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Agncultural

¢°m““ssl°"°" Sealer of o j Subject File e Numbér PLN2003-00690
W“{g‘}‘_ts_ & Meas"“s AN Locatlon . .-801 June Hollow Road, Montara
o ARNE 037044040 |
_Animal Control - "+ L LT e
L "_"On January 11, 2006 the San Mateo CountyPla.nmng Comxmsswn consxdered
- Cooperative Extension . .. 3 Coastal Development and Resource Management District Permit, pursuant to_
Fire Pr';te;ﬁad B - Sections 6328.4 and 6903 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulationsto .
e e remove 27 diseased Monterey Pines located at 801 June Hollow Road, mthe _
LAFCo . .- -'"-'f.j.fumncorporated Montara area of San Mateo County. (Appeal of the B
ORI ‘} R Commumty Development Dlrector s dcc1s1on for approval) RO
R Lib‘rary‘ '

Parks & Recreauon o

S DL ATTACHMENTB

Please reply to . TiagPefia : -
R (650)363 1850

o _‘.fBased on mformatlon prov1ded by staff and cv1dence presented at the heanng : : |
-+ the Planning Commission denied the appeal, upheld the decision ofthe ~ -~~~ .

Plannmg & Bmldmg -"Commumty Development Director, approved the project, ‘made the t'mdmgs B .

Lo and adopt condltlons of approval w1th modlﬁcatlons as attached

‘Commissioners: - . . Any mterested party aggneved by the determmatlon of the Plannmg
.. .-ws7o7 Commission has the right of appeal to the Board of Supervisors w1thm e (10)
SEDE RIS -business days from such date of determination. The appeal penod for th1s L
. David Bomberger .- -"matter w111 end at 7: 00 P m. on J anuary 31 2006 UL e

L e

" Stove Dvorsizky
Ralph Nobles o the California Coastal Commission. Any aggrieved person Who has exhausted
v local appeals may appeal this decision to the California Coastal Commission

Jon Sllver A
A Board de01s1on Please contact the Coastal Commission's North Central Coast

o “ “'am W°“g “7.. District Office at (415) 904-5260 for further information concerning the_
IR -’{_Comrmssmns appeal process. The. County and Coastal Conimission appeal
R 'lpenods are sequentlal not concurrent and together total apprommatelyone

" PLANNING COMMISSION

i ‘A Board of Supemsors approval [or demal when apphcable] is appealable to Sl

.fI;W1t}un 10 working days following the Coastal Commission's rece1pt ofthe . -

: -'7 455 CountyCenter. 2 ﬁoor-ncdwoodaty. CA 94063 + Phone (650) 363-4161 FAX (650) 363-4849
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o 'month A pl'o_] ect is consrdered approved when these appeal penods have expxred and 1o appeals -

§ - have been ﬁled

L . Ifyou have questlons regardmg tlus matter please contact the PI’OJCCt Planner hsted on page one | - e

_.-Slncer ’ .

*. - Planning. Commission Seeretary

“Ped0111Q krdoc - |

ce: - Departmcnt of Publlc Works - ’
~ i. .- BuildingInspection
Envuonmental Health
"+ " CDF - S
L :.','Assessor S
~ :Sara Bassler and Mark Haynes -
" 'Mark Stegmaier, Sierra West Builders

Karen Wilson, Midcoast Commurity Councﬂ'. . ‘- e

- Chuck Kozak, Midcoast Commumty Counc11 IR L
Richard Newcomb T
o ‘;.Thomas Ma.hon, Jl- :- ,; e
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County of San Mateo
Env1ronmenta1 Services Agency o
Planmng and Bulldmg D1V151on A

FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit or ProjectFile Number'; PLN-‘PLN2003-0069o B Heanng Date; Januaryll 2006

Prepared By: Ti'araP‘aﬁa v . »l i “ o Adopted By Planmng Comm1s51on
. -FINDINGS

For the Envrronmental ReV1ew found that

1. The prOJ ect is categorlcally exempt under Sectlon 15304 Class 4 of the Cahforma |
- Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), as a rnmor alteratron to land Wthh does not 1nvolve
the removal of healthy mature trees B : : : :

o For the Coastal Development Perrmt, found that
2. »ThlS pl‘O_] ect as descnbed in the apphcatlon and accompanymg matenals requlred by Section " g
- 6328.7 and, as conditioned in accordance with Section 6328.14 conforms with the plans, '

B _ pohcres requrrements and standards of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program

3 - The prOJect conforms to spec1ﬁc fmdmgs requrred by the pollcres of the San Mateo County o
- Local CoastalPrograrn ' ‘ o L

' For the Resource Management/Coastal Zone Dlstnct Perrnrt found that |

4 The proposed removal of twenty seven (27) dlseased Monterey plne trees has been revrewed
'_ - and found to by in compliance with the Development Review Cntena stlpulated in Chapter
: 36 A 2 of the San Mateo County Zomng Regulauons ‘ L . -




| Thomas Mahonl |

- January 18, 7006

. :‘_ Page4 o

1

'CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL -

| The twenty seven (27) dlseased Monterey prne trees 1nd1cated on the appl1cat10n form dated |

. December 11, 2003 may be removed. A separate Tree Removal Permit or Resource

N - Management Permit and Coastal Development Permit shall be requ1red for the removal or
- tnmmmg of any addrtlonal trees -

. : The apphcant shall clear all tree removal debns from the pubhc i ght-of way

| The approved tree-cuttmg perrmt shall be posted on the s1te at all times dunng the trec

cutting operation and shall be available to any person for inspection. The issued permit shall

: be posted ina consplcuous place at eye level ata pomt nearest the street

. Tree removal shall commence w1th1n one year begmmng wrth half of the trees bemg
. removed and replaced within the first year. Tree removal for the second half of the trees -

shall commence within the second year to be completed and replaced w1thrn three years of

o the Planmng Comm1ssron s approval date .

The apphcant shall plant on-51te one tree of an 1nd1genous spe01es usmg twenty four (24)

inch box trees, for each tree approved for removal The total of twenty seven (27) trees shall

be replanted

_Ifwork authonzed by an approved perrmt is not commenced wrthm the penod of one year
.~ from the date of approval and as outlmed in cond1t10n Number 4 above the perrmt shall be o
o consrdered v01d : - :

. Durmg the tree removal phase the apphcant shall pursuant to Sect1on 5022 of the San
- Mateo County Ordinance Code, mlmmlze the transport and drscharge of stormwater runoff ,

L from the constructlon srte by o

- a. Stabrhzmg all denuded areas and malntalmng erosron control measures contlnuously

e between October 15 and Apl'll 15

- b Removrng spo1ls promptly and av01d1ng stockpllmg of ﬁll matenals when rarn is |

forecast. Ifrain threatens, stockplled s011s and other matenals shall be covered thh a
' tarp or other waterproof matenal ' ' ; L a

e Stonng, handlmg, and d1spos1ng of constructlon materrals and Wastes so as to av01d

their entry to the storm drain system or water body



Thomas Mahonl
January 18, 2006
Page S

d. Using filtration or other measures to remove sediment from dewatering effluent.

e. Avoiding cleamng, fueling or mamtaimng vehicles on-site, except in an area desxgnated
to contam and treat runoff

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

7. For pines infected with Pitch Canker, disposal of diseased material should be done so as not
to spread the disease to uninfested areas. The applicant shall comply with the Califomia
Forest Pest Council recommendations regarding proper disposal of diseased tree material.
The Council recommends limbs and small pieces of wood to be chipped for use as mulch
deposited onsite. Also, wood removed from the site should be tightly covered with a tarp
during transit and taken to the nearest landfill or de51gnated disposal facility for prompt
burial, chipping and composting

PcdO11 lQ__kr.doc_
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COAS"ISIDE NEIGHBORS ALLIANCE

PLN2({}3-00690
Basis fox Appeal :

1.) [l{Planning Commissioners were given incorrect information from staff at the Planning
Commission hearing regarding existing attempts at parcel development & the clear
potential for creating opportumty for further intensification of development by this
project.

2.) f{Planning Commtssxoners were not informed by County Counsel or staff as to existence
|[of a notice of determination by the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission
ordering San Mateo County to Merge the lots in the parcel in question.

3.) |||Planning Commission did not properly evaluate the effect of removal of these trees in

~ [l]the context of heightened potential for devclopment.

4.) |||Staff did not disclose to the Commissioners the existing conﬂlct between the Coastal
Commission and the County regarding this parcel.

5.) [liStaff incorrectly informed the Commission that this pro;ect was not appealable to the

||{Coastal Commission.

6.) |{[No disclosure was made of the Conflict of Interest exlbtm;, by course of the Owner
being the same person that County Staff rehes upon for reviewing tree removal

applications.
A proper CEQA Review was not conducted.

7

e —

BORATION

hissioners were told that any attempt at subdivision would require review by them.
bt correct, as the parcel is ALREADY subdivided, and the county has already stated that
& lots within the parcel CAN be developed '

and addressing standard technical & statutory requirements under Health & Coastal
1ent Permitting. »
at no higher standard of review would be necessary, would therefore create an ‘end-

obstacle to development posed on these lots, has been the siting of a septic field — this

constrained by the locatxon of the trees which are now coincidentally being requested to
ed. '
2 nent of these trees could be performed in such a manner as to make a septic field

possible : - : :
The Planning Commission would not, in fact, review such a proposal for development, as they
directlyjjhquired of Staff at the Commission hearing. The fact that they inquired this,
demonsfgates their concern for this. The incorrect response falsely left with them the impression

that thep|had no cause for concemn about this.




2 - ThiglHetermination by the Executive Director of the Coastal Commission was supported
unanimgisly by the Commissioners. It is an extraordinary act of the Commission, and
demonsiates their strong concemn for the potential of the ncgative cffects the impact of any
develogthent would have on Coastal Resources. Disclosure of this is critical to any body making
a decisign on development of this parcel.

3 — Onejthe factors not evaluated, is that of additional straining of coastal resources by
develop | ent made possible by the removal of these trees. The Coastal Act requires that any
develoq ent that is growth-inducing, be subject to a higher degree of scrutiny against potential
_ damagi ’-_ impacts to coastal rcsources. This was not done.

4 — Suclla revelation would have thrust this project in a new light, and given the Commissioners
better c 3 cria upon which to make a fully informed decision. As greater and more complex
issues efist regarding this parcel, the Commissioncrs would have had an opportunity 10 evaluate
the intehy ependent effects.

5~ Staffhas previously considered numerous applications for this parcel, and is aware that the
CoastalPommission has drafied an Executive Order requiring that the Parcels be Merged.
Becausc the county has not done so, the Project is considered by the Commission to be
appealable to them. It is also appealable due to the the size of the project. Large-scale removals
have in fthe past, by county policy, been considered appealable to the Coastal Commission.

6 - Thelprocess of tree removal review that County Planning Staff relies upon is for review of
each application for tree removals to be evaluated by the Midcoast Community Council, which
forwa -E a written report and recommendation for conditions of approva)l and/or denial to County
Staff. SlafTthen conditions the application accordingly. :

Althougl] staff does not have a statutory requirernent to accept these recommendations, they are
neverth@less incorporated into the permit conditions with near unanimity, and carry very great
weight. If an applicant has an objection to a condition, they are advised by staff to discuss it with
the Midgpast Community Council, and suggested to negotiate with them, thus effectively granting
the Co ‘, il ultimate de-facto authority upon such a permjt.

This pr Hess was established as a policy by the Planning Director in 1999 for tree removals.

The owhpr/Applicant is the Chairwoman of the Midcoast Community Council and sits in direct
review i all applications for tree removals, and is signatory and author for their
recomnjemdations. } : :

In the Qgtuncil’s very own official letter of recommendation for approval in this application, they
indicated that in this “very unusual” case Staff should approve this application, and that although
this wasibomething that would be viewed in disfavor, in this “special circumstance” they should
make anjException. v »

There sipu Id be a higher standard of review for projects that are being reviewed and

ECO u‘u.[i'e Gea-tor-approval by-ind uﬁ!swhmmﬂlvsub]ecfofsmpprovai.
None ofithis was disclosed to the Commissioners.

7 - No groper CEQA review was conducted. If appropriate, a Negative Declaration should have
been isged, presuming an Initial Study checklist revealed the basis for that. However, an Initial
Study mdy have been the best method for identifying many of the potential resource impacts.
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METH! w DS OF CURING THIS FLAWED APPLICAT TON:

- We J‘- uest that the Iots located within this Parcel be legally merged as a condition of approva],
as requited by the Coastal Commission, prior to ANY development. Large-scale removal of trees
15 consiflered development by both the Coastal Act, as well as the San Mateo County LCP.

- That ﬂ biological and species impact report be performed, and recommendations including “no
projectfiiind alternatives to the project as submitted, be evaluated.

- That gproper CEQA review be conducted.

- Thatjgh alternative and equal method of community review be created to avoid the conflicts
outlined|herein. : ‘

i9



\ -~ ATTACHMENTD
November 20, 2003 '

George Vaughan
landscape contractor & certified arborist

appraisal & consulting services " Sierra West Builders

P. O. Box 371473
Montara, CA 94037

- RECEIVE!

g ]
i

Att::  Mark Stegmaier

Re: gﬂ&nsereyﬁil}:es coad | | - DEC117003
une Hollow Roa . o ’
Montara, CA - San Mateo County

Planning Division
Dear Mr. Stegmaier, _ -

Per your request, | have inspected the small grove of Pinus radiata (Monterey Pine)on the
property at 801 June Hollow Road in Montara. _ k J

There are forty pines located around the property of various sizes. (see attached map)
Almost all of the pines are in poor condition and several have large co-dominent trunks with
weak branch attachments, which are not structurally sound. Even worse, twenty-seven of
the trees have branch tip die back from a disease known as Pine Pitch Canker. Thisis a
serious disease causing tree failure and is usually more severe where the Monterey Pines
have been densely planted, which is the case at this property. In addition, there are many
dead and infected Pines on surrounding properties. This disease has been spreading quite
" rapidly in our immediate area. ,

At this time Pine Pitch Canker cannot be eradicated. | would recommend removing the '
trees before they become hazardous to people and property. This will require a permit
from the County of San Mateo. L | = .
Upon removal of these trees, the following steps should be’taken’:

1. Avoid transportation of infected trees or firewood from the property.

2. Be sure pruning tools have been sterilized with bleach before and after removalof
operations. ‘ : :

3. Chip and spread or burn infected material. .
4. Develop areplanting program, avoiding the use of any pines or Douglas Fir.

I would be happy to assist you in replacement and tree selection. 1f 1 can be of further
assistance, please do not hesitate to call. - ' , _

Sincere},

‘George Vaughan o
ISA Certified Arborist #1457

CONTRACTOR’S LIC #C27-571297 « ISA certified aborist #1457
p.o. box 134 « half moon bay, ca 94019 « ph.650.728.5725 » fx. 650.728.0745.
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