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INTERIOR LOT HOUSE (APN 200)

Modifications to plans made pursuant to directives from San Mateo County Board of
Supervisors at hearing held on 3/31/09 :

1.) Building now has Story setbacks established at each and every successively higher
story. .

2.) Design Form more closely mimics the natural terrain of the site with both roof-line as
well as floor-line.

3.) Building Lowered into the Ground. .
4.) Reduction of Building Mass via :

a.) Elimination of both upper and lower story covered deck elements at most prominent
part of building.
. b.) Elimination of two-story single-plane massing at most prominent part of building.

¢.) . Introduction of 5 foot setback of uppermost story at most prominent part of building.

d.) Complete Hip-forming of entire Roof structure.

e.) Increase in set-back by 3 feet of most prominent element of building : principal
(lower) story above Garage - a location directly visible from street.

f.) House Plans now contain three (3) separate levels - following the rise in terrain - in
addition to Garage level.

g.) Introduction of sloping roof line following the rise in terrain from front to rear above
both separate entry element as well as second story element at front.

h.) Elimination of rear upper-story projection — by incorporating both stories into
articulated building feature; Feature also contains beveling - softening massing from
the rear. '

i.) Introduction of recessed area into upper-story at rear of building — creating additional
articulation as well as reducing upper-story massing.

j) Reduction in scale of Entry Element in relation to building and prominence of overall
mass; Introduction of recessed detail eliminating need for additional canopy & mass,
as well as creating visual interest.

5.) Right Side Set-back is now greater than neighboring House : 8 ft. uniform VS. 4 ft / 6ft /
8ft (Decks & Building) .

6.) Structure (Garage) within front yard setback is now at significantly greater Side setback
than neighboring House front yard Accessory Structure : 8 ft. VS. 3 ft.

7.) Structure (Garage) within front yard setback is now at greater Front setback
than neighboring House front yard Accessory Structure : 5 ft. VS. 3 ft.

8.) Front Upper Story Set-back is now signi(,icantly greater than neighboring House: 28 ft
- VS, 20 ft :

9.) Introduction of extensive articulation along most prominehtly visual (east) side of house.

ATTACHMENT C
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Front/Left Side Elevation

San Mateo County Board of Supervisors’ Meeting
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ATTACHMENT J

2" Street Montara — PLN1999-00215 4/17/09
INTERIOR LOT LANDSCAPE PROGRAM :

SPECIES SELECTION

Trees - Coastal Species:  Pine Sh.sp. / Monterey Cypress / Thuja Cedar / Mayten /
Cryptomeria Jap. / Melaleuca sp. /

Trees - Exotic Species: Cedar H. / Cypress sp. / Maple Acer sp. / Prunus sp. /
Shrubs — Coastal Species: Pittosporum sp. / Ceanothus sp. / Hebe V. / Dodonea V. /

Cape B./ Leptospermum sp. / Grevillea / Artemisia sp. /

Lavandula sp. / Salvia sp. / Juniperus sp. / Cotoneaster sp./
Melaleuca<S>sp. /- . )

Shrubs - Exotic Species:  Solanum / Nandina sp. / Myrsine sp. / Tenax / Buxus sp.

Groundcover : Coastal native drought-tolerant Grasses / Vines /

LANDSCAPE ZONES
1.) FRONT setback

a.) Yard: (2) 156 Gal.<T>, (6) 5 Gal. <S>, (3) 15 Gal. <EP>,
Multi-F <G>

b.) Perimeter : (1) 15 Gal.<T>, (5) 5 Gal.<S>, (12) 1 Gal.<S>

c) Entry: (2) 5 Gal.<S>, (6)1 Gal <S>

2.) REAR setback

a.) Yard: (1) 15 Gal.<T>, (2) 15 Gal. <EP>, Multi-F <G>, (10) 1 Gal.<S>,
(3) 5 Gal.<S>

3.) SIDE setback

a.) Yard: (1) 16 Gal.<T>, Multi-F<G> , (5) 1 Gal.<S>

Legend : <T> Trees <8> Shrubs <G>Groundcover <EP>Equivalent Present on Site <Multi-F> Multiple Flats



2" Street Montara — PLN1999-00215

Cummulative Plant Material Quantities :

(6) 15 Gal Trees
(5) 15 Gal Shrubs
(25) 5 Gal Shrubs
(35) 1 Gal <select>

Irrigation

a.) Drip irrigation at non-native species.

b.) System Controller (automatic)

" Hardscape -

a.) Gravelled

b.) D.G.Granite

c.) Pavers & Flag

d.) Stone/Block
Walks : (a.) (b.) (c.)
Landings,Ground : (a.) (b.) (c.)

Walls, Planter . (d.)

Notes :

- Large Pine at Street (front) near property line to be retained and decayed limbs removed.

(P.2)

ATTACHMENT J

LANDSCAPE PROGRAM

- Moderate-size Pine Tree at Street to be retained if root system is not impacted by
development. If impacted, then removed and replaced with 15 Gal. evergreen coastal-
species tree in approximate area where roots will not be impacted by deyelopment.

- Two additional 15 Gal. coastal species evergreen trees to be placed elsewhere on property.

Legend : <T> Trees <S> Shrubs <G>Groundcover <EP>Equivalent Present on Site <Multi-F> Multiple Flats



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
Inter-Departmental Correspondence

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: March 23, 2009
BOARD MEETING DATE: March 31, 2009
SPECIAL NOTICE/HEARING: 10 days, within 300 ft.
VOTE REQUIRED: Majority

TO: Honorablef Board of Supervisors 7 »
- FROM: Lisa Grote, Community Development Director L ’G’

SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Consideration of a Coastside Design Review
Permit, pursuant to Sections 6565.4 (Coastal) and 6328.5 of the County
Zoning Regulations as they existed in 1999, to construct a new 2,982 sq.
ft. single-family residence and 400 sq. ft. detached garage on a 5,000 sq.
ft. parcel located on Second Street, in the unincorporated Montara area
of the County. (Appeal from decision of the Planning Commission
denying the Design Review).- This project is not appealable to the
California Coastal Commission.

RECOMMENDATION

Deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Planning Commission and deny the
Design Review Permit, County File Number PLN 1999-00215, by making the findings of
denial as listed in Attachment A. Alternatively, invite the applicant voluntarily to make
the project modifications recommended by staff as discussed in the Alternative Section
of the staff report, and make the findings in support of Design Review Permit approval
as listed in Attachment B.

VISION ALIGNMENT

Commitment: Number 9 (Partnerships), “Effective and Collaborative Government.”
Goal: Number 20, “Government decisions are based on careful consideration of future
impact, rather than temporary relief or immediate gain.”

Upholding the decision of the Planning Commission to deny the subject Design Review
Permit furthers Commitment 9 and Goal 20 because requiring a project to comply with
Design Review standards is a careful consideration of the project’s future impact on a
neighborhood’s character. The Planning Commission’s finding that this project does not
comply with Design Review standards demonstrates that it was considering the future
impacts of the project on the neighborhood character.

ATTACHMENT K



BACKGROUND .

Proposal: The applicant is proposing to construct a new 2,982 sq. ft. single-family
residence and a 400 sq. ft. detached garage and the removal of three trees on a 5,000
sq. ft. parcel. ' : -

The Planning Director approved the subject project’s Design Review Permit in October
2000. ‘

Planning Commission Action: On April 14, 2004, the Planning Commission voted 3-1
to deny the applicant’s appeal and uphold the decision to deny the project.

Board of Supervisors Action: On February 8, 2005 the Board of Supervisors voted
unanimously to deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Planning Commission to
deny this project.

DISCUSSION

The project was one of two Design Review (DR) applications (the other PLN 1999-
00015) for new single-family homes on two adjacent parcels submitted in 1999. Initially,
the subject project’'s DR Permit was approved by the Planning Director in October 2000.
That decision was appealed by a number of local residents to the Planning Commission
in January 2001, which upheld the appeal and denied the DR application. The Planning
Commission found that the project did not comply with the 1999 Design Review
standards that required: (1) structures to be designed and situated so as to retain and
blend with the natural vegetation and landforms of the site and to insure adequate
space for light and air to itself and adjacent properties, and (2) structures be designed
so that they are appropriate to the use of the property and are in harmony with the
shape, size and scale of adjacent building in the community.

Upon appeal by the applicant to the Board of Supervisors in August 2001, the Board of
Supervisors remanded the project back to the Planning Commission for redesign and
the Planning Commission’s reconsideration. The applicant submitted modifications to
the project in the interim. The Planning Commission found that the applicant’s changes
- were not substantially different from previous iterations and subsequently denied the
applicant’s appeal on April 21, 2004.

The applicant appealed that decision to the Board of Supervisors and in December
2004 submitted slightly revised plans. The plans included minor roof articulation
improvements but were substantially similar to an earlier version of plans submitted in
October 2001. At a hearing on February 8, 2005, the Board of Supervisors unani-
mously voted to deny the applicant’s appeal and uphold the Planning Commission’s
decision to deny the Design Review Permit for this project.’

Following the Board’s denial of the applicant’s appeal, on May 6, 2005, the applicant
filed a Petition for Writ of Administrative Mandamus with a Complaint for other claims
including inverse condemnation, civil rights violations, injunction and declaratory relief.
A Statement of Decision representing the decision of the Court was issued on

2 000002



March 17, 2008. The Statement of Decision found that the applicant had not been
provided a fair administrative hearing at the Board’s hearing of February 8, 2005. The
Writ itself was issued in July 2008. The Court set aside the decision of the Board
denying the applicant's appeal, and ordered that the Board rehear the appeal from the
decision of the Planning Commission. The impact of the Court's decision is that the
Board is to consider the appeal de novo, as if the prior Board hearing had not occurred.

FISCAL IMPACT

No fiscal impact.

000093



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
Inter-Departmental Correspondence

PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: March 23, 2009
~ BOARD MEETING DATE: March 31, 2009
SPECIAL NOTICE/HEARING: 10 days within 300 ft.
VOTE REQUIRED: Maijority

TO: Honorable Board of Supervisors

FROM: Lisa Grote, Community Development Director Z— ’ &,

SUBJECT: Consideration of a Coastside Design Review Permit, pursuant to
Sections 6565.4 (Coastal) and 6328.5 of the County Zoning Regulations
as they existed in 1999, to construct a new 2,982 sq. ft. single-family
residence and 400 sq. ft. detached garage on a 5,000 sq. ft. parcel
located on Second Street, in the unincorporated Montara area of the
County. (Appeal from decision of the Planning Commission denying the
Design Review). This project is not appealable to the California Coastal
Commission.

County File Number: PLN 1999-00215 (Mahon)

RECOMMENDATION

Deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Planning Commission and deny the
Design Review Permit, County File Number PLN 1999-00215, by making the findings of
denial as listed in Attachment A. Alternatively, invite the applicant voluntarily to make
the project modifications recommended by staff as discussed in the Alternative section
of the staff report, and make the findings in support of Design Review Permit approval
as listed in Attachment B.

VISION ALIGNMENT

Commitment: Number 9 (Partnerships), “Effective and Collaborative Government.”

Goal: Number 20, “Government decisions are based on careful conS|derat|on of future
impact, rather than temporary relief or immediate gain.”

! - 000004



Upholding the decision of the Planning Commission to deny the subject Design Review
Permit furthers Commitment 9 and Goal 20 because requiring a project to comply with
Design Review standards is a careful consideration of the project's future impact on a
neighborhood’s character. The Planning Commission’s finding that this project does not
comply with Design Review standards demonstrates that it was considering the future
impacts of the project on the neighborhood character. '

BACKGROUND

Proposal: The applicant proposed to the Planning Commission to construct a new
2,982 sq. ft., two-story single-family residence and a 400 sq. ft. detached garage (a
combined total of 3,382 sq. ft.) on a 5,000 sq. ft. parcel. Three trees were proposed to
be removed. The proposed residence is oriented towards and takes access from
Second Street.

Planning Commission Action: On April 21, 2004, the Planning Commission voted 3-1
(Commissioner Kennedy had recently resigned and had not yet been replaced) to
uphold the appeal and deny the decision of the Planning Director to approve the project.

Prior Board of Supervisors Action: The applicant appealed the denial of the Design
Review Permit by the Planning Commission, and submitted modified plans that reduced
the size of the house to 2,504 sq. ft. but attached, relocated and increased the size of
the garage to 627 sq. ft. (for a combined total of 3,131 sq. ft. on a 5,000 sq. ft. parcel).
On February 8, 2005, the Board of Supervisors voted unanimously to deny the appeal
and uphold the decision of the Planning Commission to deny this project. The San
Mateo County Superior Court set aside that decision and required the appeal from the
Planning Commission to be reheard. '

DISCUSSION

This project is one of two Design Review applications (the other application is PLN
1999-00015) for new single-family homes on two adjacent parcels submitted in 1999.
The subject project was approved by the Planning Director in October 2000. That
decision was appealed by local residents to the Planning Commission in January 2001,
which upheld the appeal and denied the DR application. The Planning Commission
found that the project did not comply with the 1999 Design Review standards that
required: (1) structures to be designed and situated so as to retain and blend with the
natural vegetation and landforms of the site and to insure adequate space for light and
air to itself and adjacent properties, and (2) structures be designed so that they are
appropriate to the use of the property and are in harmony with the shape, size and
scale of adjacent building in the community.

Upon appeal by the applicant to the Board of Supervisors in August 2001, the Board of
Supervisors remanded the project back to the Planning Commission for redesign and
the Planning Commission’s reconsideration. The applicant submitted modifications to
the project in the interim.

2 V00005



For the Planning Commission’s April 21, 2004 hearing, the applicant submitted plans
that showed that due to the steep slope of the front half of the lot, the garage had been
detached from the main structure and relocated up to the front property line. The upper
balcony was reduced in size and the house was moved 6'-6” further back from the
street. The front elevation’s exterior siding was modified by incorporating shingles at
each change in articulation.

The Planning Commission upheld the appeal and denied the Design Review Permits
based on a lack of adequate evidence that the project complied with two specific Design
Review standards from the 1999 Zoning Regulations: (1) that the house is designhed
and situated so as to retain and blend with the natural vegetation and landform of the
site, and (2) that the house is in harmony with the shape, size and scale of adjacent
buildings in the community. The Planning Commission’s denial of this application
included direction to the applicant to: (1) lower the elevation of the lower level, there-
fore lowering the overall mass of the structure; (2) eliminate the covered element over
the deck area on the lower level; (3) step back the upper level such that the structure's
mass is pushed back further from the street; and (4) provide varying exterior materials
and colors to diminish the visual mass of the structure. The applicant appealed the
Planning Commission’s denial of a Design Review Permit. The Board of Supervisors
denied the applicant’s appeal on February 8, 2005.

Following the Board’s denial of the applicant’'s appeal, on May 6, 2005, the applicant
filed a Petition for Writ of Administrative Mandamus with a Complaint for other claims
including inverse condemnation, civil rights violations, injunction and declaratory relief.
A Statement of Decision representing the decision of the Court was issuedon
March 17, 2008. The Writ itself was issued in July 2008. The Statement of Decision
found that the applicant had not been provided a fair administrative hearing at the
Board’s hearing of February 8, 2005. The Court set aside the decision of the Board
denying the applicant’s appeal, and ordered that the Board rehear the appeal from the
decision of the Planning Commission. The impact of the Court’s decision is that the
Board is to consider the appeal de novo, as if the prior Board hearing had not occurred.

Report Prepared By: Angela Chavez, Project Planner, Telephone 650/599-7217
Applicant/Appellant: Thomas Mahon |

Location: 284 Second Street, Montara

APN: 036-014-200

Size: 5,000 sq. ft.

Existing Zoning: R-1/S-17/DR (Single-Family Residential/5,000 sq. ft. minimum parcel .
size/Design Review)

uvoguUus



General Plan Designation: Medium Low Density Residential (6.1 — 8.7 dwelling
units/acre)

Sphere-of-Influence: City of Half Moon Bay
h Exnstmg Land Usé: Vacant
Water Supply: Existing domestic well
Sewage Disposal: Montara Water and Sanitary District

Flood Zone: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map Zone “C” (Area of Minimal Flooding);
Community Panel Number: 060311 0092B; Effective Date: July 5, 1984.

Environmental Evaluation: Exempt under Section 15303, Class 3 of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), construction of a minor structure.

Setting: The project site is located on Second Street, near the northwestern corner of
Farallone Avenue, two blocks east of Cabrillo Highway. The 5,000 sq. ft. parcel has an
average slope of approximately 22%, which slopes in a northerly direction uphill from
Second Street. There is one existing pine tree located at the northwest section of the
property and three existing pine trees in front of the property within the public right-of-
way. The parcel to the east is vacant (pending DR application PLN 1999-00015); the
parcel to the west is developed with a two-story residence and the remaining sur-

- rounding neighborhood is developed with one- and two-story single-family residences.

DISCUSSION

A. KEY ISSUES OF THE APPEAL

The applicant/appellant has submitted a number of appeal issues. The application
for appeal is Attachment G. These are summarized below in italics followed by
staff's response, which also references the applicant's December 2004 revisions
submitted after the Planning Commission’s denial:

1. Applicant’'s Appeal: The house has been designed to conform and blend
with the natural contours of the site by two methods. First, by use of sepa-
rated floor elevations at each floor. Second, a continued down sloping of the
roof and employment of hipped roof style in the direction of the slope of the
lot.

Staff Response: The revised plans considered by the Planning Commission
in April 2004 showed that the house was moved 6’-6" further back from the
street and the garage had been detached from the main structure and relo-
cated to the front property line. In addition, the upper balcony was reduced in
size, thereby decreasing the covered deck element on the lower level. These
changes reduced the mass of the main structure so that from street level it
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appeared as two stories whereas previously it appeared to be a three-story
structure. The front elevation’s exterior siding was also modified by incor-
porating shingles at each change in articulation. The revised plans were an
improvement on the previous proposal as they reduced the mass of the
structure, improved the articulation, and reduced the size-of the structures
such that the combined square footage of the house and detached garage
now had been reduced from the 3,468 sq. ft. (as proposed in the applicant’s
plans before the Planning Commission in 2001, but rejected by the Planning
Commission and by the Board of Supervisors on appeal in April 2001) to a
combined square footage of 3,382 sq. ft.

However, the Planning Commission found that these changes did not bring
the design into compliance with the 1999 Design Review standards and found
that the house was not designed to conform to the natural contours of the site.

In response to the Planning Commission decision in April 2004, the applicant
submitted revised plans in December 2004 for consideration by the Board of
Supervisors. These changes were submitted as part of the appeal from the
Planning Commission’s denial of the Design Review Permits and have there-
fore never been reviewed or considered by the Planning Commission. These
revised plans provided minor changes to the roof design, but also returned the
design back to several elements initially reviewed and denied by the Planning
Commission in January 10, 2001. The combined square footage of the house
and garage went from 3,382 (as proposed to the Planning Commission in April
2004) to 3,131. The December 2004 plans reattach the garage to the house,
providing only a 10-foot front yard setback. The house itself was moved
forward on the lot to a 20-foot setback, as compared to the 28'6" setback
considered by the Planning Commission. This orientation and siting
reintroduces visual bulk to the structure as viewed from Second Street.

The applicant also made mention of separated floor elevations at each floor in
the appeal application in order to provide support for how the revised
December 2004 design conforms to the natural contours of the site. However,
the separated floor plan is only present in one area of each floor, has been
included in various versions of plans, provides for a minimal step design, and
has consistently been found to be inadequate to address the applicable DR
standards relating to scale to the neighborhood and conformity with natural
landforms. While the incorporation of the hip roof and additional articulation
help to alleviate some of the visual bulk, these revised plans do not fully
mitigate the concerns expressed by the Planning Commission regarding the
relation of the visual mass of this building to the general neighborhood
character. Again, while the Planning Commission has never viewed these
particular plans because they were only submitted in connection with the

- appeal to the Board of Supervisors, staff anticipates that the Planning Com-
mission would find that any improvement in the visual bulk in the December
2004 redesign has been lost due to the reorientation of the garage and the
siting of the house further forward on the lot in comparison to the prior design.
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Applicant’s Appeal: The structure is in harmony with the shape, size and
scale of the only visible adjacent house. The proposed house is lower in
height than and smaller in size than the immediately adjacent house and
employs a very similar design; use of exterior materials and massing. The -
immediately adjacent house is the only house visible on the same side of the
street. Other houses are not visible due to dense foliage and trees.

Staff Response: The adjacent house is of a size and design similar to the
applicant’s proposed house. However, the adjacent parcel is significantly
larger than the subject parcel (7,500 sq. ft. versus 5,000 sq. ft.), yet the
applicant proposes to place the same sized house upon his significantly
smaller parcel. When viewed from the street, the adjacent house appears to
fit more appropriately on its site. In addition, the adjacent house is set further
back than the applicant’s project, thereby reducing its mass and visual
appearance from the street. By contrast, the applicant’s project has shorter
setbacks, increasing its visual mass from the same vantage point. The
Planning Commission determined that the proposed house would appear
overly dominant in the street scene when compared with other houses in the
vicinity due to the scale and design of the house. The Planning Commission
found that the scale of the house when compared with the size of the parcel
would be out of character with of the surrounding residential area. Since there
is only one other visible house on this side of the street, the bulk and mass of
the project was an area of concern by the Planning Commission. The appli-
cant’s original plans before the Planning Commission involved a much shorter
garage setback than is now proposed in the December 2004 plans. In other
words, the new garage setback is an improvement in the visual bulk. How-
ever, at the same time the applicant has moved the rest of the house forward
on the lot by 8.6 feet, which brings more visual bulk forward onto the lot and
diminishes the improvement in the visual bulk achieved by setting the garage
further back. In addition, as no landscaping or other site improvements have
been included in the plans, there appear to be no measures to provide a
blended transition between the proposed project and the existing develop-
ment.

The plans reviewed by the Planning Commission in 2001 showed the use of
both shingles and horizontal siding on the front elevation to reduce visual bulk,
but the revised December 2004 plans call out horizontal siding only. In other
words, the use of alternating facade materials that were formerly proposed in
order to add visual interest and reduce the apparent mass of the structure was
eliminated in the December 2004 plans. Moreover, the December 2004 plans
returned the second story balcony to a larger size first proposed well before
the April 2004 Planning Commission hearing, reintroducing more visual bulk to
the facade. .
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The applicant’s contention that the project will use exterior materials similar to
adjacent structures cannot be evaluated because although both staff and the
Planning Commission urged the applicant to submit color and material
samples, these have not been provided.

B. COMPLIANCE WITH COUNTY REGULATIONS

1.

Conformance with General Plan

The Planning Commission found that the project does not comply with several
DR standards in effect in 1999, which are also supported in the County’s
General Plan. Therefore, the Planning Commission found that the proposed
project is not in conformance with the County General Plan. The following
specific General Plan policies are applicable:

Visual Quality and Urban Land Use. Visual Quality Policy 4.35 (Urban Area
Design Concept) seeks to: (a) maintain and, where possible, improve upon
the appearance and visual character of development in urban areas (of which
the Montara area is included); and (b) ensure that new development in urban
areas is designed and constructed to contribute to the orderly and harmonious
development of the locality. Urban Land Use Policy 8.14 (Residential Land
Use Compatibility) seeks to protect and enhance the character of existing
single-family areas. The Planning Commission found that the project does not
blend into the natural landform and is not in harmony with adjacent buildings
in the community, which therefore is not in conformance with the General
Plan. '

Conformance with Local Coastal Program Policies

This project site is located within the Single-Family Exclusion Area of the
Coastal Zone and thus qualifies for a Coastal Development Permit Exemption
under Section 6328.5.e of the County Zoning Regulations.

Conformance with Zoning Regulations

a. Development Reqgulations

The project site is zoned R-1/S-17 and is located within a DR Overlay
District. With the exception of Design Review, the project components
comply with all other applicable 1999 Zoning Regulations, including
setbacks, lot coverage, and height.

b. Design Review

Section 6565.1 (Coastal) of the Zoning Regulratio'ns in effect in 1999
relates to DR districts in the Coastal Zone. Section 6565.7 (Coastal)
(1999) sets out the DR standards by which projects are assessed. The
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project is located within a DR district, and must comply with the Coastside
DR standards applicable at the time of the application’s initial submittal in
February 1999. The Planning Commission found that the proposed
project is compliance with some but not all of the 1999 DR Standards.
Below is a discussion of the specific 1999 DR standards with which the
project was found not to be compliance by the Planning Commission:

(1) Proposed structures are designed and situated so as to retain
and blend with the natural vegetation and landforms of the site
and to ensure adequate space for light and air to itself and
adjacent properties.

The Planning Commission determined that, due to the design of the
house and the grading required to accommodate the house on the
site, the plans that were reviewed at the April 2004 hearing did not
meet this standard.

In order to address the concerns raised at the April 2004 Planning
Commission hearing, the applicant submitted revised plans in
December 2004 (Attachments L and M). However, aside from some
minor roof articulation improvements, these revisions are essentially
no different from an earlier iteration submitted by the applicant on
October 1, 2001, whereby the garage was attached to the house, but
moved 10 feet back from the front property line. Previous considera-
tion of that plan concluded that simply attaching the garage to the
house, with no reduction of the second floor bulk, was not compliant
with the 1999 DR standards. The revised plans show some of the
improved exterior changes previously recommended by staff, but do
not alter or reduce the massing of the house or add articulation to the
second story, which has been central to the Planning Commission’s
findings of denial in its previous reviews of the project.

The Design Review issues are more fully addressed above under
Discussion section A, “Key Issues of the Appeal.” In short, the siting
of the house on the lot and the overall visual bulk of the house’s
second story put the project out of conformity with the Design
Review standard that houses blend with natural landforms.

Therefore, the applicant’'s December 2004 revisions do not move the
project significantly closer to compliance with the 1999 Design
Review standards.

(2) The design of the structure is appropriate to the use of the

property and is in harmony with the shape, size and scale of
adjacent buildings in the community.
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The Planning Commission found that the house design does not
comply with this standard at its April 2004 hearing. The Planning
Commission determined that the overly large scale of the house was
not compatible with other properties in the surrounding area and

“therefore this standard was not met. While there are houses of
similar sizes in the area, these are generally located on larger lots
which provide a degree of proportionality to houses of this size.
When this project is compared to parcels of similar size the houses
in the surrounding area tend to be smaller. The way the structure is
situated on the lot (with relatively short setbacks from the street and
adjacent properties) mean that the design should incorporate
methods of reducing its visual mass and bulk in order to harmonize
with adjacent properties and the neighborhood character, such as
through the use of greater articulation of the second story to cause it
to recede from the observer. The proposed design is therefore not in
scale with the surrounding properties.

The applicant’'s December 2004 revised plans do not reduce the
visual bulk of the house. While they show some exterior design and
articulation improvements and revised roof design, these changes
are negated by the change in the garage location and the reduced
setback for the house, which further compound the issues
underpinning the Planning Commission’s denial and therefore do not
result in project coming any closer to compliance with the 1999
Design Review standards.

The Design Review issues are more fully addressed above under
Discussion section A, “Key Issues of the Appeal.” In short, the siting
of the house on the lot, changes to the front setbacks, and the
overall visua! bulk of the house’s second story put the project out of
conformity with the Design Review standard that houses harmonize
with the scale of adjacent properties in the neighborhood.

C. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The project is exempt from review under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) pursuant to Section 15303 (construction of new small facilities or
structures).

D. REVIEW BY THE MIDCOAST COMMUNITY COUNCIL

The Midcoast Community Council (MCC) has reviewed this project several times
(see comment letters in Attachments H and ). Prior to the Planning Commission’s
April 2004 denial, the MCC reviewed the revised plans at its meeting on
September 20, 2002. Comments included: (1) the structure should follow the
topography of the site and the front elevation should step down to fit the natural
grade, (2) there is no articulation between the first and second stories on the right
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elevation, (3) left elevation has the appearance of a three-story home, and (4) the
pop-out on the rear elevation is not well related to the structure and just adds
additional unnecessary bulk.

The MCC also reviewed the plans again, at its meeting on-March 17, 2004 (letter
listed in Attachment J). It requested that the Planning Commission deny the
application on the basis that: (1) the submitted plans do not include any
information on materials, finishes, landscaping, tree removal, grading or driveway
slope and access; (2) plans show a detached garage in the front yard setback with
only a 3-foot side yard setback; (3) earlier issues regarding compatibility with the
size, scale and character of the surrounding community have not been addressed;
and (4) other issues and alternatives, such as re-orientating the lots, lowering the
houses toward grade and increased stepping.of the design for better conformance
with the topography have not been addressed.

The revisions submitted in December 2004 have not been reviewed by the MCC
(see Alternative Section below). However, the modifications shown in the
December 2004 would not address the primary concerns expressed by the MCC.

ALTERNATIVE

The project applicant is entitled to have his application considered on its merits,
and staff does not intend to undertake to propose design alterations with which the
applicant has not concurred. However, staff has evaluated the 1999 Design
Review standards and believes it would be valuable for the Board to understand
what project modifications would be necessary in order to make a finding that the
project complies with the 1999 Design Review standards on the key issues of the
appeal. Staff believes that the project could be made to comply with the 1999
standards by incorporating a “step-design.” Using the right side elevation as an
example, the structure could step back from the top of the garage, and the top floor
could step back further than the level below it. The applicant should also move the
structure further back on the lot and recess it into the natural contour, creating
three levels that step back from each other. As part of this design alternative, the
applicant should eliminate the right side bay window, which encroaches the side
setback. The height of the garage plate should be reduced to 8 feet, which
recesses the whole house by 2 feet to create less mass and bring the house into
the neighborhood’s scale. Staff also recommends that the house location on the
site be adjusted, which would require the removal of an 18-inch diameter pine tree
for the driveway, but which would save three other pine trees of 24-, 30- and 36-
inch diameter. All suggestions, if adopted by the applicant, would create less
visual mass and bulk, would allow the house to fit better with the site's natural
contours and landforms, and would keep the house more in scale with the .
neighborhood. The applicant would need to submit plans that incorporate these
changes, including a site plan that depicts existing vegetation.
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These suggested alternatives demonstrate that there are several modifications to
the submitted plans that, if adopted by the applicant, would address the Planning
Commission’s concerns about the visual mass and bulk of the proposed project,
and its scale to the neighborhood.

Thus, as an alternative to staff's recommendation to deny the appeal, if the Board
of Supervisors decides to approve this project, and the applicant concurs with the
proposed modifications to align the project to the Design Review standards, please
refer to Attachment B for recommended and revised conditions of approval,
including requiring the applicant to move that portion of the second story (including
the Second Street-facing upper story deck) on the downhill end of the house a
minimum of 10 feet back over the first story, as measured from the north-facing
wall. These conditions also include changes to windows, window and door trim
articulation, roof articulation, upper and lower decking, as weli as the submittal of
additional information including a landscaping plan and exterior material and color
samples.

ATTACHMENTS

A. Recommended Findings of Denial

B. Alternative Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval
C. Location Map

D. Site Plan (considered by Planning Commission on April 14, 2004)
E. Elevations (considered by Planning Commission on April 14, 2004)
F. Planning Commission Letter of Decision, dated April 20, 2004

G. Application for Appeal dated May 2, 2004

H. MCC Comment Letter dated September 29, 2002

I.  MCC Comment Letters dated March 18, 2004 and April 12, 2004
J. Letter from Zumbrum Law Firm dated February 11, 2004

K. Letter from County Counsel dated March 9, 2004

L. Revised Site Plan Submitted by Applicant in December 2004

M.

Revised Elevations Submitted by Applicant in December 2004
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Attachment A

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
- PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF DENIAL

Permit File Number: PLN 1999-00215 Board Meeting Date: March 31, 2009

Prepared By: Angela Chavez For Adoption By: Board of Supervisors

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS OF DENIAL

Regarding the Coastside DR, find that this project has been reviewed under and found

to be not in compliance with the Standards of Review Criteria as provided by Chapter

28.1 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations as in effect in 1999. Specifically, find
that the project:

1.

Is not designed and situated so as to retain and blend with the natural vegetation
and landform in that the proposed structure does not blend with the natural
contours of the site as the proposed design requires a significant amount of
alteration to the existing topography. In addition, the house is situated on the lot in
such a way that it visually looms over the street. Therefore, the proposed
structure does not blend with the natural contours of the site but rather alters the
site to fit the design.

Is not in harmony with the shape, size and scale of adjacent buildings in the
community in that the proposed structure does not relate to adjacent buildings and
to the neighborhood. While there are adjacent buildings of similar size in the area,
they are located on larger lots and result in buildings that are of an appropriate
size and scale to the surrounding area, unlike the applicant’s project, which places
a house of similar size on a substantially smaller lot. Alternately, the proposed
structure is large for the lot that it is located on and therefore not in harmony with
the size and scale of buildings with comparable lots. Further, the way the house is
oriented on the lot exacerbates its visual bulk from public vantage points.

00015

12



Attachment B

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT -

ALTERNATIVE
RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

/

Permit File Number: PLN 1999-00215 Board Meeting Date; March 31, 2009

Prepared By: Angela Chavez For Adoption By: Board of Supervisors

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

For the Environmental Review, Find:

1. That this project is exempt from environmental review pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15303, Class 3, relating to new
construction of small structures. A Notice of Exemption will be filed with the
County Clerk’s Office and posted as required by CEQA.

For the Coastside Design Review, Find:

2. That this project has been reviewed under and found to be in compliance with the
Standards of Review Criteria as stipulated in Chapter 28.1 of the San Mateo
County Zoning Regulations.

For the Coastal Development Permit Exemption, Find:

3. That the proposed residence conforms to Section 6328.5.e of the County Zoning
~ Regulations and is located within the area designated as a Categorical Exclusion
Area.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. This approval applies only to the proposal as described in this report and approved

’ by the Board of Supervisors on March 31, 2009. These plans supersede all
previously submitted and reviewed plans. The project shall be made to comply
with the 1999 Design Review standards by incorporating a “step-design” in which
the structure will step back from the top of the garage (as viewed from the right
side elevation), and the top floor steps back further than the level below it. The
applicant shall also move the structure further back on the lot and recess it into the
natural contour, creating three levels that step back from each other. The -
applicant will also eliminate the right side bay window or cause it not to encroach
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the side setback. The height of the garage plate should be reduced to 8 feet and
rrecess the whole house by 2 feet to create less mass. Staff also recommends that
the house location on the site be adjusted, which would require the removal of an
18-inch diameter pine tree for the driveway, but which would save three other pine
trees of 24-, 30- and 36-inch diameter. The applicant shall submit plans that
incorporate these changes, including a site plan that depicts existing vegetation.
The Community Development Director may approve these plans if they are
consistent with the intent of and in substantial conformance with this approval.

This permit shall be valid for one year from the date of final approval by which time
a building permit shall have been issued. Any extension of this permit shall
require submittal of a request in writing, including reasons for the extension and
payment of applicable fees for permit extension 30 days prior to expiration.

The applicant shall obtain a building permit and develop in accordance with the
approved plans and conditions of approval.

No site disturbance shall occur, including any grading or tree removal, until a valid
building permit has been issued.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall submit revised
plans showing the following design changes:

a. The second story portion of the house (including the first and second story
decks) on the northern, downhill side of the site, shall be moved back a
minimum of 10 feet from the north facing edge of the first story. All resulting
roof modifications shall be of the hip roof variety.

b.  Redesign of the bay window on the west elevation to ensure compliance with
County Planning Policy as it encroaches within the side yard setback. In
order to qualify as a bay window, it must begin its protrusion from the
building’s wall not less than 18 inches above the floor level and it must also
return to the building’s wall line at some point below the ceiling level.

c. Incorporate a hip roof design on all sides of the detached garage.

d. Introduce a bellyband on all four-elevation sides.

e. Redesign rear dormer to incorporate a hip roof design.

f.  Allwindow and door trim to be a thicker width (1” by 6”).

g. Reduce the size of lower level deck to 5.5 feet wide with rounded edges and
revise the upper level deck to include rounded edges to match lower deck.

h.  Introduce a new window on right side of garage.
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10.

i.  Add afull-size window to Bedroom #2, located on the right side of the house.

j-  The detached garage at the front of the property must maintain the same side
yard setbacks as the main house and therefore must be at least 7.5 feet from
the right side property line. B ' '

All changes must be included and incorporated into the submitted building permit
plans.

This permit allows for the removal of one Monterey pine tree (depicted as Tree #1
in the arborist report dated July 5, 2001). The applicant shall obtain from the
County Department of Public Works the appropriate permit(s) for the removal of
the pine. The applicant shall submit to the Planning Counter a copy of the permit
from Public Works prior to the issuance of the building permit. Removal of any
tree with a diameter greater than 12 inches as measured 4.5 feet above the
ground shall require a separate tree removal permit. The other two trees
recommended for removal by the arborist (Trees #2 and #3) shall be saved unless
an arborist report is submitted to indicate that more than 25 percent of the root
system of the tree is going to be impacted by development of the approved
structure and driveway. If the two trees require removal, a separate tree removal
permit will be required prior to removal. If the trees are to be saved, the applicant
shall submit a tree preservation plan, prepared by a certified arborist, for review
and approval prior to issuance of a building permit. The approved tree protection
measures shall be implemented prior to the start of any grading or construction
activity on the site.

Depict all the trees along the County’s right-of-way and the 36-inch pine within the
front yard on the site plan. Submit the revised plans to Planning for review and
approval prior to Planning approval of the associated building permit.

The applicant shall submit exterior color samples (no larger than approximately 4
square inches) for walls and trim to the Planning Counter for review and approval
by the Community Development Director prior to Planning approval of the
associated building permit. The applicant shall include the file/case number with
all color samples. Color verification by a building inspector shall occur in the field
after the applicant has painted the structure an approved color, but before the

“applicant schedules a final inspection.

The applicant shall submit a material sample of the proposed roof material for
review and approval of the color and material prior to Planning approval of the
associated building permit. Roof material verification by a building inspector shall
occur in the field after the applicant has installed the approved material, but before
the applicant schedules a final inspection.

The apbrlicant shall submit a landscape plan (may be shown on the site plan of the
submitted building permit application) depicting the location, type, and size of trees

and shrubs for review and approval by the Planning Department. The landscaped
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11.

12,

13.

areas shall be designed to reduce excess irrigation runoff and require minimal and
appropriate use of fertilizers, herbicides and pesticides. The goal of the required
landscape plan is to soften the building elevations and to increase surface filtra-
tion. The plan shall include a minimum of two (2) trees (minimum 5 gallons) in the
front of the residence, one (1) tree (minimum 36-inch box) in the front of the-
residence, a minimum of three (3) trees (minimum 5 gallons) in the rear of the
residence and a minimum of twenty (20) shrubs (minimum 1 gallon) shall be
included in the design. Areas in the front and rear of the property that do not
contain trees or shrubs shall be covered with a combination of turf or groundcover
and/or a minimum of 2 inches of mulch on all exposed soil areas to minimize
erosion.

The applicant shall submit an erosion control plan (including sections depicting
method of installation), prior to Planning approval of the associated building
permit, to mitigate any erosion resulting from project-related grading activities.

‘Submit an on-site drainage plan, as prepared by a civil eh-gineer, s-deing all -

permanent, post-construction stormwater controls and drainage mechanisms. The
required drainage plan shall show the necessary mechanisms to contain all water
runoff generated by on-site impervious surfaces and shall include facilities to
capture and retain all stormwater runoff through on-site percolation facilities. The
drainage plan shall be submitted to the Planning Department for review and
approval by the Community Development Director prior to Planning approval of the
associated building permit. The plan shall be included as part of the project’s final
building permit application and construction plans. The County Building Inspection
Section and Department of Public Works shall ensure that the approved plan is
implemented prior to the project’s final building inspection and occupancy
approval.

During project construction, the applicant shall, pursuant to Section 5022 of the
San Mateo County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of

- stormwater runoff from the construction site into storm drain systems by:

a. Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures

continuously between October 1 and May 1.

b. Removing spoils promptly, and avoiding stockpiling of fill materials. when rain
is forecast. If rain threatens, stockpiled soils and other materials shall be
covered with a tarp or other waterproof material.

C. Storing, handling, and disposing of construction materials and wastes so as
to avoid their entry into the storm drain system or water body.

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

vuou1s

16



14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

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

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

If the total land area disturbed by the project exceeds 5,000 sq. ft., the applicant
shall, pursuant to Section 5023 of the San Mateo County Code, submit a
construction site stormwater management plan to the Planning Counter, for review
and approval by the Community Development Director. This plan must be
approved by the Community Development Director before the issuance of any
permit including, but not limited to, a grading permit, or a building permit. The plan
shall illustrate and describe appropriate methods, chosen by the applicant from the
California Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook, to control
stormwater runoff from the project site during construction and from land use
actlvmes on the snte once the project is completed

The applicant is responsible for ensuring that all contractors are aware of all
stormwater quality measures and implement such measures. Please refer to the
attached handout, which details the BMPs. Failure to comply with the construction
BMPs will result in the issuance of the correction notices, citations or a project stop
order.

a. All landscaping shall be properly maintained and shall be designed with
efficient irrigation practices to reduce runoff, promote surface filtration and
minimize the use of fertilizers, herbicides and pesticides that can contribute to
runoff pollution.

b. Where subsurface conditions allow, the roof downspout systems from all
structures shall be designed to drain into a designated, effective infiltration
area or structure (refer to BMPs Handbook for infiltration system designs and
requirements).

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

No grading shall be allowed during the winter season (October 1 to May 1) to
avoid potential soil erosion unless approved, in writing, by the Community
Development Director. The applicant shall submit a letter to the Planning
Department at least two weeks prior to the commencement of gradmg stating
when grading will begm

To ensure the height of the structure and/or structures do not exceed the
maximum height permitted, staff requires the applicant to adhere to the height
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19.

20.

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

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

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

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

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

“e. Ifthe actual floor height, garage slab, or roof height--as constructed--is-

different than the elevation specified in the plans, then the applicant shall
cease all construction and no additional inspections shall be approved until a
revised set of plans is submitted to and subsequently approved by both the
Building Official and Community Development Director.

The plans submitted at the building permit stage shall clearly show the location of
the existing well and that the proposed development complies with the required
Environmental Health setbacks from that well.

All new power and telephone utility lines from the street or nearest éxisting utility
pole to the main dwelling and/or any other structure on the property shall be
placed underground.
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ENVIRONMENTAL
- SERVICES
AGENCY

Agricultural

Commissioner/ Sealer of = .
“Weights & Measures

Animal Control
Codpe'rativc; Extension
Fire Protection
LAFCo
Library
Parks & Recreation.

Planning & Building

» Commissioners:

David Bomberger
William Wong
Bill Kennedy
Ralph Nobles

Jon Silver

455 County Center, 2= Floor * Redwood City, CA 94063 » Phone (650) 363-4161 » FAX (650) 363-4849

Attachment F

PROJECT FILE

Please reply to: «Gabrielle Rowan
' (650) 363-1829
April 20, 2004
Tom and Alice Mahon
P.0.Box 204
Moss Beach, CA 94038
Dear Mr and Mrs. Mahon: |
Sllb] ect: _File Number PLN: 1999-00215 1
- L:gcation: | ~ Secorid Street, Moatata Eacatan
036-014-200 ‘

APN:

On April 14, 2004, the San Mateo County Plarining Commission considered after
remand.of a decision by the Planning Commission to deny a Coastside Design
Review Permit and-a Coastal Development Permit Exemption pursuant to Sections
6565.4 and 6328.5 of the County Zoning Regulations to construct a new single-
family residence on a 5,000 sq. fi, parcel located on 2*¢ Street in the unincorporated
Montara area of the County. This project was remanded to the Planning
Commission by the Board of Supemsors

Based on mformatlon provxded by staff and evidénce presented at the hearing the
Planning Commission made ﬂndmgs for demal as- attached.

-~ o«

‘Any interested party-aggrieved by the deternunauon of the Plannmg Commission has

the right of appeal to the Board of Supervisors within ten (10) business days from
such date of determination. The appeal period for th15 matter will end at 7:00 p-m.

on May 3,2004.

.....

above.

" Planning Commissicn Secretary
Pcd04140_7krmahon.doc
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© . April 20,2004 -

Tom and Alice Mahon -~

Page3 = ... .
| ' counTY OF SAN MATEO
. F[ND]NGS OF DENIAL _
s Perrmt or Project File Number A"'w'. BoardMeetngate Apn114 2004
PLN1999-00215 . .= T Y SRR
Prepared By: Gabr_;e,lle Rowan - For Adoptin B.Y% Plannmg@mmlssm o

- RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

'Regarding the Coastal Developﬁlent Ekeonpﬁon, Find' :

1.  That the proposed res1dence conforms to Section 6328, S(e) of the County Zomng
Regulations and is located within the area de51gnated asa Categoncal Exclusron Area

Regardmg the Coastsrde Des1gn Rev1ew Fmd

2. That this project has been reviewed under and found to be not in compliance with the :
- Standards of Review Criteria as stipulated in Chapter 28. 1 of the San Mateo County Zonmg-
Regulatlons Spemﬁcally, Wlth the followmg standards '

e E Is not- designed and situated so as to retain and blend with the natural vegetation and

landform in that the proposed structure does not blend W1th the natural contours of the -
. s1te, o _ :

' b Is not in harmony with the shape; size and- scale of adJ acent buildings in the com-
' munity in that the proposed structure does not relate to adJ acent bmldmgs and to the
nelghborhood S _ _

Pad0414o_Tkrmahondoe - SRR A
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At_ta,chment G

wy

Loan Viateo county EnvnoruanlLll Cersruacey Agen

Iltlllﬂll '-' planming and Building Division

m App“l ' “Coustty Gavernment Cerers S90 Hamikon St 1» Recwood Clty CA 94063 -

art Planning Commlsslon _ Mall Drop PLN 122- 415 - 363 - 4151
To the Board of Supervisors. ‘ ) o

1. Appeﬂant Informatnon .
Name:_THOMAS 1. Anid AUCE A Onl | Address_—_P.O jgx 204

Mass REACH |, CH.

Phone.W:(\_G—;S'C/)) 7?..8-—!-17‘7/'—*‘ ' : : _ i;; 9!./03§ .

Permit Numbers involved:

information

5 S | have read and understood the ammeu information

PLnl-1999-002.L.

regarding appeal procss and anemawes

| hereby appeal the decision of the:
1 Sw@aff or Planning Director
[3 zoning Hearing Officer

; : s Slgnamr:
[ Design Review Commitee ‘ {ﬂwL // /// j//Z, -

made on APRIL 14,

DHes - Oro

§i” Planning Commission ' pae: 5 —~Z— 2 2 e 7 O‘f : —

20___2 w approve/deny

the above-lsted permit aplications.

EN:

33:15 for Appeal

Panning staff will prepare a report based an your appeal In order to facilitate this. your predise Ol Qjecbms are needed. For'

eample: Do you wish the decision reversed? if so, why? Do you object to certain conditions of approvall if so, then which

conditons and why

SEa ATTAC

HED SﬂEcT‘ Foz DESCRIPTi OAN OF /\P?:,AL

*APPEAL. of PN 199 7»00215 DA'rm) S -2~ zool-:

lARELED =

S ———
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—2 —
APPEAL of PLN1999-00215 .PATED $-1— 2004

L )House has been desugned fo conform and b!gnd wuth fhe noTurcl coniours of The sxie by 2
floors ore elevated lower in the front section of the structure, follownng 1he existing grade
contour of the site. Secondly, conformance with the existing landform has been achieved
by a continued down- -sloping of the roof and employment of hlpped roof style in the
dlrec’non of the slope of the lot,

2.) Structure is in harmony with 1‘he shape, size and scole ‘of the only visible adjocent house.
proposed house is lower in height than, and smaller in size than immediately adjacent
house. Furthemnore, proposed house employs very similar design, use of exterior mc\‘encls.
and massing as adjacent house.

Immediately adjacent house is the only house visible on the same side of the street for
_.visually relating fo scale of street. House ac
growth of foliage and frees

3.) This appeal incorporates all oral & wiitten comments previously given or filed in support of
this project located in the unincorporated community of Montara, County of San Mateo,
described as lots 3 and 4 of block 7. Faralione city Map, Lots 45 46 47 48 49 .50 51 RSM
6/2, since the year 1999.

4.) All rights are reserved and no waivers granted or implied in this cppec| of the project
denial.

Note: Appeliant will propose an alternative design to the project denied Agpril 14™, 2004, in
order to incorporate the suggeshons by community members at that hearing. Thns alternative
includes:

Reducing the oppcreni size & massing of the house by restoring the front setback, re-
incorporation of the garage into the principal structure, incorporation of hipped roof above

- garage fo sumound a smaller balcony at lower level .

000031

he street is not visible due to large & dense



. Redwood City, CA 94063 .

Attachment H

Planning & Zoning Committee of the Midcoast Community C'ouncil I
. PO Box 04, Moss Bc.uh CA 04038 '

Nerving I" o u'\n/: "y

Scptember 29, 2002 ' . " Email/Fax attachment

Ms. Lily Toy
San Matco County Planning and Building Division
Mail Drop PLN 122, 455 County (‘Lnlcr

- 650.363.1841 - FA>\ 650. ?63 4849

RE: ' . ' :
PIN 1999-00215: Coastside Design Review and Coastal Development Permit
- Lixemption to construct a new two-story 2,982 sq. fl. single family residence
Location: South side of 2nd Strect approximately SO fect west of Farallone Avenue,
Montira  APN: 036-014-140, -200, -210
Applicant: Thomas Mahon Owner: ‘Thomas Mahon
- Planncr. Lily Toy :

The above application was reviewed by the MCC Planning and Zoning commitice on
9-20-02. | was unable to reach Mr. Mahon prior 1o our revicw. 1 Mr. Mahon would like
to have us review the item again, we will be happy to do so. We reccived both wmtw
and public wmmuu regarding this item, Arborist’s Report attached.

The committee reviewed the new proposal against the previous plans submitted by the
applicant, and found that there has been no obvious design change or improvements to
accommodate the conceins of the neighborhood. Our comments and suggestions follow.

1. The structurc should articulate to the topog.uaphy of the sight, the front clevation
should step down to fit the natural grade of the site.
I'rount Elevation: By lowering the front 1/3 of the house to natural grade the
homc will appear lower and less massive,
3. Right Elevation: There is no articulation bctwu:n the Ist and 2™ stories: thix is
compounded because the project does not conform 1o the topography of the site.
4. Left Elevation: even though there is more roof articulation on this clevation the
‘ center section still appears to have the appearance of 2 3 story home increasing

the size volume and scale of a project that d()t:\ not fit into the ncnghborhood
character.

138
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S. Rear Elevation:the pop out appears to be hanging out in spacc and is not related
to the structure, rather just a visual impact consuming more visual space and
volume, this arca would be better su;tcd if it was puHcd into zhc housc with 2 hip

~ roof 1o minimize the size.
0. Pop-out: Over the enlite project, lh<. pop-out details do-nol add 10 thc arm,ul.umn
rather enhances the large scalc of the home,

7. Detail and Trim: A color p: 1I<,tt<. & landscaping plan should be submitted, The
exterior window, door and corner.detail should be specified at a minimum 67
detail. Color samplés should be submitted.

8. Application: A ncw and current apphmtmn should bc xubmm‘.d to cor rectly
reflect the current plans,

9. Adjacent property: What arc the mes for thc ad;accnt property and housc
design?

Ow.r .\H 1hc comm\uu. M“t thls pro)cct shH nu,dx dummon dnd amculm son l‘hix s i

nceds to W lth Dcm.n review in Lfﬁ.ct no othc.r homc< in thm arca or commumty will be
built 1o thix size, scale, LC or FAR. Cvery effort should be made to ensure this home will
fit into the futurc development of the area, We would like to suggest that an architect be
hired (o assist in the finitc details that will help thns project wnf‘orm to the site and
‘neighborhood. :

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Smccrdy , o '
Kiren Wilson :

Clhair, MCOC Phson and Zonme ¢ omminee

Post Oflice Box-371273

Montar, CA 93037 .
OS0-T2%-3292 - MMontaua oo athy com



Attachment I

I Plfmmng & Zomng Committee of the MldCoast Communm’ Councﬂ f

PO Box 64. Moss Beach CA 94038
- Serving 12,000 residents

March 18. 2004 Via Email

Ms. Gabrielle Rowan

San Mateo County Planning and Building Division

Mail Drop PLN122. 455 County Center

Redwbdod City. CA 94063 :
(30 '46'% 1541 F—\.\ 630 %(3 4‘24)

RE: PLN 1999-002135: Coa-stslde Deslbn Review and Coastal’ De\ elopmem Peumt
PLN 1999-00015: Coastside Design Review and Coastal Development Permit

The above applications were reviewed by the MCC Planning and Zoning Comniittee on
Wednesday. March'17. 2004. Mr. Mahon did not attend the meeting or respone to my
invitation to meet prior to the meeting to avoid any. neighborhood conflict. We received
both written and public comment regarding this item.

Our meeting ran very late (after 11:30 PM). and today our members have previous work

comimitments. The issues surrounding these cases are too numerous and complex to
respond to tully in such a short timeframe. so in this letter I have summarized our
position. A more detailed letter will mllo“ next week.

The Committee voted to unanimously to request that County planning staff deny
PLN1999-00015. and to request that the Planning Commission deny PLN1999-00215 as
currently submitted. Qur decision was based primarily on the basis of the following
points:

e Plans submitted were inadecuate in detail. and did not include any information on

materials, finishes. landscaping. tree removal, grading, or driveway slope and
access. Information provided on floor area and coverage was either sketchy
(PLN1999-00215) or non-existent (PLN1999-00015). The plans were only on
legal size sheets instead of blueprint size. with no easily verifiable scale or dating
and incomplete ele\"\tmns and site plans.

o Plans that were provided showed potential gross errors. such as (PLN1999-00215)

a detached garage in the front vard setback and with only a 3” side setback. The
slope of the lot does not qualify this project for that exemption.

- 000034



e We see no indication from these plans that any of the earlier issues regarding
~‘compatibility with the size. scale and character of the bUlTOUllle" Lommumh
ha\e been addressed.
) Other issu es and. alternatives. such as re-orienting the lots. lowering the houses
* toward grade. and increased stepping of the design for better conformance with
the topography. have not been addressed.

e Plans that were supplied to the Committee for PLN1999-00015 were substantially

different trom those supplied to the neighborsin the notification mailing. The
neighbors had received no notification of any action regarding PLN 1999-00213.

The Conunittee stands by its earlier recommendations for denial on both these projects.
and we see no reason trom the supplied materials to change that position.

Tlmnk you 101 your <.0nmlex ation oi theqe issues. We have heard comxdemb]e concern |
from the nexahbm s about these projects, enough to warrant a full hearing on the matter.
Please keep us informed of the status of these projects. Our Committee will do whatever
we can to help reach a compatible solutmn between the neighborhood and the pr opert\
OWNers.

Karen Wilson - : _
Vice Chair. MidCoast Community Council, Planning and Zoning Subcomunittee

000035



MldCoast Commumty Council

| Planning and Zoniihg Cohimittee
An elected Municipal: Advisory Council to the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors .

Servlng 12,000 coastal residents
Thttp://mce.sanmateo

E-mail: mec:a'lists. sanmateo. 015 ‘
Post’ Offlce Box 64, Moss Beach, CA 94038-0084
Oﬁ‘lce Fax: (650) 728- 2129

April 12. 2004 | - FAX

Sau Mateo County Planmno Conumqsmn
55 Cmmt\ Center - e :
- Redwood City. CA 94063

Honorable Commissioners:

 Subject: PLN1999-00215
Lc)cation: 2 Street near Farallone Street, Montara

The MidCoast Conuuumt\ Council Planning and Zoning Commiittee (Cmmmttee) makes
the following recommendation on this pr oject. The Committee members are

pr edonmnntl\ MCC members- with the exception of two appointees: Chuck Kozalk. long
time MCC member, past chair of P & Z and MCC. and Neil Merrilees. appointee with a
degr ee in mc.luteu’au e from UC Bexl\ele\ w 1th a nunor inur ban plaumno

On December 31. 1999 the npphuult was given the optmu of one of two clmu.es by Paul
M. Koenig. Dueutm ot Env uomneutal Services:

L. Revise \mu two ])lO]é(.t\ to address the | issues Jdeutmed abm e (attached). We
W ould theén re-review your projects for compliance with '\pphmble Zoning
_ Regulatmnq and/or Design Rene\\ Standards.

2. Reque-st a final décision by Planning Staff. At this point in time. we would
deny your projects based on the issves identified above, This decision could
be appealed to the Planning C‘ounnission. '

It appeas that theapplicant has chosen option2. The Conimittee agrees with the
Planning and Building letter of December 31. 1999 and recommends clemal of this permit
_ application tox the tullm\ ‘ing reasons:

Is the desxon of the structure appr opnate to the use of the property and in har mony
with the shape, size, and scale. of adjacent bmltlmgs in the coxmmuut\ ?
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e * This parcel is located near a main pedestrian access point to the trails of Montara
- Mountain. desi gnated open- space that will soon be part of the Golden Gate
A Natloml Recreation Area. It is not unusunl to see many \vall\exs hikers, and- doc
- owjers _V_mAtlm area.

Scale, character uul topogr aphy: -

The proposed house caruiot even be described as slightly beﬁel tlmn its previous design,
as no changes have been made that have any visual etfect. does not retain and blend with
tlle natural suxrnundmoc It is still out of xcale with uexghbm ing homes.

L

tn

Trees:

The front elev atmn facing F 'u'allone still presents a6t luOh. 3-story
“appearance. :

- The second story does not step back to follow the slope so the structure’s
_apparent mass is s'tlll laroe and wxll still loom over 2"d St

dehuluno lhc cranoc the ﬁppllC'ﬂh Was aﬁemptmg ta x°duc app’u er‘t mass

by i*ollowmg the site contour. The inass of the garage. and the structure.
will appear larger because of the garage’s close proximity to the stieet.
This would be the only house in the neighborhood with a zero-setback
garage door facing the street. This presents an ur ban auto-centric facade
uncharacteristic of the rural atmosphere.

The east and west elevations present 2-story flat ‘walls, with awkward pop-
out and window configurations, and do not appear to fit in with the site.
The second story overhangs increase the apparent mass. They should be
brought in within the footprint of the house.

Portions of the entire second storv need to be pulled to provide davlight to

the lots. There are no daylight planes on the housge.

Even with altering the front roof forms to hip. the apparent mass of the
. structure has nulv been model ately reclmecl it qh]l \ull overwhelm
' newhboruw homes.

The proposed structure continues to be above average in appment mass for
the neighborhood. It is placed on a lot'that is below average in size for the

- surrounding neighborhood, making it un.ompatlble in suale mth the

adjacent lnuldmgs in the nelvhbm hood.

. Using only the minimum set backs and m'mmuxu mass of the structures.
will cause each home to appear to be even lm ger. and more out of

uh'u ac.tex with the commumt\

Because of its locauon near the urban/open- space boundary and in the scenic corridor the
* preservation of trees on this. parcel and on its right-of-way is crucial to protecting the
community and neighborhood character as well as the natural setting. The dev elopment
h"lb made no accommodation to preserve and contorm to the e\ntmo trees. In actuality. it
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Manipulating the County. Planhing Department and this Commission should not be
folerated. Ignoring the Design Review recommendations does permanent long-term
damage to a beautitul community, the gate-viay to the MidCoast, dndto the happiness
and beauty of the area as noted so lon<7 ago \\hen the design review standards were

created in unplemented in 1)80

~Deﬁcielicies of submnission:
The Committee finds the plans we have seen are incomplete:

o Thelocation and size of existing trees and trees to be removed are not indjcated
v on the site plan, as required.
o Placement of existing or proposed well and/or septu is not.indicated on site plan.
as required. A
¢ Roof and siding color-schemie samples have not been provided. as réquired.
o A landscape phn. desjbned to blend with the natural surroundings, has not been
pl ovided, as réequired.

In :.om.lusx on. despite the length of time to unplement acceptable modifications. we find
that no substantial changes have been made in accord with the requests of the MCC and
the County. Please deny the project with the same hndmos as were made in the
December 31. 1999 letter sent by Paul Koenig. '

Sincerely.

Karen Wilson,
For the Planning and Zoning Committee

voou3s .



Exhibit A.2 . _ o re ,@Ts‘,mj— o coyo
. Schematic proposal for structure to follow grade of land to reduce
appearance of mass and height. Structures in E-W orientation.
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Attachment J
THE ZUMBR N LAW FIRM

A Profess ! Corpomtzon

February 11, 2004

Ms. Marcia Raines ' | | - CERTIFIED MAIL/

Planning Director. RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

San Mateo County Planning & Building Division 7001 2510 0003 7064 6864
County Office Building ' T

455 County Center

Redwood City, CA 94063

' Dear Ms Ralnes

Re: Notice of “Deemed Approved” Permit; Coastside Design Review Permits, Coastal
Development Permit Exemptions and Building Permits for Mr. and Mrs. Thomas
‘Mahon; San Mateo County file numbers PLN1999-00215 ‘and BLD 1999-00710,
PLN'1999-00015 and BLD 1999-00695 '

M. and Mrs. Mahon have retained this f'ujrn to represent them regarding the above-
referenced permits and permit exemptions.” Because the time limits under the Permit
Streamlining Act (Gov. Code, §§ 65920, ef seq.) have expired and public notice has
properly been given, the Mahons’ permits and permit exemptions are deemed approved.

" The Permit Streamlining Act provides that a lead agency must approve or disapprove a

project within sixty (60) days after it determines that the project is exempt from CEQA.

(Gov. Code, § 65950(a)(4).) On April 7, 1999, the San Mateo County Building and

. Planning Divisiori filed a Notice of Categorical Exemption for the above projects, starting.
- the time limits provision.

Neighboring property owners, who were duly noticed of the project, appealed the project
to the Planning Commission, which tolled the time limits under the Permit Streamlining
Act until the appeal was complete. (See Gov. Code, § 65922(b).) The Planning
Commission granted the appeal, reversing a staff decision to approve the permits. The
Mahons appealed the Commission’s decision to the County Board of Supervisors on
January 17, 2001. The San Mateo County Board of Supervisors remanded the matter to
the, County Building and Planning Division o August 14, 2001, completing the appeals
process and restarting the 60-day time limit.

3800 Watt Avenue
Suite 101
Sacramento, CA 95821

Tel 916-486-5900
Fax 916-486.5959 ¢

UUD040



Ms. Marcia Raines
‘February 11, 2004
Page2

Although the 60-day period expired on October 13, 2001, the last plan submission in this
matter was made on July 11, 2002. Even giving the county the benefit of this late date,

the 60-day time limit would have expired on September 9, 2002. This expiration date has
long since passed, and the permits and permit exemptions are deemed approved.

Sincerely, _

RONALD A. ZUMBRUN
‘Managing Attorney
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COUNTY COUNSEL
THOMAS F. CASEY IHi '

CHIEF DEPUTIES
CHRISTINE E. MOTLEY COUN TY COUNSEL
MICHAEL P. MQRPHY. COUNTY OF SAN MATEO

HALL OF JUSTICE AND'RECORDS s 6™ FLOOR .
400 COUNTY CENTER » REDWOQD CiTY, CA 940863-1662
TELEPHONE: {650} 363-4250 » FACSIMILE: (650) 363-4034

Please respond to: (650) 363- 1 960

March 9, 2004

Via Facsimile (916-486-5959) and U.S. Mail

Ronald A, Zumbrun
3800 Watt Avenue, Suite 101
Sacramento, CA 95821

DEPUTIES
Mary M. Ast
Joun C. Belers

. DeBorAH PENNY BENNETT

Brenpa B. CARLSON
Peter K. FiNck
PorTor GoLtz
LeicH-HERMAN

LisA SoTo HERNANDEZ

JupitH A, Holiger
‘Kiveeroy A, MarLow
MicueL MarauEZ
Jonn D, NisseLiN
PauL A, Oxkapa
MaRry K. RAFTERY
MIRUNI SOOSAPILLA!
WiLuam E. SwitH .
V. Ravmonp Sware 11
Leg A. THOMPSON
CaroL L. WoobwarD

Re:  Permit Streamlining Act; San Mateo County file numbers PIN 1 999-00215 and

BLD 1999-00710, PLN 1999-00015 and BLD 1999-006%5

Dear Mr. Zumbrun:

1 am writing in response to your létter of February 11, 2004 to Marcia Raines concerning
the above-referenced projects. In your letter, you cite the Permit Streamlining Act and claim that
the Mahons' two pr 0j ccts are now deemed approved because the time for the County to act has

passed

Unde1 the Penmt Sueamlmmg Act ("PSA"), the County has 60 days to act (to approve or
disapprove) a project which has been determined to be exempt under CEQA. (Govt. Code
§65950). The 60 days begins running when the CEQA determination is made. Time does not

run during the pursu1t of an administrative appeal. (Govt Code §65922)

However,- b_efore the projects can be “deemed approved,” the PSA requu'es an additional
step. Because public notice is required before a decision cari be made to approve or disapprove
each of the above-referenced projects, the applicant must send the County a notice, with seven
days' waming, that it intends to give the public notice itself because the PSA deadlines have not
been met. Even then, the project will not be "deemed approved" until 60 days aftér the applicant
gives the public notice himself. (Govt. Code §65956). These steps give the County a chance to
correct any delays. Therefore, the projects have not been deemed approved because you have

not prowded the required nonce under section 65956.

Please be informed that the County Planning D1vision will be takihg the necessary steps
to move both projects to decision right away. In the case of the project designated as PLN1999- .

00215, Plannmg staff w111 be sendlng out pubhc notlce of a hearing before the Plarning

Attachment K
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Ronald A. Zumbrun
-March 9,2004
Page2’

Commission, and schedulmfJ the hearing. For PLN1999 00015, Planning staff will be sendmg
out the public notice required for a staff level decision, and making the decision after the
appropriate steps have been taken.

" Please contact me if you would like to discuss this matter further.

, V,ery_tmly yours,.

THOMASF. CASEY 111, CO% ﬁ?\!/\
By: W

Mn'um Soosa1§1f1a?, Uéputy

TFC:MS/ag

cc: Marcia Raines, Director, Environmental Services Agency
Terry Burnes, Planning Administrator
Gabriellé Rowan, Planner

LACLIENTP_DEPTS\PLANNING\Letter Zumbrun re PSA - Mahon projects.doc

000043
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