission (1984) standards 
also do not define detailed procedures or technicai criteria for wetland boundary assessments. 

‘. Therefore, field investigations of potential wetlands occurring on the project site were conducted 
using the routine determination method given in the Coips of Engineers Wetlands @?lineation 
~Vunu~l (Environmental Laboratory 1987). This method~establishes specific sample sites within 
suspected wetlands that are then examined for hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and wetland 
hydrology. The Manual also defines wetland criteria for each elements using applicable sources of 
information. These technical criteria are summarized below. 

Data obtained through these field procedures was then used to determine the presence of and 
boundary lines between a wetland and an adjacent upland using the LCP definition. 

Technical .Criteria 
The LCP addresses three technical criteria toassess the presence.of wetlands. These criteria are 
adequate hydrology (a mandatory element) that results in the formatiou ofhydric soils or supports the 
presence of wetland vegetation (ones of then V.VO criteria must be met). 

Vegetation Criterion. Hydrophytic species typically have morphological, physiological,~ and/or 
reproductive adaptation(s) which allow; the plants to grow, effectively compete, reproduce, and’or 
persist in anaerobic soil~conditions. Tne FWS National Wetland Inventory has developed indicator 
status categories to define hydrophytic species (Reed 1987). The categories are based on the 
estimated probability that plantswould or would not occur in wetlands. These categories are listed 
below: 

Obligate Wetland IOBL.). Occur almost always (estimated probability >99%) under natural 
conditions in wetlands. 

Facultative Wetland (PAm. Usually occur in wetlands (estimated probability 67% to 
99%), but occasionally found in nonwetlands. 

Facultative (FAC). Equally likely to occur in wetlands or nonwetlands (estimated 
probability34% to 66%). 

Facultative Uuland (FACU). Usually occur in nonwetlands (estimated probability 67% to 
99%), but occasionally found in wetlands (estimated probability 67% to 99%). 72 



Oblieate Wand (UPL). Occurs almost always (estimated probability >99%) under natural 
conditions in nonwetlands 

Plant species occurring in the obligate or facultative wetland categories represent species which 
wouldnormally be fouud~in wetlands (i.e., hydrophytic species) and in most wetlands comprise the 
dominant character of the community. Facultarive species have about an equal opportunity of being 
found in wetlands as in uplands The term facultative in biological considerations means the ability 
to grow in other than normal conditions. Facuhative species, because they can grow and be found in 
wetlands, are considered as positive indicators of wetland conditions. Facultative species, however, 
are a poor character to define upland/wetland boundaries orthe presence of wetlands in the absence 
of other evidence such as hydric soils or ~wetland hydrology because of their broad tolerance and 
adaptablhty to a variety of conditions. Facultative species are probably better classified as 
mesophytic species rather than true hydrophylic species. Incooler and moister coastal areas in 
particular, facultative species oftencomprise the dominant species in upland.areas: Facultative 
upland and upland plants are rarely present in wetlands and are not considered to be indicators of 
~wetland conditions. 

For this assessment, a dominance of plants in the ob!igate and facultative’wetland categories as 
defined by Reed (1987):were generally considered to be positive indicators of wetlands. Facuhative 
species were ~identified as wetland plants if~hydric soils or wetland hydrology was present. 

Soil Criterion. Hydric soils amdefined bye criteria set forth by the National Tec’hnical Committee 
for Hydric Soils (SCS and NTCHS 1991). These criteria are based on the depth and duration of soil 
saturation. A hydric soil is a soil that is saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the 
growing season to develop anaerobic conditiops in the upper part. 

The follokrg criteria reflect those soils that meet this definition: 

1. All Histosols except Folists, ore 

2. Soils in .4quic suborder; Aquic subgroups, Albolis suborder, Salorthids great group, Pell 
.great groups of Vertisols, Pachic subgroups, or Qmulic subgroups that are: 

a. Somewhat poorly drained and have a kequently occurring water table at less than 0.5 foot 
(ft) from the surface for a significant period (usually~ more than 2 weeks) during the growing 
season, or 

b. poorly drained or very poorly drained and .have either: 

(1) a frequently occurring water table at less than 0.5 ft from the surface for a 
significant period (usually more than 2 weeks) during the growing season if textures 
are coarse sand, sand, or fine sand in all layers within 20 inches (in), or for other 
soils 

(2) a frequently occurring water table at less than 1.0 ft t?om the surface for a 
significant period (usuaIly more than 2 weeks) during the growing seasoirif 
permeability is equal to or greater than 6.0 i&orison (h) in all layers within 20 in, or 7~ 2 

7 



(3) a frequently occurring water table at less than 1.5 ft from the surface for a 
significant period (usually more than 2 weeks) during the growing season if 
permeability is less than 6.0 in% in any layer within20 in, or 

3. Soils that are frequently ponded for a’long durarion (7 days to one month for a single eventj 
or very long duration (greater than 1 month for a single event) during the growing season, or 

4. Soils that are frequently flooded for a long duration (7 ~days to one month for a single event) 
or very long duration (greater than 1 month for a single event) during the growing season. 

Hydric~ soils are commonly identified in the field by using indicators of persistently saturated soil, 
technically known as redoximorphic features. These ~features are caused by anaerobic; reduced soil 
conditions that are brought about by prolonged soil saturation. The most common redoximorphic 
features are distinguished by soil color, which is strongly influenced by the frequency and duration of 
soil saturation. .Hydric soils tend to have dark (low chromz) colors which are often accompanied by 
reddishmoffles (iron mottles), reddish stains on’root chan?els (oxidized rhizospheres), or grey colors 
(gleying). 

Common indirect field characteristics of hydric soils identified in the Corps Manual and CCC 

: : 
guidance~(l994) are 1) a chroma of 2 or 1.zc.i y>tb !r!~~:;:in~ zr:e 2) a~chroma of 1 or less without 
mottling. 

Soil cbroma is a measure ofthebrightness of a soil color. Low chroma soils, particularly dark brown 
and black soils, tend to have high organic maw contents. High organic matter is often a 
characteristic of wetlands, but is also common in non-wetland or upland comnnmr ‘ties such as 
grasslands. Chroma and mottling~can also be reflective of historic soil development under aquic 
conditions and may be relic characteristics, lasting perhaps hundreds of years. Soils formed in 
alluvial and marine environments often exhibit such visual characteristics. Therefore, while chroma 
and mottling are useful field characteristics, they do not provide absolute evidence of active hydric 
soils in ~areas where naturd~ conditions have been altered or where the soils may have developed 
under aquic conditions. 

The native soils in the Miramar area are naturally very dark, thus low soil cbroma was~not considered 
a strong hydric indicator for purposes of this study. Soils were identified as hydric~if accompanied 
by stronger, consistent hydric indicators ‘such as mottling, rhizospheres, or gleying. 

Hydrology Criterion. Wetland hydrology ‘: :- i: :’ :: r-r:: where the presence of water has an 
overriding influence on characteristics of vegetation and soils due to anaerobic and reducing 
conditions, respectively (Corps 1987). Cowardin et al. (1979) desmibes several water re_eime 
modifiers to describe wetland and deepwater habitats. For nontidal, palustrine wetlands such as 
occur on the site, the modifiers range from permanently flooded to temporarily flooded, 

‘. mternnttently &r&G and :.r:l% i-1:;. flooded. However, the FWS classification system does not 
provide specific technical guidance to defm- each modifier. 

The Corps Manual (1987) defines a similar suite of hydrologic zones for the purposes of defining 
wetland hydrology. These hydrologic zones are based on the duration of inundation and/or soil 
saturation during the growing season. The Corps Manual considers areas experiencing a duration of 
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continuous soil saturation or inundation greater than 12.5 percent of the growing season to have 
wetland hydrology. Areas with between 5 and 12.5 percent of the growing season (irreguiarly 
inundated or saturated) can be either wetlands oruplands. Areas with less than 5 percent are not 
wetlands. 

The growing season is essentially year-round in coastal California regions ~such as the San Mateo 
coast. The percent figures above translate to a minimum of456 days of continuous saturation or 
inundation to positively be a wetland. Irregularly inundated or saturated conditions range from 
approximately 18 days to 45 days. Thus, areas with a minimum of 18 days of continual saturation or 
inundation can be wetlands, but are not necessarily. 

T+cause it is often impracticable to directly measure inundation duration periods, Corps procedures 
defme a number of indicators which can bevsed to assess wetland hydrology. These indicators 
include recorded data such as stream gages and, : _ : used,~field indicators such as visual 
obsarvation of soil saturation, watermarks, drift linesz ~matted vegetation, sediment deposits, and 
drainage patterns. Technical guidance also considers the effects of atypical or abnormal rainfall in 
assessing the presence of wetland hydrolo,?. Field observations ofthe~presence of indicators (or 
lack there of) may need to be tempered or considered in relation to the presence of unusual rainfall 
patterns (i.e., above normal or below normal). 

.Field Methodology 

An initial site assessment was conducted on March 6,2002. -4 second assessment was conducted on 
Mamh 27,2002 by a LSA staff soil scientist apd a botanist to collect field data. Over an inch of 
precipitation had fallen in the area during the week prior to the March 27” survey and over 3.8 inches 

‘. i” :n :iE ;xvioc; n?m!h (l:ni:c:.-it\’ 0: C’?..::r?r;;iii :V(i! :. , The long term (1948 through 2001) average 
rainfall for the month of March is 3.94 inches, 

Potential wetlands~were identified by the presence of basins, ditches, or other depressed topographic 
features: supRressed vegetation,.or the presence of hydrophytic vegetation. Sample sites were 
established at points with vegetation representative of . . . wheie 
a particular sample site exhibited wetland characteristics, additional samples sites were established as 
necessary to determine the location of the wetland boundary. LSA established three sample sites 
within the study area. Field data sheets for . . .’ __. B, and their location 
are shown on the attached delineation map (Figure 3). 

Data was only collected on the Da Rosa parcel; The potential presence of~offsite wetlands was 
visually assessed from the Da Rosa pamel or Tom public roads. 

ENVIRONKE~TALLY SENSITIVE E4BITa4T AREAS 

The potential for environmentally sensitive habitat areas (ESHAs), including endangered species 
habitat, to occur on or adjacent to the property was evaluated based on visual assessment of the 
habitats on and adjacent to the uroper?y. review of existing available information (i.e., California 
Natural Diversity Data Base: :’ : ‘.:::..z.. :..-: i-r.--:: 1 ~I:::. PIP Associates 1998]), and LSA~‘S 
generally familiarity with the resources in western San Mateo County. 





As previously described, ~the lot supports a relatively homogenneous mix of ruderal plants that are 
periodically mown. Dominant plant species on the site include bristly ox-tongue (Picris I’:..-~;;:. , 
FAC), common vetch (Vicia s&vu, LI’L), and ripgut brome (Bromus diandnts, UPL). 

Three samples sites were established on the lot in areas where wetland-adapted plant species seemed 
particularly numerous. One sample site (SS Xl) was sampled in an area of wetter vegetation near the 
center of the property. Two additional sample points were established in a low, ponded~ area in the 
northeastern corner of the site, adjacent to Coronado Road. SS +2 was located within the ponded 
area, while SS +3 was located in a ckarly upland location nearby. Figure 3 shows the location of the 
sample sites. 

Vegetation 

Vegetation within the Da Rosa parcel is composed of a ruderal mix of upland and marginally wetiand 
herbaceous species. SS#l was located in an area that was representative of the most hydrophytic 

..: . in the parcel. The site was dominated by bird’s~foot trefoil (Lorns 
&rnicuZntus, FAC), Italian rye, and Bermuda-buttercup (OxaIis&.r-m&m, UPL). Based on these 
dominants, the site meets the federal hydrophytic vegetation criterion (two of :-. :‘..:.:Y _ YI-:I 
species can ocm.tr in wetlands); however, the two species are both classified as facultative (FAC) 
~species, which by definition have about an equal chance of occurring in uplands as wetlands. 
Typically, species with a F.4C ranking are poor indicators of wetland conditions especially in coastal 
XWS. 

SSr?2 describes the vegetation in the low elevation area in the northern corners of the property. This 
area falls within the largely barren shoulder~of Coronado Avenue, which had recently been widened 
and resurfaced. The asphalt was new, and the roads shoulders were freshly graded and largely devoid 
of vegetation. There was more vegetation around the SS $2 location, however, than along other parts 
of the road. Dominants plants at this sample site included bristly ox-tongue (FAC) and~Italian 
ryegrass (FAC), both facultative plants. Other associated plants occurring in the potential wetland 
were English plantain (Planrngo lanceolara, F.4C), Bermuda buttercup, curly dock (Rumeu crisprils, 
F.4CW), hedge-nettle (Stachys ujugoides,OBL), and ammal fescue (Vulpin sp:). 

The plant community surrounding the low area in the northern corner is representative~of the 
remainder ofthe parcel in that it is composed of~ruderal species with no particular affmiQ for 
wetlands. 



-: 

Soils 

The soil at SW is very dark, but soils on all parts of the project site are dark, even when there are no 
other hydric indicators. No other evidence of hydric soii conditions was noted ate SW. Neither iron 
mottles, manganese mottles nor rhizospheres were present inside or outside of the potentral wetland 
at SS#2. Within the potential wetland, however: :k .<eil c:t:~b!:.~.L P:;‘LY .iih:;: L-ICY :III::!~.: bzlcnr- _ _ 
five inches. 

Hydrology 

The.project site is nearly level with small hummocks created by the deposition of till. Water can 
drzin off the property in almost any direction. There is a very slight slopes down to Coronado Avenue 
and a slope on the northeast side of the property that leads down to the adjacent parcel on that edge 
of the parcel. 

The area immediately northeast of the Da Rosa parcel contained&allow standing water when our 
assessment was made. This water is overland runoff that has been blocked and confined by the 
elevated fill surfaces on the Da Rosa proper@ and the newly-refurbished Coronado~Street roadway. 
This water may lrrve been runoff from .Coronado .4vemm(the new road~surface is center-crowned) 
and the adjacent lot to the~east. This~standing water~extended into the low area on the northern 
comer of the Da Rosa property. 

Regulatory Status of Potential Wetland ‘r 

The wetland boundary was established based on a shift-from denser wetland vegetation~at the edge of 
the ponded area to sparse upland vegetation in adjacent areas. The non-wetland sample point (SS#3j 
confirms that soil outside the wetland is not hydric. This feature is approximately 20 square feet 
~(0.007 acre) in size (Figure 3). No other areas on the propem exhibit convincing evidence of 
wetland conditions. 

This small wetland has clearly developed at its present location as a result of blockage of overland 
runoff by the recent Coronado Street improvement work, by the previous placement and spreading of 
till material on the Da Rosa property, and increased runoff from Coronado Street and adjacent 
residences. In particular, th- recent improvements appear to have cutoff or reduced the drainage 
across the adjacent property that likeiy flowed down the older roadway. 

In our opinion, the wetland on the site is artificial and of incidental origin. The CCA does not 
provide clear guidance on the regnlatory status of artificial and/or incidental wetlands. 

.Offsite Wetlands 

The very small : :_ 1. .t-‘potential we?land~on the northern corner of the Da’Rosa property is 
continuous with a larger seasonally-ponded apparent wetland that aburs the Da Rosa property on the 
northeast. This larger apparem wetland is also of artificial and incidental origin. 



~ENIRONME~TALLY SENSm’E HABITAT AREAS 
The Da~Rosa Parcel lies within anexisting developed residential and commercial area. The site’s 
character is of a disturbed vacant lot and there is no suitabLehabitat on or immediately adjacent to tine 
parcel for the San Francisco garter snake; California red-legged frog, or other state or federally listed 
threatened or endangered species. The garter snake and frog are pcmarily associated with ponds, 
creeks, and other perennial or nearly perennial aquatic habitats and the associated uplands 
surrounding such wetlands. 

There are no records for either species in the immediate area. The closest potential habitats are~the 
Arroyo de en hledio which is approximately 900 feet south of the parcel, an unnamed drainage is 500 
to 600 feet north of the property, and ~a s,mall agricultural pond approximately ~1,500 feet northeast oft 
the propew on the least side of Highway 1. 

All of these sites.border or go through existing urban environments. The property; as well as the 
Ii!Ti pll:l::;:.! l:;!:lll;,~ ,I>::! . d,.’ ; /.‘I ‘I’,!:‘.!‘:” ‘>\ >‘,A’ . I ix !.I..,! .- ;:I .I g 11 residential development 
which effectively isolates movement between these three habitat areas at least ina direct corridor that 
would encompassthe DaRosa parcel. 

The site also lies outside of the boundaries of the~Califomia red-legged frog critical habitat unit (Map 
unit 14) designated by the Snice for the on March 13,2001.(61~ FR 258!3), but which was recently 
wit&awn as a result of.c:::::::..‘il: :.g:‘.::!:i’:i:! r::::ni;l:f tl;c ktqzz:y n7:j:L’ TJI::IJ~:: 2:;-:I:iii ii>: 
the designation. 



CONCLUSIONS 

LSA identified one potential wetland ofi the Ds Rosa Property with an area of about 30 square feet. 
This wetland has developed as a consequence ofrelatively recent grading and filling both on and 
adjacent to the.Da Rosa property. The primary cause for tbe creation of the wetland appears to be 
the recent improvements to~coronado Street (crowning, paving, new shoulders) which appears to 
havereducedor: : : the ability for storm water to drain from the Da Rosa and adjacent parcel 
onto &roadway. The wetland can be characterized as an artificial and incidental s&sonal wetland 
wi& ambiguous regulatory status ,under the 5X24. 

The wetland is mapped on Figure 3. No other areas of the property exhibit wetland characteristics 
sticient to meet CCAor Corps of Engineers wetland.criteria. 

The property also does not qualify as an ESHA based on prese;lce of sensitive species habitat, as no 
sucii species~ are lik+ to occupy or use the property. 



ATTACIMENT L ~~ 

Planning & Zo~ning 
Committee of.the 

Midcoast 
Community Council 
PO Box 64, Moss Beach 

c4 9403 8 
Serving 12,000 residents 

September 3’1,2002 

c’;.;.- “>L--:. 
C....... 

San Mateo County Planning and Building Division 
Mail Drop PLN122,455~ County Center 
Redwood City, CA 94063 
650.363.1841 -FAX: 650.363.4849 

Attendance: Karen W&on, Paol Perkovic, Chuck Kozzk, Ami 
* varsanyi 

RE: PLX 2000-00676: ANon-Conformity Use Penn& Coastal 
Development Permit, and Co&side Design Review for a new 3-level single-family residence. 
Location: 198 Coronado Avenue @etween Mirada and Alameda), Mirsmsr APN: 04X-013-58OApplicant: 
David Hedge Owner: Same Planner: China Osbom Zoning: R-l I S-9 (Single-Family Residential, 10,000 
sq. ft. minimum parcel size) Lot Size: 4400 sq. ft. Lot Coverage: 23.5% (1034 sq. ft.)Floor Area Ratio: 
52.4% (2308 sq. fi.)Height: 22.5 ft. (avg.) 

The above application was reviewed by the MCC Planning & Zoning committee on two 
occasions; then iinal review was on 9-20-02. Below. are our comments and concerns for 
this project: 

l The committee is unanimously concerned that the size of this parcel does not met the minimum 
10,000 sq:ft lot see for the area 

l All development in this area has a direct impact on tbe visual resources~component of the LCP and 
Zoning Re&ati& 

l The applicant made the design changes we reqwad 

l This project has not been counted in our build-oat numbers and will have long term impacts on the 
community i&astmcme including trafEc, schools & drainages 

l There isa definite imbalance being created by the piecemeal de&lopment of the West side of the. 
HwyiaMirah!lar. 

c Long range planning in this area is and has historical been lacking and inconsistent in this ares 

We respectfully, request the county carefully evaluate all development in this area as the 
effects are permanent and may have long term impacts on property values for the 
neighboring properties and residents of the MidCoast. 

We appreciate the applicant’s corporation and patients on this project and the sensitive 
. . ..,_ ..-.-_- ‘the Zoning, Design, visual impact and Lot Size. I. 

If you have any otherquestions or concerns: please contact me. 



Karen Wilson 
Chair, MCC Planning and Zoning Committee 
Post Office Box 371273 
Montara, CA 94037 
650-728-3292 - MontaralOO@attbi.com 



Message Page 1 of 1 

ATTACHHENT M 

%hina Osborn -Building at 048-013-580 

From: “Ken Landis” <landis207@attbi.com> 
To: ccosborn@co.sanmateo.ca.us> 
Date: 4/8/2(IO3 12:00 PM 
Subject: Building at 048-013-580 
cc: <david@hodgepictures.com> 

Hi China, 

I wanted to provide written support to the home being proposed by David Hodge on Coronado Ave. As 
neighbors who live next to the site, we support its development. 

I also wanted to.comment that we were also appealed by Rick Lohman during our building/planning 
process (at 211 Mirada Road) and point out that his appeal was deemed completely without merit. 
After the appeal was overruled,~Rick Lohman actually got his appeal fee refunded because he stated that 
he didn’t understand the zoning rules and had gotten incorrect information 
Just wanted to point out that the purpose of his appeals seem.only to be delaying development in any 
form _.. not concern for zoning issues. 

Ken Landis 
Landis Shores Oceanfront Inn 
211 Mirada Road 

650-726-6642 



FRX NO. : -5507563520 ..-.- 

Kathryn V. Slater-Carter 
P.O. 370321 

Moutka, CA 94037 

San Mateo County i~::.:!:l? g Commission Members 
455 county center 
Redwo& City, CA 94063 

RE: Appeal of Project PLN2OOO-00676 - Wed. 3/12/03 - 9:30 alp. 
Applicantz David Hodge 
Appellants: LaMar/LicatolLohman/Maunl~auz 
APN: 048-013-580 - 198 Coronado Ave.&&mar 

Dear Planning commiss.ion: 

W ith rights come responsibilities. 

The County ghas the right to -ant CDP’s - it also has the responsibility to enforce the 
Local Coastal Progrxn (not just the Local Coastal Policies). 

If the County is gong to approve construction of lots on substand& lots it must retire 
residential construction potential in other places in the urban m idcost -the logic for this is 
encompassed in the Coastal Commission decision in the Half Moon Bay Pacific Ridge 
Project. 

Essentially the Coastal Commission found that the creation of new 10~ traffic problems 
thaf deny coasral access to visitors from  other parts of California. In this case the bigher 
density caused by the smaller lots add traffic to au area particularly known for its traffic 
jams on weekends. 

The County has not done the research and analysis to look at the effects of the increases 
in density for this area and its effect on beach access for one of the more easily assessable 
beaches for the handicapped that is close to an urban area. L& of parking is, a key issue 
as well as loss of highway capacity. Nor has the County appropriately amended its Local 
Coastal Pro-gram or General Plan to allow this level of dkvelopment 

The County must examine the envirumnental consequences of the additional density of 
development on groundwater resources iu the area. It has. not done the sixdies necessary 
to evaluate the effecrs of such close spacing of wells (50 feet apart) on the ,wund wzter 
supply or on adjacent wells. The County has not done an area specific evaluation on the 
cumulative effects of wells in the area on ground water supplies or on tie nearby 
wetlands with respect to salt water intrusion. 



This issues was raised in a previous appeal, the County said tit there was no problem, 
and the development was approved - BUT the County has not done the necessary studies 
to support its positions. 

The L&al Coastal Propm is based on and supported by data - this includes the zoning 
deqsities. Not only will this ar6a have a far greater density - Seal Cove iu Moss Beach 
has many lots that do not meet the density in the LCP as does the rural residential &ea in 
Montara. There are others. The County must look at the overall cEects on resources of 
increases in density and in buildout population - ou water demand, on sewer demand, on 
groundwater resomces, on coasta! access, one schools the potential necessity to cx-eate 
new schools in an area thaw does not have large parcels of land available on which to 
build them without destroying other protected resources, among other issues. 

Sincerely, 

Via en-tail and fax 



ATTCHMENT N-2 

Statement of Nicholas Licato, JO PhD 
Meeting of the SMC Planning Commission 
File No: PLN2000-00676 
Applicant: David Hodge 
Date: April 9”, 2003 

Dear Sirs: 

I am making this statement available to China Osborne for inclusion into today’s 
record. I again apologize that I’m unavailable to attend. I would like to address 
the comments of Terry Burnes from the last hearing session on this application. 

I 

I sincerely appreciate the efforts of Planning and Mr. Burnes to consolidate 
lots in these subdivisions over the past 20 years. I don’t imagine that the job 
Mr. Burnes does is easy. I’m sure he has done it well. My homesite in Miramar 
is an example of his efforts, conforming to zoning, lot merger ordinances and 
policies. I must emphasize that I never would have purchased land in thk 
subdivision had I know that Plannins would ever become more lenient or wholly 
abandon the current zoninq, ordinances or policies. 

II 

Article 1, Section 7(b) of the California Constitution states, “A citizen or 
class of citizens may not be granted privileges or immunities not granted 
on the same terms to all citizens.” Thus. the consfifution of our -.. makes if 
unlawful for certain citizens or classes of citizens of our state to be qranted 
special privileqes. 

The findings required for a use permit have not changed for over a decade or 
more. If the county fails to make the findings necessary for a use permit, and 
there is no legally defensible reason, the applicant is being granted a special 
privilege. 

Anv cloud over fhe “lecral”status of this lot can be put before the courts of our 
state. as an eauitable issue, “in rem”. Does Mr. Hodge own a legalized building 
site? Is it fair for Mr. Hodge to put this issue before the Planning Commission? 
No. He can present his issue to a court for a declaratory judgment, to determine 
if his parcel was previouSly legalized under the laws of our state. But even if he 
does so and is successful, he must still complv with fhe use ordinance. 

Planning cannot grant Mr. Hodge both a CDP and a use permit simply because it 
deems that Mr. Hodge has a legalized parcel. Absent clear and indisputable 
caselaw on this subject, granting these permits is a grant of a special privilege. 

66 



I ask that the planning commissioners physically examine the evidence 
presented by the applicant to Planning, to prove that the applicant made a 
good faith attempt to secure contiguous lands. Please do not substitute the 
opinions of planning staff or counsel for the clear read of the required finding in 
the use permit ordinance. Instead, adoat a communifv standard that f&hers the 
stated zoning and policies of Plannino, the infeotifv of fhe zonino dkfricf and 
inferesfs offhe homeowners. Is the evidence sufficient to make the finding 
required? Does the evidence effectively protect the integrity of the zoning 
district? Is the evidence less than what a reasonable person should offer as 
proof of a good faith attempt to secure contiguous lands? 

There is a difference between Planning zoning and policies and the opinions 
expressed by planning staff and counsel. The contradiction arises from 
Planning’s speculations concerning unsettled matters of law and their definition 
of terms, in a manner favoring status quo. I ask the Commission to take this 
opportunity to make an informed and independent decision. 

IV 

On the issue of “antiquated lots”, Mr. Burnes has stated that while these are 
historic subdivisions, they do not meet what he refers to in his previous 
statements as a “European definition of antiquated subdivisions, of 150 fo 175 
years old. * 

While the 50 states share in the historic heritage of the English common law, 
most states have adopted an American sfandard for anfiouafed subdivisions, 
ranoino from 40 to 100 vears o/d. Many California counties recognize this 
American standard, in opposition to the position Mr. Bumes has adopted. Chris 
Kern at the California Coastal Commission has told me that the CCC a/so does 
not aoree wifh Mr. Bumes. The CCC position conforms to an American 
standard. I ask that you defer to the CCC for further guidance in this area. 

V 

On .the iss~ue of modernization of the Miramar subdivisions, I note that there 
has been no change over the ~past 13 years regarding dedication of rights of way 
to county meintenance. Substantial portions of these subdivisions remain 
und&elooed. The counfv cannot claim that these subdivisions are now up to 
modem standam’s while no new riuhfs of wav have been dedicated over the past 
few decades. I have previously pointed out that the county continues to act in a 
manner that fosters poor development practices and threatens public safety by 
continuing to permit new developments on undedicated roadways not covered 
even by private maintenance agreements. 



Thank YOU. 



ATTACBXENT N-3 

April 9, 2003 

San Mate3 Ccmty Planning Comtission Menbers 

Re: Appeal of PLN 2000-00676 - Applicant: De~vid Iiodge 

Dear ?laming commission Metiers: 

2lease make this letter and .zttached Chain of Title R?t. Xaterials ze: 'Eiodge" 
Parcel a part of the Official County Public Record re: the above naned appeal. 

The priiiry ertitlment sought is a .CDP. Award of a CD? requires compliance 
with the County's LCP policies and maps. LCP policies require com?iiance with. 
zoning, the protection of Coastal Resources, and~the protection of rJublic 
access to the Coastal Zone. Clearly, t‘nis proposed project does not comply 
with the required Zoning Lo: Xinimm for Miremar is ?O,OOO sq.ft. or, the 
other elements stated in our appeal. 

on all counts, the proposed project fails to xzet the above criteria, as 
detailed in the body of the appeal and in the appellant's letter of Karch 
10th. 

Since discretion is by definition case-specific, it is irreievant to this 
application that the County has previmsly approved development on other such 
non-confo,ming lots. Current.boards are sin+y not bomd by past decisions 
that have different circmstances or were .ainfomed. The Coastal Conmission 
has already rejected the County's proposed plan to manage developmert of 
small-scale lots by granting them full-scale development rights as r.oted in 
our appeal. 

Continuing the present interim policy of granting full-scale development 
rights is only going to exacerbate appeals, lawstiits and loss of Comty 
credibiiity with the Coastal Commission. The Comty's +eq-Jireroent that the 
applicant mede a good faith attempt to acc+re more land and rake the lot 
confmming is ~too easily met because time is no evaluation of alternatives or 
whethez the attwt wasp in fact a good faith one. 

The fact that a lot was .x&divided 100 years ago does plot confer the right tom 
receive a CDP, which is based on different evaluation criteria. Evec the 
Subdivision Map Act makes itself subject to "other state law", and the County 
LCP is the local marifestatior. of the Coastal Act becacse withcut State 
Coastal Conmission approval, it would have no legal effe~ct. 

The most recent court case on the development rights of antiquated lots,~ 
(~Gardner) does not support grarting xc-h rights~ to tbia lot without first 

evaluating the legslity of the lot accxdicg to modern standards. 

Please, take note of the following: 

(1) In the Gardzer Case, Footnote #7 indicates that there is a reasonable 
argumerit to be made that parcels shown on the mps recorded prim to 
1929 do NO? coztitYce separate legal parcels. The 1929 cutoff is the 
position that the attorneys for the Coastal Comissicc have 
consistently taken. COZtiFlJed... 



Re: Appeal of Hedge - DWZ(,OO-03676 Wed. 4/g/03 - 10:1)0 a.rc.1 Page 2 

(2) The Yodge property, Parcel 21, was never separated as to ownership from 
Parcel 09 until 1395, as shown within tine Chain of Title Re~ozt ma-;erial 
attached to this letter end presented to you today. Exatination of this 
material reveals that Parcels 09 and 21, the "Hedge" Parcel, are always sold 
together until 1999 at -which time these two parcels were illegally split. 

Land division approval comes under the Csunty's Subdivision Ordinance and, a 
separate Coastal gevelopmert Pernit is required cnder the Coastal A-t ir. order 
for the "Hedge" parcel to be treated es a separate legal parcel. 

LCP policies protective of Coastal Resources snch as public views, wetlands 
and special habitat are violated by the proposed project. There has been no 
analysis of the c~~~m.xlative effect that other development on sub-standard lots 
is having on the wetland and habitat re.soufces that surround the slrbject lot. 

The pieceneal development cf sub-stendaxd lots is incrementally addicg 
commuter traffic~to a situeticn where SRs 1 and 02 already operate during peak 
hours at an unacceptable service level of F. This has obvious safety 
implications because the Coastside elready ranks last in tens of emergency 
vehicle response tine. 

The Sub-Standard Lot issues are not going away until such time that the County 
deals with the critical problems t&t these lots present as deiineated in OUT 
appeals and letters are dealt dth in an accepJable.way.~~&& &fhp&(&(ym 

vexy tru2y yours, 

Barbara K. Max, Et AL 

Robert La?Qr, Nicholas Licato, tic Lo?man, Bazbara Kauz - Appellants 

Attach. 
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Pamela I. Callan 
82 Isabella Avenue 
AtheZton, CA 94021 

Petmla L. Callan 
e2 xcabell.3 h~enue 
Athorton, CA 94027 

Richevl C. Callan, Jr., JaSta8 D. CallUbn, Pamela L. Call& and 
JOha 9. caum 

SEE EXHIBIT ‘A” ANTACHW 
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..,. .^ -... 1-,.,a, .,‘OT SC: ~1.111.1, II i !YFIP!I 3, San Mats, CA bocument-Year. DicJD 1994.185706 Page: f CV ;2 - Oft&~ SJ-Oflf9-2002 f0-09-48AM f 



.! 

LOT 4 in Bleak 13, ~ls ahown an that certain sop entftlsd W W  OF 
RB-sonDnJIsIow CP - VIBW TE?3Ac2 mcr SAW lnTx0 cc. CAL.*, 
rtrad in the Office Of the Recorhr nf 6ea late0 county cn oetoher 30, 
2907 in M&c 5 Of Haps at page 39. 
Am 9 037-154-030 

S.Ql’ 77 in Block 2, OQ &NlIIl =II that Certain aap rntitlad “SRI L%DA 
NAP IZCKEWX TWO, 6hN F M ’80 COCSTY, CA&IF.. filed in tRo office, of the 
Coaaty Raao4rr OC Ban Natao County an October 21, 1929 fn Book 27 OI 
Xaps It paq. 72. 
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A.P. Ha: acg.313.zao 

A.P. E&x 006.013.613 
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WEti RECORDED ML 76: 

~Darid Hot@ 
cl0 49 Miiourl shed #II 
San Francisco. CA 04107 

ApI(: n4&aa-s4N GRANT DEED - 

RtrouOlt(alaah 

~oi3 A VAWABLE mxmmz.4nou, fec+t ofwhkh it3 hueby &m+3d5ed. 

CWStdLltSGddWlootsASWdStW, LP., a Calffoml~ Lbwtted Pafbdt& 

henby GRANT(S) 10 

( l,f SE~E LEGAL Dt3xwnou ATTACHED HERRD MD ht.4~~ A .m-r HEREOF 
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wt 21 is-Block 7 .-es Shown on that certaio map exitled mSEOitE 
--~~.- .-._. ~._ .~... 

ACRES HALF MOON BAY, CAL. FIRST ADDITION TO TIG CITY OF XGBOA', 

filed in the office cf the County Recorder of San Uateo Coounty, 

Stare of CalSfornia, DD Decede~ 18, 1905 in Book aBn of Original 

Kaps at page(B) 12 and Copied into 6oDk 3 of Maps at page 95. 

A.?. PO.: D45-013 -580 JPN 048 OQI 013 fa A 


