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D Staff or Planning Director
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0 Des~griReview Committee
W P~riningCommission

made on — 3 - 2jf QO~”toapprove.Ic4er~i
the above-listed permit appllcations.

Bas for Appeal
Planning staff will prepare a report based on your appeal. In order to facilitate this, your precise objections are needed. For
example: Do you wish the decision reversed? If soL why? Do you object to certain cond(t4oris of approval? If so, then which
conditions and why?
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ATTACHMENT to APPLICATION FORAPPEAL SMC PLN2003-00096

Inaccurateand/orincorrectfindings of SanMateoCountyPlanningCommissionsplit decision
(3-1-1) to denyPLN2003-00096:

A.) Proposedstructuresarenotdesignedandsituatedsoas to retainandblendwith the
naturallandformsofthesite.

Themassof the structurehasbeendesignedto slopein conformitywith the landform,
eachlevel set-backandterracedinto thehillsideof the lot.
In addition,thesiting of the structureon the lothasbeenoptimally selectedsoasto blend
into the slopinglot without unnecessarygrading.
Thedesignfurtherblendswith the naturallandformthroughthe employmentof similar
color.

B.) Varyingarchitecturalstylesarenot madecompatiblethroughthe useofsimilar material
andcolorswhich blendwith the naturalsettingandsurroundingneighborhood

Themajorityof housesonthe samestreetcontainthesamematerialasthe proposedhouse,
as well as all the principalcommunityheritagestructuresin the neighborhood.The material
is alsocompatiblewith thenaturalsettingby selectingasimilar color(medium-darkmoss-
olive) asthe surroundingtrees.
The effectof thesedesignelementsredUcethedistinctionof, andcreateharmonywith, the
varying neighborhoodarchitecturalstyles.

C.) Thedesignofthestructureis not in harmonywith theshapeandscaleofthe adjacent
buildingsin the community.

Scale: Theheightof the houseis lower thanthe only 2 adjacenthouses,andis alsositedto
lie in directproportionto, andno longerthan,the only adjacenthousewith a longexposure
to it. Thiswill havethe effectof maintaininglight & air, aswell as preservingviewsof, the
adjacenthouses.
Thesize ofthe houseat 203 s.f. lessthanthemaximumallowedby zoning, is itselfsmaller
in sizethan(8) houseson the sameblock.
Shape:Therearewidely varyingshapesof houses,makingit impossibleto ‘harmonize’
with anothershape. Onesimilarelementmostdo contain: afrontal flat, blank,looming
façade.However,to designasimilar façadewouldbe inviolation of bothLCP policy and
Zoningdesignstandards.Thedesigninstead,diminishesit’s sizebyuseof severaland
distinctivesetbacksamongeachof its facades.
Furthermore,the obtainingof neighborhoodapprovalofthe designby all adjacent
neighbors,andnearlyall of thesurroundingneighborhoodclearlydisprovesthis finding.

Furtherobjectionto thesefmdingis thatthe SMC PlanningCommission(PC) in April 2003
statedin their deliberationsofmakingafmdingfor denialof anappealofadecisionoftheDesign
ReviewCommittee(DRC), thattheydid not wishto establishprecedentby over-turninga
decisionoftheDRC.
They havenowdonesowith this overturningandcontravenedboththepreviousfmdingas well
asthe county’sstatedgoalof lessappeals.A denialoftheappealwouldhavefurtheredthisgoal,
as this appealis nowby theprojectapplicant,whereasadenialwould haveconcludedthe original
appeal.



Pg.2 ATTACIIMENT to APPLICATIONFORAPPEAL SMC PLN2003-00096

Furthermore,the SMC Boardof Supervisors(BOS) in makingafinding for the(current)revised
zoningstandardordinance,specificallyaddressingthe issueof size andscaleofproposedhouses
in theMidcoastarea,statedthat the objectiveof formingaDRC to reviewandapprovedesigns
wasto achievegreatercompliancewith communitydesignobjectivesthroughthe establishment
of communityreviewandapprovalof housedesigns.
It wasthisBOS-createdDRCthat approvedthis designandmadespecificfindingsthatthe
housewasfully in compliancewith the fmdings (a.,b.,c.,)thatthePC madeoppositefindings for.
The denialof theprojectby thePC is counterto the statedobjectivesof theBOS.

Furthermore,if thePC is deemedto havemadeaDeNovohearingon thismatter,it did not in the
brieftime anddeliberationsperformed,review,absorb,andtake into account,the designof the
housein its context,i.e. the sitelandforms,its environment,coloring,andneighborhoodsetting.
Nor did it perform sitevisits, carefullyreviewnumerousphotographs,analyizecross-sections
superimposedovertopographicalsiteplans,andothercarefulreviewthatthe DRC performedat
it’s two hearingson the matter.
Following 6 hoursofhearingson othermattersimmediatelypreviousto this, did not aidethePC
in thisregard.

Futhermore,the PCdid not actuallyreviewtheapprovedPlans& Elevationsin its deliberations,
onlyhearinga last minutebrieforal recital by Planningstaffofapprovedplans.

Furthermore,the finding that: “. . .structureis not in harmony...“is too subjective- in discord
with statelawandstateandfederalrulings; is not objective,noris quantitativenor sufficiently
qualitativeto form alegal fmding.
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AttachmentI

Pleasereply to: FarhadMortazavi
(650) 363-1831

March25,2004

ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES
AGENCY

ChuckKozak
P.O.Box 370702
Montara,CA 94037

Agricultural
CommissionerfSealerof

Weights& Measures

Animal Control

CooperativeExtension

FireProtection

LAFCo

Library

Parks& Recreation

Planning& Building

Commissioners:

DavidBomberger

William Wong

Bill Kennedy

RalphNobles

Ion Silver

DearMr. Kôzak:

Subject:
Location:
APN: -

PROJECTFILE

File NumberPLN2003-00096
HarteStreet,Montara
036-104-510

•OnMarch24,2004,theSanMateoCountyPlanningCommissionconsidered
yourappealof a-decisionby the CoastsideDesignReviewCommitteeto
approveaCoastsideDesignReviewPermitto constructanew single-family
dwelling locatedat HarteStreetin theunincorporatedMontaraareaof San
MateoCounty.

Basedon infonnationprovidedby staffand. evidencepresentedatthehearing,
thePlanningCommissiongrantedthe appeal,referredtheprojectbackto the
DesignReviewCommitteeandmadethefollowing findings for denial:

a. • Proposedstructuresarenot designedandsituatedsoas to retainand
blendwith thenaturallandforms of the site.

b. Varying architecturalstylesarenotmadecompatiblethroughtheuseof
similarmaterialandcolorswhichblendwith thenaturalsettingand
surroundingneighborhoods.

c. The designof thestructureis not inharmonywith theshape,andscaleof
theadjacentbuildings in thecommunity.

Any interestedpartyaggrievedby thedeterminationof the Planning
Commissionhastheright of appealto theBoardof Supervisorswithin ten (10)
businessdaysfrom suchdateof determination.The appealperiodfor this
matterwill endat 7:00p.m. on April 12-, 2004.

PLANNING COMMISSION
455 CountyCenter,2~Floor • RedwoodCity, CA 94063 • Phone(650)363-4161 • FAX (650)363.4849

r
C..



•Arthur Galahan
March25,2004
Page2

If youhavequestionsregardingthismatter,pleasecontacttheProjectPlannerlistedabove.

PlanningCommissionSecretary
Pcd0324o_8kr.doc

cc: DepartmentofPublicWorks
Building Inspection
EnvironmentalHealth
HalfMoon BayFireProtectionDistrict
Assessor
ArthurGalahan
DavidBeaumont
KathrynSlaterCarter

- ThomasMahon

r 4



Attachment r

June16, 2003 • -

Arthur Galahan - • •

P.O.Box371503 - • - - - -

Montara,CA 94037 -

DearMr. Galahan: - - - - - --

ENVIRONMENTAL SUBJECT: CoastsideDesignReview,FileNo. PLN 2003-00096-

SERVICES - - HarteStreet,Montara;APN 036-104-510 -

AGENCY - - -

At its meetmgofJune12, 2003,theSanMateoCountyCoastsideDesign
- ReviewCommitteeconsideredyourapplicationfor designreviewapprovalto

Agricultural allow constructionofa 3,154sq. ft. single-familyresidenceincludinga388sq.
Commissioner!Sealerof ft garageona6,262sq. ft. parcel.. . - - .

Weights& Measures - - - -

- Basedon theplans,applicationformsandaccompanyingmatenalssubmitted,
theCoastsideDesignReviewCommitteeAPPROVEDyourproject,by a.
majorityvote,subjectto thefollowing findingsandconditions: -

Animal Control - -

fiNDINGS - -

TheCoastsideDesignReviewCommitteefoundthat: -

CooperativeExtension —

A. FortheEnvironmentalReview -

Fire Protection - Thisproject is exemptfrom environmentalreviewpursuantto the
CaiiforniaEnvironmental QualityAct (CEQA),Section15303,Class3.,

- - relatingto new constructionofa small structure. - -

LAFCo B. FortheCoastalDeveloiDmentExemption -

Theproposedresidenceconformsto Section6328.5(e)of theCounty

Library - ZoningRegulationsandis locatedwithin the areadesignatedasa
CategoricalExclusionArea. -

- C. FortheDesignReview - - - - -

Parks& Recreation - . - . - •

- Thisprojecthasbeenreviewedunderandfoundto bein compliancewith
- - theDesignReviewStandardsfor CoastsideDistricts,Section6565.17 of

theSanMateoCountyZoningRegulations.
Planning& Building - -

- PLANNING AN]) BUILDING -

455 CountyCenter,2~dFloor • RedwoodCity, CA 94063‘Phone(650) 363-4161 • FAX (650) 363-4849

22 -



Arthur Galahan -

June16, 2003
Page2

CONDITIONS

PlanningDivision Conditions

1. Theprojectshallbeconstructedin compliancewith theplansapprovedby theCoastside
DesignReviewCommittee.Anychangesorrevisionsto theapprovedpiansorabove
conditionsshallbe reviewedbytheDesignReviewOfficer or, wherenecessary,the
CoastsideDesignReviewCommitteefor approval. -

2. Thispermit shallbevalid for five yearsfrom thedateofapproval. Any extensionofthis
permit shallrequiresubmittalofan applicationfor permitextensionandpaymentof
applicableextensionfeessixty (60)dayspnorto theexpirationdate

3. Theapplicantshallforwardthefollowing list ofrequirements,stipulatedbytheCoastside
DesignReviewCommittee,to theDesignReviewOfficerfor reviewandapproval. These
changesshallbe includedon theapplicant’sbuildingpermitplans:

a. Usearchedwindows(onall windows)for themainfloor.

b.. Usesolid-railingon all decks.

c. Wraparoundthebelly-bandbetweenthemainandupperfloors.

d. All sills to bedetailedthesameway.

e. Upperlevelwindowsto bereplacedwith a lowerroof, usingcopperroofmaterial.

f. Omit thecorbels. -

4. Theapplicantshallprovide“finished floor elevationverification” to certifythat the
structureis actuallyconstructedattheheightshownon thesubmittedplans. Theapplicant
shallhavea licensedland surveyororengineerestablishabaselineelevationdatumpointin
thevicinity oftheconstructionsite. -

a. - Theapplicantshallmaintainthedatumpoint so thatit will not bedisturbedbythe
proposedconstructionactivitiesuntil final approvalofthebuildingpermit.

b; Thisdatumpoint andits elevationshallbe shownon thesubmittedsiteplan. This
datumpoint shallbeusedduring constructionto verify theelevationof’ thefinished
floorsrelativeto theexistingnaturalorto thegradeofthe site(finishedgrade).

c. Prior to planningapprovalofthebuildingpermit application,theapplicantshallalsO
havethelicensedlandsurveyoror engineerindicateon theconstructionplans: (1) the
naturalgradeelevationsat thesignificantcorners(atleastfour) ofthefootprint ofthe

/



ArthurGalalian
June16,2003
Page3

- proposedstructureon thesubmittedsiteplan,and(2) theelevationsofproposed
finished grades.- - - - -

d. . In addition,(1) thenaturalgradeelevationsat thesignificantcornersoftheproposed
•structure,(2) thefinished-floor elevations,(3) thetopmostelevationoftheroofand
(4) garageslabelevation,mustbeshownon theplan,elevations,andcross-section(if
oneis provided). - - - - -

e. Oncethebuilding is underconstruction,prior to thebelowfloor framing-inspectionor
thepouringoftheconcreteslab(asthecasemaybe)for thelowestfloor(s), the
applicantshallprovideto theBuilding InspectionSectiona -letter-from thelicensed

land surveyororengineercertifyingthatthelowestfloor height--asconstructed--is
equalto theelevationspecifiedfor that floor in the-approvedplans. Similarly,
certificationson the garageslaband-thetopmostelevationoftheroofarerequired.

f. If the actualfloorheight,garageslab,orroofheight--asconstructed--isdifferentthan
the-elevationspecifiedin thepians,-then-the-applicantshall ceaseall constructionand
no additionalinspectionsshallbe-approveduntil a revisedsetofplansis submittedto
andsubsequentlyapprovedbyboththeBuilding Official andPlanningDirector.

5. Duringprojectconstruction,theapplicantshall,pursuantto Section5022ofthe SanMateo
CountyOrdinanceCode,miiiimize thetransportanddischargeofstorniwaterrunofffrom
theconstructionsite into stormdrainsystemsandwaterbodiesby:-

a. - Usingfiltrationmaterialson stormdraincoversto removesedimentfrom dewatering
effluent.- - - - -

b. - Stabilizingall denudedareasandmaintainingerosioncontrolmeasurescontinuously-

betweenOctober15 andApril 15.. -

c. Removingspoilspromptly, andavoidingstockpilingoffill materials,whenrainis
forecast.If rainthreatens,stockpiledsoils andothermaterialsshallbecoveredwith a

tarp or otherwaterproofmaterial. -

d. Storing,handling,anddisposingofconstructionmaterialsandwastesso as-to avoid
- theirentryto thestormdrainsystemorwaterbody. -

e. Avoiding cleaning,fuelingormaintainingvehicleson site, exceptin anarea

designatedto containandtreatrunoff.

f. Limiting andtiming applicationsofpesticidesandfertilizerto avoidpolluting-runoff.

6. Theapplicantshallincludean-erosionandsedimentcontrolplanon theplanssubmittedfor

thebuilding permit. This planshall identify thetypeandlocationoferosioncontrol

24



ArthurGalahan
June16, 2003
Page4

devicesto beinstalleduponthecommencementofconstructionin orderto maintainthe
stabilityofthe siteandpreventerosionandsedimentationoff-site.

7. All newpowerandtelephoneutility linesfrom thestreetornearestexistingutility poleto
themaindwelling and/oranyotherstructureonthepropertyshallbeplacedunderground.

8. The applicantshallapplyfor abuilding permitandshalladhereto all requirementsfrom
theBuilding InspectionSection,theDepartmentofPublicWorksandtheHalfMoon Bay
FireProtectionDistrict. - - -

9. No sitedisturbanceshalloccur,includinganygradingor-treeremoval,until abuilding
permithasbeenissued,andthenonly thosetreesapprovedfor removalshallberemoved.

10. To reducetheimpactofconstructionactivitieson neighboringproperties,complywith the
following: - -

- a. -All debrisshallbecontainedon site; adumpsterortrashbin shallbeprovidedonsite
duringconstructiontopreventdebris fromblowingonto adjacentproperties.The
applicantshallmonitorthesiteto ensurethat trashis pickedup andappropriately
disposedofdaily.

b. Theapplicantshall removeall constructionequipmentfrom-thesiteuponcompletion
- oftheuseand/orneedofeachpieceofequipmentwhichshall-includebutnotbe

limited to tractors,backhoes,cementmixers,etc. -

c. Theapplicantshallensurethat noconstructionrelatedvehiclesshall impedethrough
traffic alongtheright-of-wayonHarteStreet. All constructionvehiclesshallbe

- parkedonsite outsidethepublic right-of-wayor in locationswhichdo not impede
safeaccessonHarteStreet.Thereshallbeno storageofconstruction-vehiclesin the
public right-of-way.

11. Theexteriorcolor samplessubmittedto the Committeeareapproved. Colorverification
shalloccurin thefield aftertheapplicanthasappliedtheapprovedmaterialsandco1or~but
beforeafinal inspectionhasbeenscheduled.

12. Noiselevelsproducedby theproposedconstructionactivity shallnot exceedthe 80 CIBA
level at anyonemoment. Constructionactivitiesshallbelimited to thehoursfrom 7:00
a.m.to 6:00 p.m.,MondaythroughFriday, and9:00 a.m.to 5:00p.m. on Saturday.
Constructionoperationsshallbeprohibitedon Sundayandanynationalholiday:

Building InspectionSectionConditions

13. At thetime of-applicationfor abuildingpermit, thefollowing will berequired:



ArthurGalahan
June16, 2003
Page5

a. Prior to pouringanyconcretefor foundations,writtenverificationfrom a licensed
surveyorwill berequired,whichwill confirmthat therequiredsetbackshavebeen
maintainedaspertheapprovedplans. - -

b. An automaticfire sprinklersystemwill berequired.Thispermitmustbeissuedprior
to or in conjunctionwith thebuildingpermit.- -- - - - - -

c. - If awatermainextension,upgradeor fire hydrant-isrequired,thisworkmustbe
- completedprior to-issuanceofthebuilding permit,ortheapplicantmustsubmita

copyofanagreementandcontractwith thewaterpurveyorwhichwill ensurethe
work is completedprior to finalizationofthebuildingpermit.

d. A sitedrainageplanwill berequiredwhichwill demonstratehowroofdrainageand
- siterunoffwill bedirectedto anapproveddisposalarea. -

e. Sedimentanderosioncontrolmeasuresshallbe installedprior to beginninganysite
work andmaintainedthroughouttheproject. Failureto install ormaintainthese
measureswill resultin aworkstoppageon thedwelling-until thecorrectionshave
beenmadeandfeesassociatedwith stafftimehavebeenpaid.

f. A drivewayplanandprofilewill berequired. - - -

DepartmentofPublic WorksConditions - - - -

14. - - Prior to theissuanceofthebuilding permit,the applicantwill berequiredto provide
paymentof “roadwaymitigationfees”basedon thesquarefootage(assessablespace)of
theproposedresidenceperOrdinance#3277. -

15. No constructionworkwithin theCountyright-of-wayshallbeginuntil PublicWorks
requirementsfor theissuanceofan encroachmentpermit, includingreviewof applicable
plans,havebeenmet andanencroachmentpermitissuedby theDepartmentofPublic
Works. - -

16. Theapplicantshallsubmita driveway“Plan andProfile” to thePublicWorksDepartment,
showing thedrivewayaccessto theparcel-(garageslab)complyingwith CountyStandards

for drivewayslopes(not to exceed20%)andto CountyStandardsfor driveways(at the
propertyline) beingthesameelevationasthecenterofthe-accessroadway.Thedriveway
planshallalsoincludeandshowspecificprovisionsanddetailsfor handlingboththe
existingandtheproposeddrainage. -

17. Theapplicantshallprepareaplanindicatingtheproposedmethodofseweringthis
propeity. -

18. Theapplicantshallsubmitdetaileddrawingsshowingthe“sourcesof’ andthe“installation
locationsfor” all therequiredundergroundutilities. -



Arthur Galahan
June16, 2003
Page6

HalfMoon BayFire ProtectionDistrict Conditions

19. Theapplicantshallcomplywith all conditionsrequiredby theHalfMoon BayFire
ProtectionDistrict.

Thisdecisionmaybeappealedby theapplicantor anyaggrievedpartyonorbefore7:00p.m. on
July 1, 2003,the firstworkingdayfollowing thetenthworkingdayfollowing thedateofthis
action. An appealis madeby-completingandfiling aNoticeofAppeal,includingastatementof
groundsfor theappeal,with thePlanningandBuilding Division andpayingtheappealfee.

-Mortazavi
ReviewOfficer

cc: BarbaraLewicki, CommitteeRepresentative
David Beaumont
Kathryn Slater-Carter

FSM:kcd- FSMNO855WKN.DOC - -- - - -

I—
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May 12, 2003

ArthurGalahan
Box 371503
Montara,CA 94037

DearMr. Galahan:

ENVIRONMENTAL
SERVICES
AGENCY

Agricultural
Commissioner!Sealerof

Weights& Measures

Animal Control

CooperativeExtension

Fire Protection

LAFCo

Library

Parks& Recreation

SUBJECT: CoastsideDesignReview,FileNo. PLN 2003-00096
HarteStreet,Montara
A.PN036-104-5l0

At its meetingof May8, 2003,theSanMateoCountyCoastsideDesignReview
Conmiitteeconsideredyourapplicationfor designreviewapprovalto allow
constructionof a 3,154sq. ft. single-familyresidenceincludinga 388 sq. ft.
garageon a6,262sq.ft. parcel. The CoastsideDesignReviewCommittee
CONTINUEDtheitem for furtherconsideration.Thefollowing requirements
shouldbeconsideredandincorporatedinto revisedplansto be submittedfor
subsequentreviewby theCoastsideDesignReviewCommittee:

1. A crosssectionis required. -

2. A landscapeplanis required.

Revisedplans(five sets)shouldbe submittedno laterthanMay22,2003, to
ensureaplaceon theJune12, 2003,CoastsideDesignReviewCommittee
agenda.PleasecontactFarhadMortazavi,DesignReviewOfficer, at
650/363-1831if you haveanyquestions.

FSM:kcd- FSIVII’.10693_WKN.DOC

cc: BarbaraLewicki, -CommunityRepresentative
DavidBeumont -

Planning& Building

PLANNING AND BUTLDING
455 CountyCenter,2~Floor• RedwoodCity, CA 94063• Phone(650) 363-4161‘FAX (650) 363-4849

Sincerely,

Mortazavi
ReviewOfficer

0
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Attachment J..

March 16, 2003

To: Farhad Mortazavi
SanMateoCountyPlanningandBuildingDivision
Mail DropPLN122,455 CountyCenter
RedwoodCity, CA 94063
65o.363.1g31-FAX~650.363.4849

re: PLN(s) 2003-00017, 00085,00 00096,0104,&
00120

Farhad:

After reviewing the above applications, I have determined at this time there are no outstanding
issues to address outside of the Coastside Design Review Process. The MidCoast Community
Council Planningand ZoningCommitteereservestheright to submit commentsto CDRC if we

- deemnecessary,or to askfor hearingoh theseprojectsif otherissuescometo light during the
reviewprocess.

Pleaselet meknowwhentheseprojectswill be heardby theCDRC.

Thankyou foryour help.We requestthatyou keepus informedof any furtherdevelopments,

redesigns,hearings,approvalsor appealsconcerningtheseapplication.

ChuckKozak -

Chair, MCC Planning& Zoning Committee - - -

P0Box 370702 -

Montara, CA 94037
- 650.728.8237 (home)- 650.996.8998(mobile) - cqk(~montara.com

cc: KarenWilson, Chair,CoastsideDesignReviewCommittee

Z ning C
P

-p

Mortazavi— 03/16/03 — Page1 of I
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FROM : MCDONALDS 3709 - -- - FR~NO. 6507563920 -- Yun. 12 2003 05:54AM P2

Attachment K

Juuell,2003 - -

KathrynSlater-Carter
P.0.370321 - - -

Montara,CA 94037 - - -

(650)346-52.55 -

FarhadMortazavi
SanMatcoCountyEnvironmentalServicesAgency
PlanningandBuildingDept. -

DesignReview Officer - -

Via countyfax#363-4849
Via e-mail to BarbaraL~ewickj - -

RE: PLN: ~2O03-00O96
- - APN: 036-104-510 - -

I -amsonythatI wiJi beunableto attendtoday’smeeting. UnfortunatelyI havea
previousengagementthatI cannotcancel. in spiteof my absence,I requestthat this
letterbe givento all membersotheDesignReviewCommitteeandif possiblediscussed
in opensessiontomorrow-

June12, 2003. -

I amwriting to expressmy view that this home,as currentlydesigned,absolutely does
not conformwith thecommunitycharacterrequirementin our designreviewstandards.

Further,this item was continued from May8 - all thatwasrequiredwasacrosssection
andalandscapeplan: it doesnothavetherequiredlandscapeplansin eitherthefull setof
plansattheCountyor in thereductionsI wasgiven.

As it cannotbe approvedtoday. This will givetimefor afull setofstory poleswhile the
landscapeplansarebeingdrawn.

A significantnumberoftreeswill be removedfrom thesiteandtheywill needto be
replacedwith thestandardreplacementratio in thestandardsizebox.. Theseshouldbe
treesthatwill matureto asimilarheightalthoughtheyshouldbe mixed speciesfor better
survival. Theyneednotall be evergreens.- - -

In orderto see-if it will fit pleaserequeststory poles to seehow it integratesinto the
neighborhood.This will givetheneighborsamuchbettersen.seof whatwill potentially
be approved- muchmoresothata simpleyellowcardwith adesignreviewmeetingdate
on it.

In my opinion its 3 storyfront façade(garagetoppedwith afirst floor andthentopped
with a secondfloor) will exceedthe2 story façadeof everyhousealongthestreetThe
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currentstandardon thatuphill sideofthestreetis for an up slopeddrive with thegarage
tuckedinto themain partofthehouse.On thenorth (downslope)sideof the streetthe
drivewaytypic.ally slopedown,intoa garagethat is integratedinto thehome.

This plancutsawaythehill sothehomeandgarageareon entirelyseparatelevels. On
theeastsideit is afull 3 storiesin appearanceeventhoughit maynotbe technicallyso.
It will towerover thetraditional cottageon thecorneracrossthestreet,it will loomover
thesinglestoryremodelacrossthestreet.

I am.sureahomeofthis sizecan.be betterdesignedsuchthatit appearsto haveonly 2
storiesinsteadof the3 it currentlyhas. But a goodsetofstory poleswill give usall a
betterpicture.

Other issues: Theplansdo notindicatethecolor orexteriorsidingmaterials;nor d.o the
application-forms. - -

Thesidingappearsto be whitestuccowith adarkroof. All of the.currenthomesrecede
into thehillside andthetrees.

Color samplesneedto beconsideredalongwith the landscapeplans andwith
considerationfor theearthtone-homesnearby. -

Sincerely, - -

Kathr~Slater-Carte-r -
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- March 16, 2004. -

- Sari MateoCounty - -

Planning Commission
455 County Ctr. - - - -

Redwood City, Ca. 94063 - -

Commissioners: - - -

I wish to express my support for thealready approved house - design at 750 Harte St.,
Montara. PLN #2003-00096 -

I am a long-time residentof the same block asthis future home, and view it daily.
This designaddressesthe sloping lot well, both by its terracingand multi-levels.-It is
appropriatein bothsize& scaleandwill be a visual assetto the neighboring
community. - -

Pleasejoin therestof theneighboringhomeownersin supportingthisattractive
addition to ourcommunityand denyingan appealfrom someone who does riot reside - -

here. - - - - -

‘~~ephGuntren . -

1398CedarStreet. -

Montara . - -
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Planning Commission
San Mateo County -

- 455 CountyCenter
Redwood City, Ca 94063

March 17, 2004

I would like to offer my support of the approved home for the lot at 750 Ha-rte St., Montara.
- - Montara. My homeis locatedacrossthestreet,andtheirdesignis sensitiveto thesiting

of neiQia~orhomes. I askthat you deny theappeal. -

775 1-larteSt., Moritara -

.~j_‘~
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March 17, 2004

Planning Commission -

San Mateo County -

455 County Center -

RedwoodCity, Ca 94063

I would like to offer my support of the approved home for the lot at 750 HarteSt., Montara.
Montara. My homeis located acrossthestreet,and their design is sensitiveto thesiting
of neighborhomes. I askthatyou denytheappeal.

Barry Franklin

775 HarteSt., Moritara -
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- - Chris James
- 721 HarteStreet

- Montara CA 94037

Planning Commission
CountyGovernmentCenter
455 CountyCenter

2nd Floor -

Mail Drop PLN122
- RedwoodCity CA 94063

March 18r 2004

RE: File No. PLN2003-00096, Assessor’sParcelNo. 036-104-510

March 24th, 2004 PlanningCommissionPublic Hearing

Dear Sir/Madam - -

1 am a homeowner who lives directly opposite the planned
developmenton HarteStreetin Montara.

Overthe lastfew yearsI haveseena wide arrayof differing stylesof
new homesappearin Montara,rangingfrom largelog cabins,more
traditional wood sidedhouses,andvery modernlooking
stucco/concretehomes(egg. 4th andMain).

I havereviewedwhat is being plannedandI havezeroobjectionsto
the projectcontinuingasit standstoday. I think Mr Galahan’snew
housewill complementtheexisting homesin theneighborhoodand it
will be niceto seethe vacantlot utilized.

Sincerely

ChrisJames
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March 19,2004 - - -

SanMateo County Planning Commission -

400 CountyBldg
Redwood City, Ca.

Dear Commissioners: -

This letter is offered in support of the proposedGaichanhomelocated on
HarteStreet.

- Theirdesignwhich hasalreadybeen approvedhastaken into consideration
theexistingneighborhood.-
Thesetbackof-thehouseon the lot, the terracing of thestructure,andthe
landscaping of the site,haveall beendesignedto minimize the impacton
the surroundinghomes. -

I ask that you uphold the approval of the DesignReviewCommittee and
thePlanningDepartment. - - - -

L~i~a. Gi~~P-G-
LeslieGreenberg
700 HarteSt. - - 0 -

Montaro, Calif. 94037
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March 19, 2004

San Mafeo County Planning Commission
400 County Bldg -

RedwoodCity. Ca.

DearCommissioners:

This letter is offered in supportof theproposedGalahonhomelocatedon
Harte Street. -

Theirdesignwhich hasalreadybeenapprovedhastakeninto consideration
the existingneighborhood.
Thesetbackof thehouseon the lot, theterracingof thestructure,andthe
landscapingof thesite,haveall beendesignedto minimize theimpacton
thesurroundinghomes.

I askthat you uphold the approvalof theDesignReviewCommitteeand
the PlanningDepartment.

~
700 HarteSt.
Montara, Calif. 94037 - -
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Mar. 20, 2004

SanMateoCountyPlanningCommission,
455CountyCenter,
RedwoodCity. Calif.94063

Commissioners,

I supportthedesignasapproved,of theGalahanhouseon 750 HarteSt.
Theyhavetaken~eat careto designahousethatis inkeepingwith its surroundings.

- I resideon.thesameStreet,andin full view ofthelot. -

The attractivedesignwill bea welcomeadditionto ourneighborhood.
Theappealis from someonewho doesnot evenlive in theneighborhood,living over
a mile away,anduponwhom thishousewill haveno impactwhatsoever.
Theappealhasno merit - pleasedeny thisappeal.

Sincerely, - - -

1298 Birch St.
Montara,Calif. 94037
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March 20, 2004

SAN MATEO COUNTY PLAI’Th.flNG COMMISSION
455 CountyCenter,
RedwoodCity, Ca. - -

I am writing in supportoftheHomedesignedby the Galahanslocatedon HarteSt.,
Montara. I live directlyacrossfrom their1-lome-site,andwould bethe mostdirectly
affected i hbor. I havereviewedtheplansaswell asattendedtheDesignCommittee’s
hearin I eeltheiralreadyapproveddesignis agoodfit for ourblockandalsotakes

0 CC) I erationmine andneighborhomesby it’s deepsetbackfrom thestreet.
P as y this appeaL -

I HarteSt. -

Montara,Ca. - -
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- - March20,2004

SAN MATEO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
455 CountyCenter,
RedwoodCity, Ca. -

I amwriting in supportof theHomedesignedby theGalahanslocatedon HarteSt.,
Montara. I live directly acrossfrom theirHome-site,andwould bethemostdirectly
affectedneighbor.I havereviewedtheplansaswell asattendedtheDesignCommittee’s
hearings.I feel theiralreadyapproveddesignis agoodfit for ourblockandalsotakes
intoconsi ~onmine arid neighborhomesby it’s deepsetbackfrom thestreet.
Please enythis ppeal. - - -

- Te~ een -;::
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- JOHN P~ROBINSON
- -- 8560 Der1i~Way

- -- Sacrainento~CA 95823
-- - (916)524_5105

- - - March2O,2004

WA FAX -

San. MateoPianningComnüssion
- Attn: Mr. FarhadMortazazi
RedwoodCity, CA
(650) 363-4849

Re: Pla1mingPemütAPN PLN 2003-00096 (Galaban) - -

Dear P~m~ngComznission.ers)- -

As a longtimeresidentofMontara(35 years)withyearsofcomxrnrniryinvolvement(16 -

yearselectedto FireDist~ictBoard)I amwriting to encourageyouto approvethe
application.for abuildingpermitpe~theaboverefere~icedapplication.

Although I havejustrec~itlymovedawayfrom Montaxa~continueto own threeseparate
propertieswithin two blocksoftheproposedconstructionon the700 blockofHarteSt. I
havehadtheopportunityto resriewtheplans-f’or thehousethattheGalalianfantily is
proposingto build. I find that thereisnothingin theirplanthatwouidbedeleterious~
theimmediateneighborhood,communityorto thecosstsidein general.

it is myu.~derstandingthattheCountyGeneralPlancallsfor infUl ofvacantlots in the
uxdneorporatedMontaraarea.The applicantfor thispermitis fulfilling thatgoalaswell
asprovidingmuchneededadditionto thehousingstockin SanMateaCounty. -

Please2ivethe(3~Iahanfaxn-ily applicatio~iafavorablevote.

~

P.Robinson
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March 21, 2004

PLANNING COMMISSION
San Mateo County
455 County Center
Redwood City, CA

Ret: PLN2003-00096

I am o resident of, arid own my own home in, the unincorporated community
of Monfara. I am writing to offer my support of the previously approved
designs of the Galahans for their Jot on Harfe St. I have reviewed the design
plans of the proposed home and believe the future home will be an excellent
addition to our community.
The owners have taken painstaking efforts to incorporate design elements that
surpass the-criteria for Coastal design s±ondards. -

Please do not encourage persons like the appellant who neither reside in the
vicinity, nor express the majority view of citizens in our community with respect
to home designs. -

I ask that you deny his appeal.

~O~boX
9L/037
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March21,2004

To: PLANNNG COMMISSION
SAN MATEO COUNTY

I am writft~gin supportof theHomedesigi~edby theGaiahanson HarreSt.,Montar-a,
PLN2003-00096. - -

I live on thesameStreet,andfeel thatthis homedesignwould bewell suitedto our
neighborhood. -

Pleaseapprovethedcsi~thcyhavesubmitted,anddenytheappeal.

Montara,Ca.
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To: PLM1NTI~GCONfl~4.ISSION
SAN MAThO COUNTY

I amwriting in supportoftheFlomedesi~iødby theGalahanson HarteSt., Montara,
PLN2003-00096.
I live onthesamestreet,andfeel that this-homedesignwould be well s!.Litedtoour
neighborhood.
Pleaseapprovethedesi~itheyhavesubmitted,anddenytheappeal.

6lORarteSt. - - -- • - -

Montara.,Ca. - -
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March22,2004 - -

- SanMateoCountyPlanningCommission. - -

400 CountyBuilding - - -

- RedwoodCity, Ca.94063 -

I amwriting to givemy supportto thehomedesignapprovedfor theGalahanf~irilly
on the700blockofHartest, in Montara. -

I feel it will fit thecommunitywell. - Pleasesupportthisapproval,anddenytheappeal.

C0(~~O~ - - - -

~ ~-A - - - -

DE.’~o!2~AH - -
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March 23, 2004

Planning Commission -

of SanMateo County
455 CountySt.
RedwoodCity, Ca 94063

- To ~Commi~sioners, -

I’leas~supporttheapprovedplansfor theGalahanhomeon 1-larteStreet.

I live neartheirfuturehomeand feelthat this designwill beof benefitto ourarea.

Pleasesupportourlocalneighborhoodanddenythis appeal.

Sincerely, ,<1

,,1 -.

~74_~-\ 6~i /

I -

1f~7~KqV1~z37 -
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March 23, 2004

PlanningCommission
of San MateoCounty -

455 CountySt. -

RedwoodCity, Ca 94063

To Commissioners, - - - -

Pleasesupporttheapprovedplansfor theGalaharihomeon. HarteSkeet.

1 live neartheirfuturehomeandfeel thatthis designwill beofbenefit to ourarea.

PLeasesupportour local neighborhoodanddeny this appeal.

Sincerely,- -

~4cJJE Qui~

Ro~.22~ -

41)/’~)GA~‘~L~D~7
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March 23, 2004 - - -

PlanningCommission - - - - -

of SanMatnoCounty
455 CountySt. - —

Redwood City, Ca 94063

To Conunissioriers, - -

Pleasesupporttheapprovedplansfor theGalahanhomeon HarteStreet.

I live neartheirfuture homear~4feel thatthis designwill be ofbenefitto ourarea.

Please support our local neighborhoodanddenythis appeal. - -

Sinc~ely,

Pc~y 2~ ~#~2JI~ -
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March 23,2004 - - - -

- Planning.Comrn.ission -

of SanMateo County -

455 CountySt. - -

RedwoodCity, Ca 94063 --

To CoTnrnissioners, -

Pleasesupporttheapprovedplansfor the Galahanhomeon. HarteStreet.

t live neartheirfuturehomeandfeel that this designwill be ofbenefitto ourarea.

Pleasesupportourlocal neighborhoodand denythisappeal.

Sincerely,

~ ~auzLe1~øu

/ 2 &~~? fi
t
// J1i~ /V/~J7~4p~/~
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Attachment N

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES AGENCY

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit or Project File Number: Board Meeting Date: September 14, 2004
PLN 2003-00096

Prepared By: Farhad Mortazavi ForAdoption By: Board of Supervisors

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

The Board of Supervisors found that:

A. For the Environmental Review

This project is exempt from environmental review pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15301, Class 1, construction of a
small structure.

B. For the Design Review -

This project has been reviewed under and found to be in compliance with the
Design Review Standards for Coastside Districts, Section 6565.7 of the San
Mateo County Zoning Regulations.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Planning Division

1. The project shall be constructed in compliance with the plans approved by the
Planning Commission. Any changes or revisions to the approved plans or above
conditions shall be reviewed by the Design Review Officer or, where necessary,
the Coastside Design Review Committee for approval.

2. This permit shall be valid for one year from the date of approval. Any extension of
this permit shall require submittal of an application for permit extension and
payment of applicable extension fees sixty (60) days prior to the expiration date.

3. The applicant shall provide “finished floor elevation verification” to certify that the
structure is actually constructed at the height shown on the submitted plans. The
applicant shall have a licensed land surveyor or engineer establish a baseline
elevation datum point in the vicinity of the construction site.
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a. The applicant shall maintain the datum point so that it will not be disturbed by
the proposed construction activities until final approval of the building permit.

b. This datum point and its elevation shall be shown on the submitted site plan.
This datum point shall be used during construction to verify the elevation of
the finished floors relative to the existing natural or to the grade of the site
(finished grade).

c. Prior to planning approval of the building permit application, the applicant shall
also have the licensed land surveyor or engineer indicate on the construction
plans: (1) the natural grade elevations at the significant corners (at least four)
of the footprint of the proposed structure on the submitted site plan, and (2)
the elevations of proposed finished grades.

d. In addition, (1) the natural grade elevations at the significant corners of the
proposed structure, (2) the finished floor elevations, (3) the topmost elevation
of the roof, and (4) garage slab elevation, must be shown on the plan,
elevations, and cross-section (if one is provided).

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

topmost elevation of the roof are required.

f. If the actual floor height, garage slab, or roof height--as constructed--is
different than the elevation specified in the plans, then the applicant shall
cease all construction and no additional inspections shall be approved until a
revised set of plans is submitted to and subsequently approved by both the
Building Official and Planning Director.

4. During project construction, the applicant shall, pursuant to Section 5022 of the
San Mateo County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of
stormwater runoff from the construction site into storm drain systems and water
bodies by:

a. Using filtration materials on storm drain covers to remove sediment from
dewatering effluent.

b. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures
continuously between October15 and April 15.

c. Removing spoils promptly, and avoiding stockpiling of fill materials, when rain
is forecast. If rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials shall be
covered with a tarp or other waterproof material.
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d. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes so as to
avoid their entry to the storm drain system or water body.

e. Avoiding cleaning, fueling or maintaining vehicles on site, except in an area
designated to contain and treat runoff.

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

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

6. All new power and telephone utility lines from the street or nearest existing utility
pole to the main dwelling and/or any other structure on the property shall be
placed underground.

7. The applicant shall apply for a building permit and shall adhere to all requirements
from the Building Inspection Section, the Department of Public Works and the Half
Moon Bay Fire Protection District.

8. No site disturbance shall occur, including any grading or tree removal, until a
building permit has been issued, and then only those trees approved for removal
shall be removed.

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

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

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

c. The applicant shall ensure that no construction related vehicles shall impede
through traffic along the right-of-way on Harte Street. All construction vehicles

shall be parked on-site outside the public right-of-way or in locations which do
not impede safe access on Harte Street. There shall be no storage of
construction vehicles in the public right-of-way.

10. The exterior color samples submitted to the Committee are approved. Color
verification shall occur in the field after the applicant has applied the approved
materials and colors but before a final inspection has been scheduled.
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11. Noise levels produced by the proposed construction activity shall not exceed the
80 dBA level at any one moment. Construction activities shall be limited to the
hours from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m. on Saturday. Construction operations shall be prohibited on Sunday
and any national holiday.

12. The landscape plan, including all listed trees and shrubs, shall be included with the
building permit plans, and its implementation shall be confirmed prior to final
building inspection.

Building Inspection Section

13. At the time of application for a building permit, the following will be required:

a. Prior to pouring any concrete for foundations, written verification from a
licensed surveyor will be required, which will confirm that the required
setbacks have been maintained as per the approved plans.

b. An automatic fire sprinkler system will be required. This permit must be
issued prior to or in conjunction with the building permit.

c. If a water main extension, upgrade or fire hydrant is required, this work must
be completed prior to issuance of the building permit, or the applicant must
submit a copy of an agreement and contract with the water purveyor which will
ensure the work is completed prior to finalization of the building permit.

d. A site drainage plan will be required which will demonstrate how roof drainage
and site runoff will be directed to an approved disposal area.

e. Sediment and erosion control measures shall be installed prior to beginning
any site work and maintained throughout the project. Failure to install or
maintain these measures will result in a work stoppage on the dwelling until
the corrections have been made and fees associated with staff time have
been paid.

f. A driveway plan and profile will be required.

14. Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant will be required to provide
payment of “roadway mitigation fees” based on the square footage (assessable
space) of the proposed residence per Ordinance #3277.

15. No construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until Public Works’
requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including review of
applicable plans, have been met and an encroachment permit issued by the
Department of Public Works.



16. The applicant shall submit a driveway “Plan and Profile” to the Public Works
Department, showing the driveway access to the parcel (garage slab) complying
with County Standards for driveway slopes (not to exceed 20%) and to County
Standards for driveways (at the property line) being the same elevation as the
center of the access roadway. The driveway plan shall also include and show
specific provisions and details for handling both the existing and the proposed
drainage.

17. The applicant shall prepare a plan indicating the proposed method of sewering this
property.

18. The applicant shall submit detailed drawings showing the “sources of” and the
“installation locations for” all the required underground utilities.

Half Moon Bay Fire Protection District

19. The applicant shall comply with all conditions required by the Half Moon Bay Fire

Protection District. -

FSM:kcd - FSMOO4O6_WKU.DOC
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Attachment0

PLN2003-00096
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVE PLAN SUBMITTED TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 6/22 & 8/9

The following changes which have been incorporated into the alternative design are divided into
into Two categories, Major & Minor:

Below is an enumeration of each, and discussion following how each change incorporated
advances the goals of the comments and recommendations received.

Major changes: -
1.) Upper Story Set back &
2.) Lower Story Brought forward.
3.) Balcony/Garage Section Brought forward
4.) Elimination of Vertically stacked 3 story element.
5.) Setback of 1/3 Upper Story & Addition of Major Roofline (hipped roof)
6.) Division of Front Elevation of house into 6 Planes from 4 Planes

1.) & 2.) The reduction in the setback of the Upper Story was the principle issue raised at the
~c hearing: It was felt that the sloping and massing of the 2 stories above Garage were
insufficiently angled to conform to the lot topography. The Alternative now incorporates a
reduction of 4 feet, 6 inches, for a total upper floor setback of 12’ 6” - from the original setback of
only 8 feet. (measured as the increased differential between the setbacks of the Lower Story & the
Upper story from the original plan).
As measured from the central offset** of the structure, this is a 17.5% reduction in vertical mass.
This was achieved by both the removal of one room and reduction of the principal Bedroom width
to the maximum extent feasible.
The sloped angle is now significantly and noticeably shallower than in the original submittal. The
angle of repose is 39.5 degrees from an original 49.3 degrees.
The total setback of the upper story from the front of thestructure is now at 20 feet 4 inches.
(previous setback was at 15 feet 10 inches)

(** thevisual point at which the house begins its frontal massing)

3.) & 4.) A reduction in the front setback was another item that was advised by both
commissioners and staff: In addition to accommodating this recommendation by moving the
Garage level forward, another result is that the structure no longer contains a directly ‘stacked’ 3
story elemerlt.** As the owner continues to be sensitive to the wishes of the surrounding
homeowners, this was difficult to achieve without breaking a promise to neighbors to keep the
front setback to a maximum extent.
(** For seismic and structural loading purposes, only the wall thickness remains as vertical)

5.) Approximately 2/3 of the front elevation of the structure now benefits from introduction of
a sloped and hipped roof-line across the most visible area. This has been accomplished by
moving back the verticallyoffset upper story element 4 ft. from it original setback, creating two
distinct planes along this 1/3 section of the frontal mass. The introduction of a Hipped roof to
accentuate the Plane separation has the added benefit of creating additional shadow lines and
greater visual interest, as well as enhancing the structures’ topographical form following
characteristics as mandated by LCP policy.

6.) The overall facade of thestructure as viewed from the street has been significantly
softened with the incorporation of 2 additional Planes as explained both above and below,
increasing from the original 4, for a total of 6 Planes. Structures with such a distinct level of
planiform articulation inherently remove the appearance of mass. It is noted that of the 4 adjacent
houses, 2 contain only I plane, and the balance have 2.
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Minor changes:
1.) Removal of I Front/Side window: to acommodate privacy concerns of adjacent neighbor,

and to soften appearance of massing as viewed from the % side.
2.) Balcony element overhang of Garage: This increases shadow lines & articulation as

viewed from the front, in addition to creating a plane change - softening the vertical mass nearest
to the street.

3.) Increase in coverage and height of different exterior material along Garage story: The
rustic stone element has been increased to 4 ft. high - the addition of a stronger and higher
horizontal line comprised of distinct building material further reduces the visual impact of this
story.

The total sum of these changes in this alternative plan achieves the goals of the input and
recommendations received from 2 of the 3 Planning corn missioners* who voted against the
original plan, and from which advice and recommendations were received by the applicant post-
hearing.

(*One commissioner voted in favor of the submitted plan, and anotherwas not present)
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