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‘MO San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
FROM: Barbara K. Mauz

Date: January 4, 2006

RE:  Appeal of PLN 2005-00271 (Stebbins) ~ APN 048-021-230

Please make this appeal along with all of the attachments a part of the
Official Public Record regarding the above named Appeal. This appeal
contains my letter dated December 13, 2005 2long with my original
appeal dated September 13, 2005 with Exhibits numbered 1 through 12 as
described below for the following reasocns: s SR

My issucs genﬁally were ot pmparly addressed and because of new issnes presented in my letter of
~ 12/13/05 were not addressed (See attached) and becausg of, o : . ' :

Lack of analysis for cumulative effects of this project and reasonably foresceable futwre projects, as
required by CEQA. At the Plaoning Commission, the staff asserted there were no future developable lots
up the hillside, but they presented no data to prove this was true. The CEQA analysis would be the legal
and correct way to disclose how this project's impacts would interact with those that might be built up the
hill in the future, . S o
The 8 inch diameter water main is prima facie evidence that future projects will in fact be enabled by this
- project, also triggering the need for analysis of growth inducing impacts and cumulative impacts on storm
water runoff, etc. LUP Policy 2.7 requires "Phased development of public works facilities to ensure that
permitted public works capacities are limited to serving the needs generated by d opment which i
- consigtent with L CP policies." Since the projects up the hill have yet to be submitted, it can not be said
whether those projects (which could be served by the water main) ace in fact consistent with LCP policies.
Should this project be approved, there must be a condition of approval on the CDP that restricts the water
- main to only serving this project. ‘ : o -

Exhibit 1, la, 1lb depicting subject. Ephemeral Stream, 2 {Letter of
2/27/01 from Dr. Lajoie - 2 Pg-), 3 (letter of 4/7/00 from Coastal
Cormission - 2 pg.), ¢ (Diagram depicting proposed Buildout Infra-
Structure for proposed house???), 5 (G6SD Map showing planned Class 3
Sewer Main plans), Exhibit), 6 (County Map showing location of proposed
projects), 7 (County Map showing prozimity to Mirada Surf :
Greenbelt/Open Space Areas), B (GSD Letter from GSD Engineer expressing
concerns of the area with regard to feasibility of proposed projects
and infra-structure there), 9 {County Map showing Ephemeral Stream),
10, Letter of 12/14/05 from Chuck Kozak - 3 pg.), Exhibit 11 (Memo from
MCCC Planning & Zoning Committee) and, Exhibit 12 (Letter of 12/13/05
from HMB Planning Commissioner, Kevin Lansing) . o ' .

The County's response to this appeal does not resolve either of the
.appeal issues; namely, (1) further compromise of coastal resources in
the form of an ephemeral stream and riparian corridor that has already
suffered from prior development and, (2) lack of CEQA compliance as te |
the cumulative and growth inducing impact of oversized infras ructyre
servicing this project. L : ’5 v 1

S : : . ' Barbara K. Mauz, Appellant :

» See attached Appeal lLetter of 12/.13/05,‘ Appeai of 9/13/05 and Exhibits
-1 through 12 - : ‘ “
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TO: San Mateo éounty Planning COmmiséion

FROM: Barbara K. Mauz

Date: December 13, 2005

RE: Appeal of PLN 2005-00271 (Stebbins) - APN 048-021-230

Please distribute this memo to each Planning Commissioner and make it
along with the attachments a part of the Official Public Record
regarding the above named Appeal.

The County's response to this appeal does not resolve either of the
appeal issues; namely, (1) further compromise of coastal resources in
the form of an ephemeral stream and riparian corridor that has already
suffered from prior development and, {2} lack of CEQA compliance as to
the cumulative and growth inducing impact of oversized infrastructure
servicing this project.

STREAM/RIPARIAN ISSUE

As shown by pPreviously submitted material and both Coastal Commission
staff and s retired USGS Professor Emeritus, Ken Lajoie have documented
with written statements and a decades long aerial photo history along
with a map showing the ephemeral stream’s route, the historical
existence and continuing presence of the ephemeral stream and adjacent
riparian area. The fact that the stream is ephemeral and thus not
~indicated on the USGS "Blue Line"™ map does not mean that the stream and
adjacent riparian area are not there.

The Blue Line map does pot trump either the current or previous reality
of resources on or under the ground. Dr. Lajole personally delivered
his materials to Marcia Raines, Terry Burnes & David Holbrook at his
presentation of them before the Board of Supervisers on my behalf at my
appeal of Dennis Doherty’s illegal culvert work involving this
ephemeral stream on February 27th, 2001. I reccmmend that the Planners
involved in the writing of this Staff Report take a look at De,
Lajoie’s original letter, aerial photos & stream route/topo maps in
File PLN 2000-00493 for that appeal and cease their deceptive
activities ~--- there is NO Channel A or Channel B unless the applicants
did additional severe cut and £i1]1, splitting this Ephemeral Stream and
creating two separate channels —-- THAT would clearly be criminal.

Further, LCP Pol. B.1 -~ Definition of Landforms includes STREAMS and
WATERWAYS that do require protections and Scenic Setbacks of any
proposed development from the stream’s/waterway’ s edge* -- this IS an
Ephemeral Stream.

The County’s setback of a proposed structure from the stream resources
by only scant square footage where there ARE required setbacks by the
County’'s own LCP does not constitute what the County calls a “"sensitive
response” of the applicant to the presence of what the County is
calling split "drainage swales A & B".

Continued ..

)
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RE:  Appeal of PLN 2005-00271 (Stebbins) — AN 048~021-230  page 2

*LCP Pol. B.6 (a) states, Set back development from the edge of stresms
and othex natural waterways a sufficient distance TO PRESERVE THE
VISUAL CHARACTER of the waterway. And, *LCP Pol. B.6 (b} states,
PROHIBIT STRUCTURAL DEVELOPMENT WHICH WILL ADVERSELY AFFECT the VISUAL
QUALITY of perennial streams and associated riparian habitat, except
for those permitted by Sensitive Habitats Component Policies. :

This ephemeral stream is ONE CONTINUOUS STREAM that originates from the
hills above and has flowed down through this channel where water has
been witnessed during past rainy seasons by neighbors and also by
myself. Bruce Stebbins’ partner, Bruce Gherles, cut down numérous trees
including some that were Heritage Sized on the lower part of the
streambank a part of a cut and fill eperation. In July 2005, - when
attempting to document this operation that included their depositing of
toxic Bucalyptus Chips into the streambed, the Gherles’/Stebbins’ hired
out-of-state tree cutter grabbed my pocket camera out of my hands,
tossed it to Mr. Gherles’ who refused to return it to me.

This stream flows mostly underground since it was buried under J.L.
Johnson’s haul road as documented in the Mirada Surf Final EIR; the
haul road is now being used as a walking trail to Quarry Park. The
stream continues its flow under the trail, into the lower Mirada Surf
Tree Grove it then veers south under the trail to the south side where
it nourishes the willows/riparian/wetland areas near SR1, then through
a culvert under SR1 where it nourishes the willows/riparian/wetland
areas on the west side Mirada Surf Bluff before it makes its way west
to the ocean as can be seen in Dr. lajoie’s aerial photos. Note, I
included the stream route map and Dr. Lajole’s letter of February 27th,
2001 in my appeal as Exhibits 1 and 2 respectively. : :

The applicant's own>biolog;§t states at the conclusion of his report
that one vigit during the dry season cannot provide conclusive evidence
of the presence or absence of ephemeral stream resourceg. v

Any current degraded state or absence of vegetation or soils indicative
of wetland and stream resources is easily seen as a reflection of the
prior development the County shows on their maps to have taken place
.around those resources. As shown by the Bolsa Chica decision, even
~ damaged coastal resources are worthy of protection because without it,
these rescurces cannot be Trecovered and may even disappear altogether.

Also, the people whé walk up the Quarry Park‘Trail will be de?rivéd of .
the natural experience of walking beside this Ephemeral Stream and the
tree covered Streambank and instead, be confronted with a row of

house(s) that appear to be planned further up the steep, tree covered
hillside above this area. : g '

This area and the steep hillside is directly adjacent to the :
three (3) established Greenbelt/Open Space Entities of Mirada Surf
Hillside/Tree Grove Areag, Quarry Park and P.0.5.T.’s “Wicklow"_Lands.
- The County is not demonstrating good planning with plans to allow a
small subdivision to be constructed directly adjacent to these
beautiful Greenbelt/Open Space Areas. Where are the County’s required
protections for these beautiful Greenbelt/Open Space Areas?
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RE: Appeal of PLN 2005-D0271 (Stebbins) - APN 046-021-~230 vPage 3
CEQA ISSUES

The overdone scale of infrastructure proposed for this project (e.g., 8
inch diameter water line, where 6 inch diameter is the state standard)
can easily become growth inducing. Measured by flow area, the capacity
of an 8 inch pipe is almost double that of a & inch pipe (the relative
flow area ratio being 16 to 9), If development in the proposed project
area is indeed "in its final phase" (as the County staff report
claims), then there is no need to pProvide so much water supply capacity
to the few remaining vacant parcels. The fact that surplus water
service capacity has historically been an inducement for coastal

zone development is more than a fair argument, which is all that CEQa
requires for any impact analyegis (including a cumulative one) to be
necessary. .

Also, this FEphemeral Stream/Streambank including the trees on the
Streambank has been functioning as part of the Greenbelt that separates
El Granada from Miramar. The tvees that were cut down along with the
remaining trees on that Streambank are a part of the Greembelt. The
Greenbelt is there by law as part of the General Plan to meet the
requirements of Section 65910 of State Government Code requiring
formulation of an Open Space Ordinance i.e., Open Space Element and to
ensure consistency between the General Plan and the Zoning Ordinance.

The house that is proposed to be placed on the upper Streambank

area would eradicate what remains of the Greenbelt that is there to
separate one developed area from another --- it would be breached
leaving large stretches of Southern El Granada being confronted with a
direct view to the proposed house in Miramar, thus intruding into the
public viewshed. This alsgo constitutes a significant environmental
impact under CEQA.

El Granada is a one-of-a-kind designed Comnunity by famed architect,
Daniel H. Burnham, in 1906 and, according to author/historian, Barbara
VanderWerf - El1 Granada (including the Mirada Surf Lands: Field, Tree
Grove and Hillside Areas) a remarkable County Scenic Corridor and also
is a County Historic Resource.

Daniel Burnham’s spatial organization of El Granada included large
acreages designated Rural Land, Greenbelt/Open Space Areas* including
the Mirada Surf Field, Tree Grove and Hillside Areas of which this
Ephemeral Stzeam and Tree Covered Streambank are an integral part.

The State Office of Historic Preservation considers both the 1906
Paniel H. Burnham General Plan for the town of Granads and the 1%07-
1905 Shoreline Investment Company implementation of the Burnham General
Plan as a Significant Historical Resource. The presence of a

. Significant Historical Resource triggers special consideration under
CEQA. .
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RE:  Appeal of PIN 2005-00271 (Stebbins) - APN 048-021-230  Page 4

The San Mateo County Department of Environmental Management also has

‘'determined that the town design of Granada is a Historic Resource. The

Cultural Resources Inventory States that the town design is unique as
it is the only cne of its type in the County and is the work of the
famous Architect and City Planner Daniel Bu;nham.

As a Historic Resource, El Granada falls under the protection of the
San Mateo County Historic Preservation Ordinance, specifically Section
7730.1, Section 7730.2 and Section 7730.4. The last Section states that
the purpose of the Ordinance is to integrate the preservation of
Historic Resources into public and private land management and
developnent processes. :

' The Public Resources Code requires that significant Historic Resources

be protected from substantial adverse change. Substantial adverse
change to a Historic Resource is defined as demolitiocn, destruction,
relocation, oxr ALTERATION such that the significance of an Historical
resource would be impaired. : ' : '

Because El Granada is listed as a Historic Resource at the County
Level, CEQa requires the lead agency to carefully consider possible
Impacts when a proposed development project may adversely affect,

impact or otherwise involve the Historic Resource and to require
mitigation measures. -

Further, under Historical & Axchaeological Resources Policies in the

General Plan - it stateg, in part, that the County SHALL:

5.1 Protect County Historic Resources for their historic, culturai,
social and educational values and the enjoyment of future generations.
And per 5.5, Integrate historical preservation into the planning
process of the County. S :

These required General Plan Policies are not being complied with
regarding PLN2005-00271. = ' : ' ‘ '

NON-RESPONSIVE STAFF REFORT

The County's Staff Rpt. also did not addreés in any way the épplicant's

Plans to suspend a 4" diameter sewer lateral from their proposed bridge

across the Ephemeral Stream on the Ephemeral Streambank. There is water .
flowing undexrground in this Ephemeral Stream and suspending a sewer
lateral as proposed could release raw sewage into the stream that flowe
into the willows/wetland/riparian areas in lower East Side Mirada Surf
and also on the West Side Mirada Surf Bluff and into the ocean in the
case of an earthquake or other natural digsaster. No analysis of the
impacts of a possible pipe rupture has been performed, as required by

- CEQA. ’ :

- An 8" diameter water main extension would be capable of servicing

hundreds of houses. This infrastructure could be used to service a
future small subdivision---in addition to the small subdivision that
the County has allowed to be built on a piecemeal basis along Magellan

Avenue. The State Standard for water mains is 6" diameter.
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RE: Appeal of PLN 2005-00271 (Stebbins) - APN 048-021-230 Page 5

-The fact that the County dismisses the main appeal issues with
subjective opinion and an inconclusive biologists report (while listing
15 or 20 irrelevant areas where the project may comply with general
plan, zoning and design review requirements), indicates that this
appeal has not received a careful staff review and response and thus
the appeal is being denied a fair and considered hearing, as required
by law. By continuing this approach, the County will encourage more
citizen appeals in the future, and more escalation of planning and
developnent issues to state regulatory authorities. This, in turn,
contributes te unnecegsary delays, costs, and uncertainties for

applicants, staff, boards, and commissions, as well as the taxpaying
public.

The County should honestly and openly respond the issues raised in this

appeal and engage in a legitimate effort to resolve them. Please uphold
the appeal and remand the project back for further study and analyeis.

Thank-you,

Fpkaior K iy

Barbara K. Mauz, Appellant

Attach. (Dr. Lajoie's Letter of 2/27/01 & His Stream Route Map)

CC: California Coastal Commission
Granada Sanitary District Board/Legal Counsel & MCCC Board
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September 13, '2005'

| 1%
Tot San Mateo County P annlng Commission ~— /Q‘ ‘2(? (fL D
e J/M PLNaéowfr‘ mal?/

From: Barbara K. Mauz

The CDP for the above named proposed project reguires that all LCp
.policies be met, and since this has not been shown with regard to the
' numerous LCP Policies shown below; these Policies were neither
addressed by the applicant nor investigated by staff, a CDP should be
denied or conditioned so as to at least mltlgate the violations.

This project involves a well documented* Ephemeral Stream that for the
most part is flowing underground due to it being covered over/buried
for a "haul road" by notorious contractor, J.L. Johnson, where he
wanted to use it for timber harvesting and was stopped from do;ng that

- by the County --- people now use it as a trail up to Quarry Park. As
previously stated, this Ephemeral Stream flows for the most part
underground, year around and the evidence of that are the
Willows/Wetland areas at the base of the Quarry Park Trail & SR1 where
it then flows through a culvert under SR1 where it nourishes the
Willows/Wetland areas along Magellan & SRl as it flows aleng the ermh
Surf Bluff and into the ocean there.

*On Feb:uary 27", 2001 U.S.G.S. Aerial Photos THAT DON'T LIE were
presented to the Board of Supervisors by retired U.8.G.S. Geologist,
Ken Lajoie at my appeal against Dennis Doherty's destructive activities
& violation of the Ephemeral Stream mouth by his illegal culvert work.
These Aerial Photos showed 6B-70 years existence of this Ephemeral
Stream. Mr. lajoie gave these Aerial Photos along with a map showing
the Stream’s course along with other materials to Marcia Raines and
Planner, Dave Holbrook. The County Planning Department HAS these Aerial
Photos and other materials ON FILE. Staff very clearly needs to include
these Rerial Photos im an overall investigation of the Stebbins/Gherles
projects. See Mr. Lajoie’s BOS Presentation Letter - Exhibit 1 and
Stream Course - Exhibit 2. It should be noted that the Coastal
Commission also has possession of Mr. Lajoie’s materials to go by now
and can now change their jurisdictional boundaries as they had

~originally intended to do -- they didn’t have them at the time of their
51te v151t ! .

Additionally, on Aprll 4th, 2000 the Coastal Commission's Blologist,

. Dr. John Dixon walked up along this Ephemeral Stream's Streambed and T
examined it . in relation to Dennis Doherty's violation that Fran Pollard
& myself reported & dccording to letter written to Dave Holbrook by the
Coastal Coemmission's Enforcement Officer dated April’ 7, 2000 it reads:

_"Pursuant to our site visit, John Dizon, our blologzst lndlcated that
- he believes that the drainageway located near the access road is )
actually a streambank, under the coastal Commission's definition, as
well as the Department of Fish & Game's definition of a stream. This
stream constitutes an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA),
and, thus, any development proposed within 100 feet of the ESHA would

be appealable to the coaztal Commission." 3ee Jo Glnsberg 8 letter -
Exhibit 3.

Continued..

26
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Re: Appeal of CDP re: PLN 2005-00271 - Bruce Stebbins

Dr. Dixon IS THE COASTAL COMMISSION'S BIOLOGIST and he certainly must
have had a good basis for his determination such as the existence of
hydric soils, wetland plants or wetland animals in the Streambed of
this Ephemeral Stream.

The applicant, Bruce Stebbins and his partner, Bruce Gherles caused
destruction of the hydric scils, wetland plants and animals in the
Ephemeral Streambed with severe alteration to the Ephemeral Stream
which is a Significant Landform via massive Cut & Fill and the blowing
of toxic Eucalyptus Chips into the Streambed which should not go
unpunished and have violated a whole series of LCP Policies including:

LCP Policy 8.1 - define landforms as NATURAL TOPOGRAPHIC AND LANDSCAPE
FEATURES WHICH INCLUDE BUT ARE NOT RESTRICTED TO, ridgelines,
hillsides, canyons, coastal terraces, headlands, mountains, rock
outcrepings, hills, cliffs, bluffs, sand dunes, beaches, wetlands,
estuaries, STREAMSB and arroyos.

LCP Policy B8.6a: Set back development from the edge of streams and
other natural waterways a sufficient distance to preserve the VISUAL
CHARACTER OF THE WATERWAY.

LCP Policy *B.17 - Alteration of Landforms: Require that development be
located and designed to CONFORM WITH, rather than change landforms.
MINIMIZE the alteration of landforms as a consequence of grading,
cutting, excavating, filling or other development.

County LCP Policies 7.1 through 7.13 provide protection to the
Ephemeral Stream which have been ignored and not addressed by either
the applicant or staff. LCP Policy 7.5 requires that the applicant
demonstrate that there will be no significant impact on sensitive
habitats and that has not been done either. *

There is great concern that the County and applicant have not taken
into consideration the destructive negative impacts and possible growth
inducing impacts of putting these Monster Housges directly adjacent to
the three (3) contiguous Greenbelt/Gpen Space Fntities of Mirada Surf,
Quarry Park & P.0.5.T.'s “Wicklow” property nor, were the negative
impacts of the destruction of this natural area which is directly
adjacent to the Quarry Park Trail ~-- walkers on that trail would be
robbed of the natural experience of walking alongside the tree covered
Streambank and Ephemeral Stream and instead be confronted with this
Monster House and what could be a ROW of Monster Houses as indicated by

their growth inducing, buildeut water and sewer infrastructure plans
where CEQA DOES apply.

An B” Diamerter Water Main Extension has been included in this “Staff
Level” Blanket CDP and this is the third one that is marching straight
up that Streambank towards vacant land of questionable Jegality. An 8~

Diameter Water Main is capable of servicing HUNDREDS of Houses! See
Exhibit 4. Page 2

o~

&
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Re:  Appeal of CDP re: PLN 2005-00271 - Bruce Stebbins

See Exhibit 5 which shows that there are plans to take a Class 3 Sewer
‘Main Extension all the way up the steep hillside apdq directly adjacent
to both the Urban/Rural Boundary and the three Greenbelt/Open Space
Entities of Mirada Surf, Quarry Park and “Wicklow” and County Plat Map
Exhibit 6 that shows their real intent is to facilitate 2 “mini-
subdivision” with a ROW of Monster Houses up the steep hillside that
would stretch to vacant land over to the Socuth which Peter Douglas and
Chris Kern have already described @5 being land of questionable

legality --- this “Shore Acres” area is a Paper Subdivision from the
1500"¢ and ALL of these lots are groups of antiquated Sub-Standard
Lots! ' : ,

. "CEQA applies to all discretionary projects proposed to be carried out
or approved by California public agencies, including state, regional,
COUNTY, and local agencies, unless ap exemption applies. CEQA applies
to private activities that require discretionary government approvals."
P.R.C. §21001.1, 21002, 21080; Guidelines §15002 ' : '

In this case, CEQA requires the County to do an initial study
to assess the potential environmental impacts of the water and sewer
line extensions. This is necessary to avoid an illegal pPiecemealing or
segmnentation of the environmental impacts of extending water and sewer
lines for the ultimate purpose of building a whole group of houses or a
mini~subdivision rather than Just a single house. A project for CEQA
purposes must mean the whole of an action such that a project cannot

- legally be divided up into smaller pieces and then studied
independently of one another. :

The CEQA categofical egémption does not apply here due to:

1. There is cumulative impact (the sewer and water extension helps to
facilitate a bigger project: the building of a group of homes, j.e., a
mini-subdivision and,

2. There are unusual circumstances that could impact the environment
(the hanging of an exposed sewer Pipe (4” Diameter Sewer Lateral on a
“Driveway Bridge” OVER the Ephemeral Stream, which could rupture and
cause pollution of the Ephemeral Stream that flows down into Mirada

Surf and to the ocean) - has any one of you EVER heard of a 47 Diameter
Sewer Lateral or THIS being allowed???. :

From CEQA guidelines: »
'http://ceres.ca.gov/topic/env_léw/ceqé/guidelineé/arti9.html

"Cumulative Impact: All exemptions for these classes are inapplicarie
when the cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in
- the same place, over time is significant." ‘

“Significant Effect: A categorical exemption shall not be used foxr an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will
have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances.” Page 3
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Re:  Appeal of CDP xe: PLN 2005-00271 - Bruce Stebbins

There is a CEQA violation with these plans {e.g. not documenting the
cumulative, growth inducing impact of the prxoposed project in terms of
(1) infrastructure expansion beyond that needed for the project itself
and (2} setting the stage for a mini-subdivigion without having gone
thru a valid subdivision review process, the last review having been
100 years ago and clearly uninformed of present conditions affecting
traffic, water, public services, environmental impact and other
subdivision review criteria.) :

Please deny the CDP and remand the project back for proper CEQA/Environmental
Examination and compliance with LCP Policies and the Coastal Act.

[ 2

Barbara K. Mauz, A.p{:ellant | W
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February 27, 2001

San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
400 County Center
Redwood City, CA 94063

Re:  PLN 200000493
" APN 047-330-010

Dear Merhbers of the Board,

I am Kenneth R. Lajoie, a geologist recently retired after thirty years service with the US Geological
Survey in Menlo Park, CA. While with the USGS, 1 conducted extensive research and published
several reports on the geology of coastal San Mateo County. . - '

VI am writing this letter in support of a citizen's appeal regarding the definition of a riparian ivetland
habitat along a small, unnamed stream near the southern boundary of land parcel 4776 between El
Granada and Miramar in coastal San Mateo County (please see enclosed map). Residents from El

Granada recently informed me that part of this wetland had been damaged by road constructionand
home building in the area. : : o : ‘

Tunderstand that the wetland along this stream is not recognized as an envirorunentally sensitive
habitat by the County Planning Department or by the Coastal Commission mainly because the stream,
itself, is not delineated by a blue line on the USGS 1:24,000 topographic maps (Half Moon Bay and
Montara Mountain) covering that area. I should point out that most small, intermittent streams are not
delineated on any USGS topographic maps at this scale. Consequently, these maps are virtually useless
for locating or defining riparian habitats, or any other wetlands for that matter. :

At the request of two El Granada residents, I have inspected three sets of stereoscopic aerial
photographs (1943, 1956 and 1974) presently in the archives of the USGS library to ascertain the nature
of the disputed stream course (please see enclosed photocopies of these photographs). I have also '
inspected a 1962 ortho-photographic map from the CALTRANS archives in Oakland, CA and a 1995
ortho-photographic map from the Department of Public Works of San Mateo County (pleasesee

enclosed photocopies of these ortho-photographs). Additionally, I inspected the site in the field with
local residents on Friday, February 24, 2001. , -

. On all five aerial photographs, which span 67 years, a small stream course cleatly delineated by
riparian vegetation (most likely willows) extends from the mouth of the hillside watershed above
-land parcel 4776, across the flat coastal terrace and into the ocean. The stream course is also clearly
~ delineated by the 10’ contour lines on the large-scale 1962 CALTRANS ortho-photographic map. On

- the 1962, 1974 and 1995 photographs part of the stream course is obscured by a grove of eucalyptus trees,
but is still visible. S : ‘ ‘

A small culvert allows the stream to flow beneath a dirt road along the southern boundary of land
parcel 4776, and a second, larger culvert allows it to flow beneath Highway 1. Prior to severe sea-cliff
erosion in the 1960's, a low concrete bridge allowed the stream to flow beneath Mirada Road and into
the ocean; presently the stream enters the ocean through a deep gully east of the damaged bridge. -

'Additionally a small culvert beneath the dirt road allows drainage from Magellan Ave, to enter the¢ .
stream. B » ' ‘ - : : o :

-+ The evidence from the aerial photographs, the culverts and the bridge clearly attest to the presence of
a stream course along the southern boundary of 1and parcel 4776, even though it is not delineated bya
blue line on the USGS maps. The presence of water-loving vegetation along the stream clearly attests to

_the presence of a riparian wetland, which by any environmental standard is a sensitive habitat.

o4
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fj’_(ﬂ:ot’ SALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCER agENCY ] ,
CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION

45 FREMONT, SWITE 2000

teo\
54N FRANCISCO, CA 96106- 2214 : . 2(;\,! b { 7l ;
VOICE AND TDD (415) 90a. 5200 ) ) .

GRAY DAVIS, Goveansg

FAX (215) BO4. E400

7 April 2000

San Mateo County Planning & Building Division
ATTN: Dave Holbrook

-~ MailProp PLN 122 . R . e e e e
455 County Center _ , ' A ' L
Redwood City, CA 94063 ' '

" RE: Mirada Surf/Doherty
: Dear Davé:

‘Tam writing regarding the alleged Coastal Act/LCP violations on the Mirada Surf/Doherty

properties. During our site visit of Tuesday, April 4, 2000, Chris Kem, John Dixon, and [ looked
at the culvert repair/expansion, the access/haul road, the drainageway, the areas of tree removal,
and the Mirada Surf property. Pursuant 1o our site visit, John Dixon, our biologist; indicated that
he believes that the drainageway located near the access road is actually a streambank, under the.
Coastal Commission’s definition, as well as the Department of Fish and Game’s definition of a
stream. [ This stream constitutes an environmentally sensitive habitat area (ESHA), and, thus, any
development proposed within 100 feet of the ESHA would be appealable to the Coastal
- ] Commission. It is our intent to revise our post-certification map to reflect this change.

o . - ———

In addition, as we discussed on site, the County’s LCP regulations for repair and maintenance
exclusions limit exclusions to repairs that do rot increase the size of the structure being repaired,
Since an addition to the culvert was conslructed, increasing its size, it appears that the work done
on the culvert does not properly qualify for an exemption under the County’s regulations. You
indicated to Mr. Doherty that an after-the-fact coastal permit would be required for the culvert
repair and expansion. This coastal permit would be appealable to the Coastal Commission. We
~ further concluded that the pending coastal permit for a single-family residence located near the
culvert would be appealable to the Coastal Commission, based on ity proximity to the stream.

We have yet to determine if the access/haul road graded by J. L. Johnson is exempt from coastal
permit requirements because it was allegedly graded pursuant to a timaber harvest plan. We will

look into that matter.
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1

DAVE HOLBROOK
Page 2

Finally, based on his site visit, it is Dr. Dixon’s opinion that the boundaries of LSA’s wetland
survey of the Mirada Surf property seems to be dccurate. '

'Sincerely,
e
7 # )

JO GINSBERG
Enforcement Analyst

ce: Chris Kern
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-

"‘:‘Granada Sanitary District o : L éﬁk( kf‘%_’ g

From: . ' Howard Hoffman [HowardHoffman@kennedyjenks.com]

Sent: . Monday, September 22, 2003 12:08 PM

To: _ 'gsdsanitary@comcast.net’; Howard Hoffman; Nathan Nutter, Lep Kamer
Cc: Dist. Mgr. Chuck Duffy; Dist. Counsel Wittwer; Nathan Nutter

Subject: - RE: Mainline on Upper Magellan Ave., Miramar

Dear Gina,

-

In accordance with your requést, Associate Enginéer Nathan Nutter will be calling you t6 et up a
date and time that is mutually agreeable. Nathan and | reviewed the drawing again so that he will be
prepared for his site visit. - S -, -

" There is no State mandate requiring sewer laterals to connect to a sewer main at right angles. Sinca
- | have been the District Engineer, | have enforced a policy that laterals usually extend at right angles
. from a property. This appears to be the end of the line for the sewer (and for the '

. Joad) going up Magellan. As such, we required the applicant to construct a manhole’in the cul-de-.
;- sac. The lateral leaves the subject property at a right angle to the curved frontage gdjacent to the
..cul-de:sac. The lateral connects at the closest possible point downstream of the manhole. The
.; applicant's original plan showed the lateral connecting into the manhole, but that is a practice that we

usually do not allow, although it had been done in the past. (If a sewer worker is jn-a marhole, it is
i rather unpleasant having a lateral that starts to flow). o Y

N

?ZSince we do not know for a fact that the sewer will never be extended and the¥e are lots farther uphifl, \
nnection. However, it seems unlikely

7] ‘ | >t any tuture'development on the lots farther uphil, as
#:this would require considerable cut and fill on some very steep slopes. i C e
4 W - w.

T T

% In my experience, the most difficult issues for these steep lots relate to the drainage and the fire
i access, The subject plans appeared to present no special challenge for providing sewer service.
. However, in accordance with Board concerns, Nathan will review the plans in the field for

* conformance with the actual existing topography. o B

_If you, Chuck or any Board Merhbers have any questions after Nathan's site visit, then please fee,
free to send me another email or give me a call. ‘ &

.‘ ' gﬁginéle@sag_e%ef ' - - o ‘. (»g’gé’ac
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Deceraber 14, 2005 R o : o Via Email: 3 Pages

To:  San Mateo County Planning Commission _ o
County Government Center, 455 County Center, Redwood City, CA. 94063

re: Agenda Item #8 for 12/14/05 hcaringﬁ Appeal of PLN2005-00271.
Dear Members of the Planning Commission:

Thank ydﬁ for this opﬁc}rtunity to comment regarding this appéal. T am writing this as an :
individual, although 1 was involved in the earlier review of this project as a member of the MCC
Planning & Zoning Committee. ’ BREE.

I am not advocating either support of the appeal or of the County’s position, but would mther
bring to your consideration the issues with the process that often result in these appeals. Thave
studied this particular drainage/stream channel for many years, initially as one of the sources of
the Mirada Surf wetlands that lie downhill, and since then in relation to development projects in
- Miramar, including this one. In examining the nature and shape of the channel, the surrounding
topography, and older maps and aerial photographs, I have no doubt that this was once an active
seasonal (if nct perenrial) stream, and was identified as such as tecently as the 1950’s on official

County maps.

What has happened since then to the actual flow of this system is unclear. Mest likely it was 2
combination of (2) the maturing of the 200 acre Eucalyptus forest uphill that is absorbing large

- amounts of the groundwater, and (b) road building activity upslope from this channel that has
altered the flow and hydrology of the water shed. The staff report (page 3) postulates that the
channel shape *... iay be on account of the presence of highly erodable soils ...” , but
examination of the channel uphill from the project reveals a contour, shape, and sinuosity that
could only have been developed by a regular flow of water, This would give it definition asa

- natural waterway, and should entail at least consideration of applicable LCP policies in the
Sensitive Habilat and Visual Resources Components, That this channel was formed by aonce-
active stream was never disputed by the Coastal Commission, who based their final judgment on

- appeals jurisdiction on the lack of waterflow, related plant communities, and lack of mapping as
~ a sensitive habitat. : ‘

The land uphill is now owned by 2 conservation land trust, to eventually be part of our park
system. Land management practices being developed could result in the thinning and eventual
die-off of most of the Eucalyptus in the next 20 --30 years, and this, along with remedial road-
removal, could result in the restoration of some of the historic flow levels to this channel.

- In reviewing projects along this channel, a prime concern of mine has always been to tryto
maintain or restore its natural state, for the possibility of future restoration of the flow, asa
deterrent to flooding problems in lower Miramar, and for protection of the lower wetland areas

- from erosion, siltation, and pollutants. Keeping development away from the channel jtself, and
encouraging landscaping and restoration to the channel bed help with these efforts. In this case,
the applicant has been very responsive in voluntarily following these guidelines. | stress the word

PLN2005-00271 Appezﬂ lo Plasning Commiésion 12/14/05 -- Page 1

i4
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voluntarily, because there are no specific County guidelines or policies in place for this type of
situation. As the appellant points out, there are valid arguments that the cited LCP policies
should apply to this project -- and as staff points out, there are not specifics enough in those
policies to make them directiy applicable, leaving it open to interpretation. The current Sensitive
Habitat Map and Sensitive Habitat definitions are admittedly inadequate, and are undergoing
extensive review by the County’s long-range planners as part of the LCP Update.

As mentioned above, the applicant in this case, and in other projects on the coast, as been very
coopersiive in working with the MCC P&Z Committee to address these issues, cven though not
required by the County. As requested by the Coastside Design Review Comymittee in their
original condition #3 on (stamped) page 39 of the staff report, | have examined the proposed
landscaping, and after consultation with the applicant and the landscape designer, worked out a
landscape plan that incorporates native plantings to enhance the habitat value of the channe},
buffer any flooding and erosion problems, and have variety and flexibility to adapt to changing
flow patterns in the future. ‘The applicant was also agreeable to the suggestion to move the

- footings for the proposed driveway bridge back froms the channel edges to avoid any wegkening
of the bank and subsequent erosion. :

Current County practices, policies and gujdelines do nothing to enhance or restore degraded
natural resources. The more degraded or altered natural landforms and systems are, the more
development is allowed to encroach on it, and the less likely any restoration becomes. This
project is actually a good model for how these situations could be epproached to improvea
degraded resource while still allowing a reasonable development right for the property owner.
But even in this case, there is no guarantee that these conditions would persist with future
~owners, and no practices in place that this itype of approach would be used in other situations.

In this light, I do believe that the appellants claim that this project, and others, are not necessar;
exempt from consideration under CEQA has merit — the continuing degradation of natural
resowrces that are the result of minimized protections under current regulations result in eventua)
significant * ... cumulative impact of successive projects of the same type in the same place ...”
(CEQA Guidelines, Article 19, as quoted on (stamped) page 18 of the staffreport.) This
situation we are seeing develop throughout the Midcoast communities, as “marginal” or
“degraded” wetlands, streams, native habitats are piece-meal eliminated from existence with no

hope of recovery. Subsequently, our cominunities and residents pay the price of Jost natural
resources, rural character and increased infrastructure costs.

ly

As mentioned ebove, [ am not supporting the appeal but also do not agree with he methodology

or conditioning of the approval. 1 would recommend that your Commission amend the conditions
of approval to:

1. Acknowledge that this is an extant stream chanael and that there is no substantive

evidence tat it might not become one again, and that applicable LCP policies do apply to
this as a “natural waterway,”

2. Extend the iandscape enhancement and protection conditions for the channel to be
permanent for the parcel,

- PLLN2005-00271 Appeal to Planning Commission 12/14/05 Page 2
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3, birect planning staff to prepare guidelines that encourage protection, enharcement and
 restoration of degraded natural resources during development, and
Encourage planning staff to develop new policies to require comparable levels of

enhancement and restoration as part of the LCP Update process for the Sensitive Hebitat
- Component. : ) : '

4.

As the letter from the MCC Planning & Zoning Committee was only partially reproduced in the
‘staff report, T am including it as a separate attachment to accompany this letter. Thank you yet

once again for vour attention, concern, work and deliberation regarding these issues and this
process. ' :

Sincerely

Chuck Kozak

PC Box 370702, Montara CA 94037
cc:  Farhad Mortazavi, Design Review Officer
o Supervisor Rich Gordon .

Deborah Hirst, Supervisor Gordon’s Office

MidCoast Community Council
Chris Kem, Coastal Commission

PLN205-00271 Appzal t¢ Plnoning Commission 12/14/05 — Page 3
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| S st 1 FAX/Emaif
Planning & Zoning AUQ.Ubt _10' 2005 o (
Committee of the Farhad Mortazavl and the Coastside Design
MidCoast Review Committee
| Community Council || San Mateo County Planning and Building Division
PO Box 64, Moss Beach Mail Drop PLN122, 455 County Center
CA 94038 il Redwood City, CA 94063
Serving 12,000 residen:s 650.363.1826 - FAX: 650.363.4849

PLN2005-00271: CDP & CDR for a new 4842 &
SFD which includes a 496 s/f garage on 5§12 009:
s/f parcel on Magellan Ave in Mnramar 11 eucalyptus trees to be removed =

APN: 048-021-230 =
Dear Farhad: , -
The Planning and Zoning Commiitee of the MidCoast Community Councﬂ"‘- “

reviewed the above-referenced project on August 3, 2005 with the applicant in
attendance. i apologize for the lateness of this letter.

We have the following comments:

We would like to see the new plans for the extended bridge. Applicant said that
he will build a longer bridge and pull the bridge footers back from the creek edge.

We were unable to match the trees on the ground with the trees oh the plans.
Some large trees that are at the front of the house aren't on the plans.

Preservation of the culvert and channel:

« |tis imperative that this culvert and charinel be preserved during
construction and into the future. To that end, the approval of this project
should be conditioned on preservation of this culvert and chanpel such
that the channel remains as a feature of the topography of this parcel.

¢ To ensurs that the channel is preserved in the future, there should be a
deed restricticn on this parcel that preserves this channel with existing

contours and restricts landscaping to that which is consistent with the

existence of the channel and the potential for water flow.

This is especially important considering the recent mud slides in southem

California involving houses belng built in or near “dry” creek beds.

Landscaping:

* The trees on the parcel should be located, verified, and marked w:th
identifiers so that you can orient yourself on the lot.

Trees should be ,JlantEd that will grow to the same height as those being
removed.

Cther plants should be used that are conmstent with the native vegetation
of the site.

s Backyard landscaping should be design to enhance this channel and
preserve it should water flow return. In light of the construction in this
area, it is likely that many Eucalyptus trees further up the channel will be

PLN2005-00271-Mortazavi — 12/14/2005 ~page 1 of 2
q7
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Drainage: -

* - Some drainage from this parcel does go into the channel and down into
the wetlands of Mirada Surf. It is imperative that it is determined how
much ruroff from this parcel actuaily goes into the channel and down into
the wetlands prior to censtruction so that this runoff is retained at its pre-
construction amount and rate post-construction. lItis important to the
health of the wetlands that the amount of runoff from this parcel into the

‘channel and down into the wetlands is heither increased nor decreased
85 2 result of this project. ' - w
- * "BestManagement Practices” from the “San Mateo Countywide
' Stormwater Pollution Prevention Program,” should be specifically
Impiemented to ensure that the finisheg development will not increass the
rate and amount of runoff from this parcel, ' '

e Prior o the beginning of any construction, the applicant should submit to
the Planning Divisien for. review and approval a drainage, erosion and
sediment control plan, which shows how the transport and discharge of
soil and pollutants from the Project site will be minimized. The goal is to
prevent sediment and other pollutants from leaving the project site and to
protect all exposed earth surfaces from erosive forces. .

s Again, some drainage from this parcel does go down into the wetlands of
Mirada Surf, so we request that the “Best Managemment Practices” '
regarding drainage be a specific condition so that no polluted surface
contaminaits end up in the channel and down into Mirada Surf.

® . The approved erosion ard drainags control plan should be implementsd
prior to the commencement of construction. ' ,

» Best Management Practices should also be applied when determining the
time of year for construction. , o ' .

‘We request that ydu keep us informed of ahy further developme'n‘ts, redesigns‘,

hearings, approvals or appeals concerning this a pplication.

‘Thanks so much for your help.

For the MidCoast Community Council Plénning & Zoning Commiﬂee, E

- Sara Bassler :
Chair, MCC Planning and Zoning Committee
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2K,

December 13, 2005 via Fax: 650- 363-4849

Members of the San Mateo County Planning Commission
County Government Center,

455 County Center,

2nd Floor, Mail Drop PLN122

Redwood City, CA 94063.

Re: Comment on Appeal of PLN2005-00271 (Stebbins)
Planning Commissioners Bomberger, Dworetzky, Nobles, Silver, and Wong:

[ appreciate the opportunity to comment on appeal of the Plapning Director’s decision to approve
PLN2005-00271 (Stebbins). I should note that I am currently 2 member of the Planning Comunission for
the City of Half Moon Bay, but my comments below represent my views as an individual citizen. I
request that this letter be distributed to each Commissioner and also made part of the Official County
Public Record regarding PLN2005-00271. My comments are as follows.

1. Staff has failed to respond adequately to the Appellant s point that the CEQA categorical
exemption cannot be applied in this case due to the potential for a cumulative environmental impact.

Staff states (p. 4) that “To address the issue of a potential ‘cumulative impact,” staff conducted a site
inspection of the subject parcel and its vicinity and found that development along Magellan Avene is

in its final phase and the subject parcel is among the last few being developed along the street.

Several parcels along Magellan Avenue have already beep developed with one- and two story sinple-
" family dwellings. (underline added for emphasis). ‘

Stafl’s statement explicitly acknowledges that the project in question is viewed by the County as part
of a series of projects along Magellan Avenue that have been undertaken in the recent past, witha few

. additional projects still remaining, of which the current project is one. Hence, staff’s statement isa
candid admission that the current project is actually a single piece of a larger project that involves the
building of a small residential subdivision along Magellan Avenue. Despite staff’s candid admission
of the existence of a larger project, staff offers no explanation that would justify the County’s failure -
to comply with the CEQA provision that requires an analysis of the potential curnulative
environmental impacts of the larger project. '

A “project” for CEQA purposes means the “whole of an action™ such that a project cannot Jegally be
divided up into smaller pieces and then studied independently of one another. The entire scope of the
County’ plans for building out Magellan Avenue must be considered as part of any analysis
performed pursuant to CEQA in order to avoid an illegal “piecemealing” or “segmentation” of the
larger project’s cumulative environmental impacts. Such piecemealing by the County would deptive
the public of the right to understand the true environmental consequences of the full Magellin
Avenue buildout scenario, as envisioned by the County. '

Given the inapplicability of the categorical exemption, CEQA requires the County to analyze the
current project for any impacts that may be “curoulatively considerable.” Under CEQA, cumulatively
considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in -
connection with the effects of “past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of
probable future projects” (underline added for emphasis). Hevce, stafPs statement that the subject
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. uphold the appeal and remand the project back to
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parcel “is among the last few being developed along the street” dog# not provide any legal
Justification for the use of the categorical exemption because CEQA defines cumulative impacisto
also include recent past projects in the same vicinity, as well as any remaining future projects.

2. Staff has failed to respond in any way (o the Appellant’s poinf that the CEQA categorical
* exemption cannot be applied in this case due to the potential for unusual circumstances that -
could have a significant effect on the environment.

StafPs written response does nof address in any way tbe point made by the Appe_llant that the CEQA
categorical exemption cannot be applied in this case due to the potential for a “significant effect”
stemming from unusual circumstances. Article 19 of the CEQA guidelines states that “[a] categorical

- exemption shall not be used for an activity-where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will
have g significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances.” (underline added for

emphasis). '

Page 3 of the Appellant’s appeal Ietter dated September 13, 2005 correctly points out that the project
in question involves the extraordinary hanging of an exposed sewer lateral from a bridge over a
drainage channel that flows directly to the ocean. There is a reasonable possibility that a seismic
disturbance or an accident involving a vehicle traveling across the bridge could rupture the sewer
lateral, resulting in a significant effect on the downstream environment. The fact that such an event

~ might be viewed as rare cannot justify the use of the categorical exemption because the CEQA
guidelines state that this provision is explicitly intended to require an analysis of potential impacts in
situations that would only come into play in unusual or rare circumstances. o

To comply with CEQA, the County must conduci_an analysis of the potential impacts of a rupture of |
the sewer lateral and impose appropriate mitigation measures to protect the downstream environment.

To summarize, the Appellant.bas made two valid .pbints regarding the County’s failure to comply \ﬁth
CEQA. Staff has failed to adequately respond to either point. Hence, I urge the Planning Commission to
staff for further study and analysis. Denying this appeal

Midcoast Community Council
Granada. Senitary District

would subject the County to potential litigation for failing to uphold its legal obligations as lead agencyunder
CEQA. . _ - o
Sincerely, _
R
: €
, =
Kevin J. Lansing _ -fr
.359 Filbert Street o £
. Half Moon Bay, California 94019 - &
- S U
Farhad Mortazavi and Surachita Bose, Project Planners o-
v v S
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Bruce Stebbins

1057 Wilmington Way

Redwood City, CA 94062

' Deéer. Stebbin_s: |
ENVIRONMENTAL _

SUBJECT: Coastal Development Permit and Design Review
' for a New Single-Family Dwelling located at
. Magellan Avenue, Miramar (APN 048-021-230)
_County File Number PLN 2005-00271 '

. Staff hasv'complbeted' its review of your Coastal Devélopment Permit and Desigh

Review application to construct a new 4,346 sq. ft. single-family plus an
attached 496 sq. ft. garage, and extension of sewer and water main on a 12,250

'sq. ft. parcel. This proj ect is not appealable to the California Coastal

Commission.

~A11 neighbors within 300 feet of the subject property were notified of the

Coastside Design Review Committee public hearings for the Coastal
Development Permit and Design Review held on August 11, 2005. The

. Committee found the structure’s design in compliance with the San Mateo

County Design Review Guidelines and recommended approval of the project
with conditions, which are included in this permit. -

A referral of the proj éct was sent to the Midcoast Comnilinity Council MCCco)

on June 15, 2005, who reviewed the project on August 3, 2005. The MCCC, in.

. their review, placed comments regarding the site’s natural culvert and its o

- preservation, and landscaping of the project. These comments were reviewed by

- the Committee prior to their recommendation for the approval of the project,
which includes landscape plan requirement. Site’s erosion and sediment control
plan, in particular regarding the natural culvert, is included in conditions of N

! .

: .Staff has aPpIchd your pénnit Subj ect fo thei fbllpwing ﬁndings and cbnditiohs
~of approval. . : R ST T

'PLANNING AND BUILDING

. 455 County Center, 2¢ Floor * Redwood City, CA 94063 » Phone (650) 363-4161 » FAX (650) 363-48%9
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- After rev_iewi_rrg this éppiicatieri and ‘aceompanymg. rh_ateriélé, it was found that:

For the Erwironmental Revie_w | |
1.  Thisprojectis categdricélly eXempt _uiider Section 15303 of the California Environmeﬁta_l ;
- Quality Act as construction of a new small structure. A Notice of Exemption will be filed
* and posted for review forthwith. L e T

. For the Coastal Develonment‘“Penhit

C2. T'he‘fnrojeet., as described in the appliezrtioﬁ and .acwrﬁpaﬁying materials required by _- . ,
- Zoning Regulations Section 6328.7 and as conditioned in accordance with Section 6328.14,
conforms with the plans, policies, requirements and standards of the San Mateo County
Local Coastal Program, . "o e
- 3. " The prej ect conforms to_tl_re s_peeiﬁe ﬁndihgs requrreci by the leicies of the Sé.n Mateo
~* County Local Coastal Program. . -~ . ..~ .7 - 00
4.. The ril‘lr;nber of building permite for coristrueti_orr of :singile-‘family residences ofher thanvfer
- affordable housing issued in the calendar year does not exceed the limitation of Policies
1.22 and 1.23 as stated in Section 6328.19. . PR
_ For the Desrgg keView Penmt N |
. 5. Th1s proj ecr has beeh'reviewed under and for;ﬁd tobein :compiiénce with the Desigrl o
" Review Standards as stipulated in Chapter 28.1 of San Mateo County Zoning Regulations.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL, -

- Planning Division

1. ThJS approval ‘isv.fo_r the ﬁrojecf as;deser'i_bed on theplans and deeﬁmehtsf subnntted on. AR

» . June 14, 2005 to the Planning Division. Any revisions to the approved plans must be -

- submitted to the Planning Division for review and approval prior to implementation. Minor R
- adjustments to the project may be approved by the Community Development Directorif . ..

- they are consistent with the intent of and are in substantial conformance with this approval. .
“. ..’ Any other developments on the property will be subject to a separate permitting process. . -

2 The COéstavl"Develfopmeirt Perrnif shall be valid for one year from the date of approval n |
- 'which time a building permit shall be issued. Any extension of this permit shall require = .

.+ submittal of an application for permit extension and payment of applicable permit extension = .. - o

- fees sixty (60) days prior to the expiration date. SRR
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3.  Theapplicant shall forward the following list of requirements, stipulated by the Coastside
Design Review Committee, to the Design Review Officer for review and approval. These
changes shall be included on the applicant’s building permit plans: ' :

a. A landscape_ plan,. to be reviewed and approved By Mr. Chuck KoZak of MCCC, is -
~ required. The plan and Mr. Kozak’s consent shall be forwarded to staff for review and
- approval. = R ' o '

b. Site planto inelude a lenger bridge over the natural cﬁlverf, W1th bridge’s concrete
- footing placed further back from the culvert’s edges. L :
c. Chenge the preposed gray colorto a greeh- gray color, complementiﬂg the accent

’ colors. o : ' L '

4.  Noise levels produced by construction shall not exceed the 80 dBA level at any one
* moment. Construction activity shall be limited to the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 pm.,
Monday through Friday, and 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p-m. on Saturday. Construction operation
shall be prohibited on Sunday and any national holiday. R

5. Allnew poweif and telephone lines from the street or nearest existing utility pole to the
- main dwelling and/or any other structure on the property shall be installed underground.
No new or additional utility pole(s) may be in_stalled. . S o

6.  The applicant shall provide “finished floor elevation verification” on the submitted building
- plans to certify that the structure is actually constructed at the height shown on the
submitted plans. The applicant shall have a licensed surveyor or engineer establish a
~ baseline elevation datum point in the vicinity of the construction site.

a. The appﬁcant shall maintain the datum pvoint‘ 50 that it will not be disturbed by the
" proposed construction activities until final approval of the building permit,

| b The datum point and its el_evatien shall be shown on the submitted site Iﬁlan. Th1s
- 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 comers (at least four) of the footprint of the
- proposed structure on the submitted plan, and (2) the elevations of proposed finished
“grades. . - - ¢ SR ' o

d. In addition, (1) the natural grade elevations at the significant comers of the proposed

. structure, (2) the finished floor elevations, (3) the topmost elevation of theroofand
(4) garage slab elevation must be shown on the plan, elevations, and cross-section (if
one is provided). T o S - R
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- e.. Once the building is under construction, prior t6 the below floor framing inspection or
~the pouring of the concrete slab (as the case may be) for the lowest floor, the applicant

“ shall provide to the Building Inspection Section a letter from the licensed land L

- surveyor or engineer certifying that the lowest floor height, as constructed is equalto

the elevation specified for that floor in the 'ap'proved plans. Similarly, certiﬁcation_s»on ’

- the garage slab and the topmost elevation of the roof are required. -

f.. Ifthe actual floor height, garage slab, or roof height, as constructed, is different from
.. the elevation specified in the plans, then the applicant shall cease all construction and

~ . ho additional inspections shall be approved until a revised set of plans is submitted to

- . and subsequently approved by both the Building Official and Community =~

7. During project eens&uctiem_ the applicaht shaﬂ,' pufsuant'to Section 5022 of the San Mateo

- County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of ster_mwater runoff fom .

- the construction site into storm drain systems by:
a. S‘tabil'iz_in'g} all deﬁﬁded areas and mamtammg erosioﬁ__eontrol measures ed'n'tinuqﬁ_s.ly
©~ - between October 1 and May 1. R . :

b Remdving speils proﬁiﬁﬂy, and avoiding Steckpiling of ﬁll materials when ram s
-+ - forecast. If rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials shall be covered with a
- tarporotherwaterprqpfmateriaL N Lo
el S-tbrir.lg;'.haﬂdling,' anddlsposmg of ceﬁétfﬁctioﬁ materials and waeteé 50 as to avoid

- their entry into the storm drain system or water ‘quy._ i
Cd Using ﬁl_fra'_cion_ef o_thef meaeti;es ,tevreinoye sediment from de_Wateﬁng efﬂueht.» o

e VAveid.ing ‘elea.x_ﬁ'ng,' fueiihg, or mamta1mng ve’l'i'i_cl,e_s‘eri'-Site,' ei_cej)t in an area : . o

' f.. Lumtmgand ummg applieaﬁen of pes_:tieides_'an__d fertlhzer to ayoi_d ppllutiﬂg rundff. o

S8 ' The 'pro:jvectv shall include water runoff :pr'e\'%eh'tieh' ﬁiea_su'r_es for the operatien and
- - maintenance of the proj ect for the review and approval by the Community Development

- " Director. The project shall identify Best Management Practices (BMPs) appropriate fo the

. uses conducted on-site to effectively prohibit the discharge of pollutants with stormwater

. runoff and other water runoff produced from the project site, in particular the drainage -~
cochanmel. - T e T e R

O 9 ' ‘- The ,appvlieaﬁt shall subinif an ebeion_and eedilheﬁt cbn'tre'l plan for re_\?ie_vsf and apprbval by o

. the Planning Division prior to issuance of a bﬁilding permit. The erosion control planshall =~ .
. be located around the parameter of the construction activities and with the drainage channel

B consideration by placing sediment control barriers around the mouth of the downstream ..
+ " eulvert, and clearly delincate the types of measures to be used, the location of wherethe . -



 Bruce Stebbins o 5- . August 24, 2005

: measures will be Iﬁlaced as well as sectional drawing/s shdwing how the measuré_é shall be

_ installed. All erosion control devices shall be installed on site prior to any grading
- activities on-site. - T o

10. The applicant shall submit a stormwater management plan, which shall include a siteplan
and narrative of the types of permanent stormwater controls that will be installed on site to
- minimize the surface water runoff. Ata minimum, the directly connected impervious areas
.~ shall be minimized, downspouts shall be directed to landscaped areas and pervious

: ‘mateﬁals shall be used for the access road, if possible, and any patio or walkway areas near
the proposed residence. S . o

11. The applicant shall ensure that if during construction any evidence of archaeological traces
(human remains, artifacts, concentrations of shale, bone, rock, ash) is uncovered, then all
construction within a 30-foot radius shall be halted, the Planning Division shall be notified,
and the applicant shall hire a qualified archacologist to assess the situation and recommend _
appropriate measures. Upon review of the archaeologist’s report, the Community

- Development Director, in consultation with the applicant and the archaeologist, will
- determine the steps to be taken before construction may continue.

12. Toreduce the impact of construction activities on nei ghboririg' properties, comply with the
following: - ' ‘ : - - S

a. Al 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. S o A : SR '

b. The applicant shall remove all constniction equipmént from the site upon completion

of the use and/or need of each piece of equipment which shall include, but notbe
- limited to, tractors, back hoes, cement m_ixers, etc. 8 : ‘

c. The épplicant shall ensure that no construction related vehicles shall impede through .
traffic along the right-of-way on Magellan Avenue. All construction vehicles shall be
__parked on-site outside the public right-of-way or in locations which do not impede safe

- access on Magellan Avenue. There shall be no storage of construction vehicles in the
. public right-of-way. FIERERIAL I S 1on | )

.13, No site disturbance shall occﬁr; including any grading, until a b'ubild.ltngv p_CrIfli-f‘:ié issued:.
14. The building plans shall meet with the apprdi(al Qf the Half Moon Bay Fife P:oiecﬁqn
: Bu_ilding Inspection S¢ctioﬁ‘ |

15. The foﬂoWing will bé required at the time‘.of épplicatidn for abuilding permit:
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" a. Priorto poilﬁhg any concrete for fbundatibns,'Wﬁtten vériﬁcation from a licensed .
~ . surveyor will be required confirming that the setbacks, as shown on the approved -
. Plans, have been maintained. : T PRI FIRR

b. An aufpniatic fire spﬁ_nldér syé_tem will be required. ThlS pemﬁt mustbe issi;ed pripr N N
" to, or in_conjunctiqn'with the building permit. " o~ T '
c. Ifa watef mam ex_tehsidﬁ or upgrade of hydrant 'isv'req&rcd., 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 that will ensure the work will be
. _d.- | A site dfainaige plan iviil"bc féquifed that will dem’dh_sfrﬁg how ’,br'oof‘ diajnage and site _ |

* ‘runoff will be directed to an approved location.. -

work and maintained throughout the term of the permit. Failure to install or maintain |
- these measures will result in stoppage of construction until the corrections have been
- made and fees paid for staff enforcement time. - BT '

e. Sedimentand erosion control measures must be installed pﬁor to beginnin_g any site

£ No wood-bumning fireplaces allowed. -

- Department of Public Works

116 Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant will be required to provids
. payment of “roadway mitigation fees” based on the square footage (assessable space) of the
- proposed building per Ordinance Number 3277. __ ' SR

17. . Thé prov131on of San Maﬁ_ab County Gradmg Ordmance shall gQVérh all grading on and
. adjacent to this site. Unless exempted by the Grading Ordinance, the applicant maybe -
- required to apply for a Grading Permit upon completion of their review of the plansand

.- should access construction be necessary. . o i

.., Tequirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including review of the plans,
- f-_'ha_vc: been met and an encroachment permit issued. - - R

- 18. No proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until Couty

' vvl 9 Attlme :of bulldmg pcfrrijt, fhé_oy;r_ne-r/éngineefi shall ekteﬁd acégsé_ foad at thé eﬁ& of ‘thllie. “ B
... cul-de-sac to a point where the new driveway comes in and to the satisfaction of -

DepartmentofPubhc Works, . -

- Half Moon Bay Fire Pro_tei‘;tibﬁ Dlstnct . L

' 20 The ;ippliééhf'shail comply w1ththe 'réquiremcﬁfs of fhé Half :MQOI‘I_ Bay F1re Prp‘teétioﬁ. Ai'
o District: oo T T e e e T
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This approval may be appealed by the apphcant or any aggneved party on or before 7:00 pm. on
September 13, 2005, the tenth working day following this action by the Planning Director. An
appeal is made by completing and filing a Notice of Appeal, mcludmg a statement of grounds for
the appeal, with the Planning and Building Division and paying the appeal fee. This project is-

- not appealable to the California Coastal Commission. Further information may be obtamed by

_ callmg Farhad Mortazav1 De51gn Rev1ew Ofﬁcer at 650/363-1831.

FOR LISA GROTE ,
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING AND BUILDING DIVISION, By

it Eﬁ%*«%"‘(’“\

Jim Hggemeyer, DeVelopfaent Review Services Manager

-JKE:_FSM/kcd - FSMP10 DOC

cc:  Linda Montalto Patterson, Des1gn Rev1ew Committee Representative
- William Cameron, Building Inspection Manager

Sam Herzberg, Senior Park Planner Parks and Recreatlon
Jack McCarthy '
Barbara Mauz
Leonard Warren .

- Midcoast Community Council

. California Coastal Commission’
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GRAY DAvVIS, Govgs

s Frevont. sume s - O 1S, L COMMISSION

' 45 FREMONT, BUITE 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94108- 2219
VOICE AND TDD (415) g04. 5200
FAX (416) vod.ga00  _

“Attachment J
July 7, 2000

David Holbrook
‘Planning and Building Division
County of San Mateo
Mail Drop PLN122 ' _
455 County Center, 2" Floor L
Redwood City, CA 94063 _ Vet

Swsiterielon CREs Cohﬁ_nnatldxi 't.hat drainagé s not.zﬁﬁppeals.] u}isdiéﬁon, Creek, File Number PLN
1999-00634, APN 048-021, 419 Magellén«Avgnue, Miramar, San Mateg County

De;ar Mr Holbrook:

~Mmapped by USGS [United States Geological Survey] on'the 7-5 minute quadrangle series, or
identified in 3 local coastal pro am" (Section 13577, Calif. Code of Regulations). There is no

Please feel frcé to call me if you have Van_y"édditional__.q!xgstiqﬁ#.

_ Sinécrcly, e

Jane Steven )
Coastal Planner . ,
North Central Coast District

f s IREILA)
gcy 244
GWNorth Ceatral CoustSan Mateo County\Dralnege in Miramar doe |

oy



Attachment K

\ TR A\ THOMAS REID
, ASSOCIATES
'ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

545 Middlefield Road, Suite 200, Menlo Park, CA 94025
Tel: (650) 327-0429 Q Fax: (650) 327-4024 a
www.TRAenviro.com - ’ »

August 3, 2005

Stebbins Gehrels Development, LLC
9 Iris Lane
San Carlos, CA 94070

Re:  Classification of Drainage features on APN 048021-230 in El Granada, CA 94018
Dear Mr. Stebbins:
Introduction

At your request, Thomas Reid Associates conducted an evaluation of the drainage features on
your property at APN 048021-230 in El Granada, CA 94018. On July 29, 2005, TRA biologists
Patrick Kobernus and Terese Kastner conducted a one day field inspection of the site and the
results are presented herein. ' :

Setting/Proj'ect Description

The property is located at the end of Magellan Ave on the east side of Highway 1, approximately
0.35 miles from the Pacific Ocean. The project proposes to construct a single-family home on
the property. Aquatic features in the area include Arroyo de en Medio Creek, approximately
0.20 miles southeast of the property; a pond, approximately 0.10 miles southeast of the property;
and three additional ponds are approximately 0.70 miles from the property. There are steep hills
east of the property that are covered with thick stands of eucalyptus trees (Eucalyptus globules).
The area north of the property is gradually sloping with more eucalyptus trees and an understory
of poison oak (Toxicodendron diversilobum) and non-native grasses. Single-family homes exist
to the south and west of the property. :

The property has two drainage swales. One small, very shallow drainage (Drainage A) which
runs along a dirt road on the north side of the property, and collects water from the hills to the
east during storm events (Photo 1); and a larger drainage (Drainage B) which runs along the
southern edge of the property and curves northwest through the property (Photo 3). Drainage B
collects water from Drainage A and then curves slightly to the west (Photo 4). Drainage B then
leaves the property through a 12 inch culvert that extends for 20 feet, daylighting in a grove of
eucalyptus trees northwest of the property. Drainage B is approximately 5 to 8 feet wide at the
channel bottom. And has moderately steep banks that range from 5 to 10 feet from top of bank
to the channel bottom (Photo 3). No flowing water, standing water, or moist soils were evident
in Drainage A or B at the time of the field visit. :

Conservation Plahning and Implementation O  Environmental Impact Analysis
Geographic Information Systems O Wetland Delineation QO Biological Surveys
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Photo 4. Drge B loog upslope and onto property. iew shows. swale area on adJacent
property to the west, where vegetatlon has been removed (Photo taken July 29, 2005)

Discussion

The defmmon of riparian COI'l‘ldOI‘ or wetland, accordmg to the County of San Mateo Planmng
and Building Division Local Coastal Program is as follows:

Rlpanan Comdo Deﬁne riparian corrldors by the “limit of nparlan vegetation” (i.e., a
line determined by the association of plant and animal spec1es normally found near
streams, lakes and other bodies of freshwater: red alder, jaumea, pickleweed, big leaf
maple, narrow-leaf cattail, arroyo willow, broadleaf cattail, horsetail, creek dogwood,
black cottonwood, and box elder). Such a corridor must contam at least a 50% cover of
some combination of the plants listed.

Wetland: Define wetland as an area where the water table is at, near, or above the land

surface long enough to bring about the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth

- of plants which normally are found to grow in water or wet ground. Such wetlands can

include mudflats (barren of vegetation), marshes, and swamps. Such wetlands can be

either fresh or saltwater, along streams (riparian), in tidally influenced areas (near the

ocean and usually below extreme high water of spring tides), marginal 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 estuarine areas below extreme low water of spring tides, nor vernally wet areas where

the soils are not hydric. In San Mateo County, wetlands typically contain the following

- plants: cordgrass, pickleweed, jaumea, frankenia, marsh mint, tule, bullrush, narrow-leaf

cattail, broadleaf cattail, pacific silverweed, salt rush, and bog rush. To qualify, 2 wetland

~ must contain at least a 50% cover of some combination of these plants, unless 1t 1s a
- mudflat.

Conservation Plannlng and Implementation U Enwronmental Impact Analysis
Geographlc Informatlon Systems ‘00 Wetland Delineation QO Blologlcal Surveys
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Photo 2. Dirt road north of prperty. Note draage on the le side of rad fore it flows onto
property. (Photo taken July 29, 2005)

Photo 3. Drainage B upslope of the property. (Photo taken July 29, 2005). Dominant vegetation
consists of poison oak and California blackberry.

3

i

Conservation Planning and Implementation Q Environmental Impact Analysis
Geographic Information Systems Q Wetlang Delineation Q Biological Surveys
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Drainage B appears to be an ephemeral dramage that collects water only during storm events.

- The drainage collects water from two steep ravines in the hills east of the property. Though
Drainage B has a relatively large bank width and depth, there is no evidence of wetland soils or
plants within the drainage, suggesting the channel likely transports water only during high
rainfall storm events. Vegetation within the channel upstream of the project site consists of
common coastal scrub species and invasive plant specres and there is a distinct lack of wetland
plants that would be expected in a drainage of this size. . This is thought to be due to the
infrequency of flow events. Highly erodable soils may also have contrlbuted to the
overwidening and steepemng of thls dramage feature.

_ During the initial phases of construction on the project site all vegetation was removed from both
drainages. Drainage B was reported as containing eucalyptus trees and p01son oak (Stebbins,
pers comm.). Native vegetation upstream of the project site included poison oak, sticky monkey
flower (Mimulus aurantiacus), coffee berry (Rhamnus californica), California blackberry (Rubus
ursinus), lizard tail (Eriophyllum staechadifolium), bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum) and
sword fern (Polystichum munitum), among others. Non-native vegetation in the same area of
Drainage B included French broom (Genista monspessulana), cape ivy (Senecio mikanioides),
pampass grass (Cortaderia selloana), and vetch (Vicia spp.). Dominant plant species within
Drainage A outside of the property boundary were French broom poison hemlock (Conium
maculatum), and coyote brush (Baccharts pilularis).

Photo 1 Area w!‘ e vegetatlon has been removed from Dramage A WhJCh enters the property -
- between the eu 'tus tree and fence. Drainage B is out of view to the nght of the photo.
i ‘. = (Photo taken July 29 ,2005)

Conservation Plannlng and Implementatlon O Environmental Impact Analysrs
Geographlc Informatlon Systems Q Wetland Delineation QO Blologlcal Surveys
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None of the plants listed in the LCP definitions for riparian corridor or wetland were found on
the property or within the upstream or downstream portions of the drainages. There was also a
distinct lack of other riparian and wetland species not listed in the LCP definitions (i.e.
Sambucus sp., Juncus sp. Carex sp. Cyperus sp. etc.) onsite. Based on this, neither Drainage A
or B on the property would be classified as a wetland or riparian corridor.

Disclaimer

This biological evaluation was completed to the best of Thomas Reid Associates’ ability, using
current data and regulatory information. The facts, statements, and information presented are
correct to the best of our knowledge at the time of the survey. It should be acknowledged that
there are limitations inherent in single-season site visits. Biological resources are dynamic, and
site conditions could change at any time in the future. Similarly, regulatory requirements also
change. Such changes could affect the statements and conclusions in this report, and would
require re-evaluation. '

Please do not hesitate to telephone if there are any questions. I can be reached at (650) 327-0429,
extension 87. ‘ o :

Sincerely,

Terese Kastner
Biologist

_Conservation Planning and Implementation Q Environmental Impact Analysis
Geographic Information Systems QO Wetland Delineation QO Biological Surveys
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August10,2005 - FAXEm.

Planning & Z;ining
Committee of the -

Farhad Mortazavi and the Coastside Design .~

MidCoast . Review Committee =~
Community Council § San Mateo County Planning and Building Division
PO Box 64, Moss Beach §| Mail Drop PLN122, 455 County Center -
. . CA 94038 Redwood City, CA 94063 - :
Serving 12,000 residents || 650.363.1825 - FAX: 650.363.4849

PLN2005-00271: CDP & CDR for a new 4842 sX
e . | SFD which includes a 496 s/f garage on a 12,000 '
_s/f parcel on Magelian Ave in Miramar. 11 eucalyptus trees to be removed.
- APN: 048-021-230 ' C - S -

Dear Fafhad:
The Planning and Zoning Committee of the MidCoast Community Council
reviewed the above-referenced project on August 3, 2005 with the applicantin
-~ attendance. | apologize for the lateness of this letter. ‘ o
‘We have the following comménts:

We would like to see the new plahs for thé éxtended bridge. Applicant sa'id that

"*_he will build a longer bridge and puli the bridge footers back from the creek edge.

We were ﬁnable to match the trees on the grouhd with the frees on the plans,

 Some large trees that are at the front of the house arent on the plans.
Preservation of the culvert and channel: o e
~ o Itis imperative that this culvert and channel be preserved during
construction and into the future. To that end, the approvat of this project
" should be conditioned on preservation of this culvert and channel such
that the channef remains as a feature of the topography of this parcel.
» To ensure thatthe channel is preserved in the future, there should be a
" deed restriction on this parcel that preserves this channel with existing
contours and restricts landscaping to that which is consistent with the
~ existence of the channel and the potential for water flow. ' ,
« - This is especially important considering the recent mud slides in southem
_california involving houses being built in or near "dry” creek beds. .
Landscaping: o T IR
«. The trees on the parcel should be located, verified, and marked with.
identifiers so that you can orient yourself on the lot. ’ S
"o Trees should be planted that will grow to the same height as those being
removed. S T C
o Other plants should be used that are consistent with the native vegetation
~ of the site. ’ e L T
» Backyard landscaping should be design to enhance this channel and
. preserve it should water flow retum. in light of the construction in this
area, it is likely that many Eucalyptus trees further up the channel will be

 PLN2005-00271-Mortazavi — 8/10/2005 - page 1 of 2 "~

HEGIRIYD, appll\.!\‘va.la pl‘ cvpcdla w IWI!I;.I.IQ wn QPVINBIMII. :

' Thanks fsn_i,'mui:h for ).n_:u‘t_hé‘lp.' o ' A

v ‘For tﬁ MidCoast Coﬁuﬁunity Council Plénnihg & aning Committee,
Sara Bassler ' R

- Chair, MCC Planning and Zoning Committee

Attachﬁéﬁi L .
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removed and thus there will be an increase in the potentiél jor water flow
n this channel. '

Drairage:

» Some drainage from this parcel does go into the channel and down into
the wetlands of Mirada Surf. it is imperative that it is determined how
much runoff from this parcel actuaily goes into the chahne! and down into
the wetlands prior to censtruction so that this runoff js retained at its pre-
constructicn amount and rate post-construction. It is important to the
health of the wetlands that the amount of runoff from this parcel into the
channel and down into the wetlands is neither increased nor decreased

~ as 2 result of this project. ' :

-« “Best Management Practices” from the “San Mateo Countywide
' Stormwater Poliution Prevention Program,” should be specifically
implemented to ensure that the finished development will not Increass the
rate and amount of runoff from this parcel,

- » Prior to the beginning of 8ny construction, the applicant should submit to
the Planning Divisien for review and approval a drainage, erosion and
sediment control plan, which shows how the transport and discharge of
soll and pollutants from the project site will be minimized. The goal is to
prevent sediment and other poilutants from leaving the project site and te
pretect all exposed earth surfaces from erosive forces.

s Again, some drainage from this parcel does go Gown into the wetlands of
Mirada Surf, so we request that the “Best Management Practices”
regarding drainage be a specific condition so that no polluted surface
contaminants end up in the channel and down into Mirada Surf.

¢ The approved erosion and drainags control plan should be implementad
prior to the commencement of construction. '

* Best Management Practices should also be applied when determining the
time of year for construction. : . ' :

‘We request that ydu keep us informed of ariy further developments, redesigns',

hearings, approvals or appeals concerning this application.
Thanks so much for your help.

For the MidCoast Community Council Planning & Zoning Committee, B

- Sara Bassler

Chair, MCC Plarning and Zoning Committee



