TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: March 11, 2015
Planning Commission
Planning Staff

STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM: Consideration of the certification of an
Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), a Non-Conforming Use Permit, a
Coastal Development Permit, and a Design Review Permit, pursuant to
Sections 6134.6, 6328.4, and 6565.3 of the San Mateo County Zoning
Regulations, respectively, to allow construction of a 3,973 sq. ft. two-story
addition that includes a 660 sq. ft. attached two-car garage, to an existing
1,888 sq. ft. two-story single-family residence, on an existing 10,500 sq. ft.
legal parcel, including removal of two (2) significant trees, located at

115 West Point Avenue in the unincorporated County area of Princeton.
The Non-Conforming Use Permit is required to allow enlargement of a
non-conforming residential use in a non-residential (Waterfront) zoning
district. The project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission
(CCQO).

County File Number: PLN 2014-00133 (McGiriff)

RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning Commission certify the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
and approve the Non-Conforming Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Design
Review Permit, County File Number PLN 2014-00133, based on and subject to the
required findings and conditions of approval listed in Attachment A.

DISCUSSION

A. Comments from the Midcoast Community Council (MCC)

At the February 11, 2015 Planning Commission meeting, planning staff requested
continuance of your consideration of this project to the March 11, 2015 meeting, in
order to address a comment letter dated July 23, 2014 received from the Midcoast
Community Council (MCC) that was not acknowledged in the staff report dated
February 11, 2015 (see Attachment A). The following is a summary of each
comment followed by planning staff's response:



The MCC suggests that staff include as a condition to this project, that
coastal armoring is never allowed for this house, or for the contiguous lots
under common ownership along the shoreline (#047-032-280, 270, 260,

250).

The project proposes no shoreline armoring. The Local Coastal Program
(LCP) requires a coastal development permit for such work and Policies
9.12 and 9.13 of the Hazards Component address the suggested condition
by regulating the construction of shoreline structures as presented below.
Policies allow the construction of shoreline structures only where necessary
to protect existing structures. The proposed addition does not increase the
potential that shoreline armoring may be needed in the future. Therefore,
there is no nexus or LCP standard that would justify such a condition.

Policy 9.12 (Limiting Protective Shoreline Structures) permits construction

of shoreline structures such as retaining walls, groins, revetments, and
breakwaters only in accordance with the following conditions when:

(1) necessary to serve coastal-dependent uses, to protect existing
development, or to protect public beaches in danger of erosion, (2) designed
to eliminate or mitigate adverse impacts on local shoreline sand supply, and
(3) non-structural methods (e.qg., artificial nourishment) have been proved to
be infeasible or impracticable.

Policy 9.13 (Limiting Shoreline Structures on Sandy Beaches) prohibits
permanent structures on the dry sandy beach except facilities necessary for
public health and safety, such as lifeguard towers to avoid the need for
future protective devices that could impact sand movement and supply.

The MCC states that development should never be allowed on these
shoreline parcels due to their 6 to 9 ft. elevation on the shoreline. The MCC
asks whether contiguous parcels adjacent to the project site are legal
relative to the Witt Abernathy decisions, and whether they are separate
parcels from the merged project parcel.

Lot numbers 5, 6, and 7 (merged project parcel) are considered one legal
parcel. No development on other lots is proposed at this time. Any future
residential development would be prohibited by current zoning. Any
accessory residential use would require an amendment to the subject use
permit, if granted. Any other new use must conform to the LCP and the
current zoning.

The MCC states that public coastal views should not be blocked from
viewing locations along West Point Avenue across the yard toward Pillar
Point and the marsh in the area seaward of the most-seaward tree. It is not
clear whether the proposed solid wood fence will extend into that area and
block the view.




The proposed wooden fence will not extend into the perimeter of the
commonly owned, adjoining parcels. Views from West Point Avenue across
the yard toward Pillar Point and the marsh will therefore be maintained.

B. Comments from the California Coastal Commission

After review of the February 11, 2015 staff report for this project, Renee Ananda,
Coastal Program Analyst, at the California Coastal Commission, submitted a letter
dated February 23, 2015 outlining concerns with the tsunami impact report, the
soils report, and the preliminary wetland delineation, as submitted by the applicant
(Attachment C). Staff is working with the applicant to address these concerns
prior to the March 11, 2015 meeting.

ATTACHMENTS

A.  Staff Report, dated February 11, 2015 (Revised March 4, 2015), and Attachments
B. MCC Comment Letter, dated July 23, 2014
C. CCC Letter, dated February 23, 2015
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ATTACHMENT A
(Staff Report Addendum)

COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: February 11, 2015
(Revised: March 4, 2015)

TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Planning Staff

SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Consideration of the certification of an Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration, a Non-Conforming Use Permit,
Coastal Development Permit, and Design Review Permit, to allow
construction of a 3,973 sq. ft. 2-story addition that includes a 660 sg. ft.
attached 2-car garage, to an existing 1,888 sq. ft. 2-story single-family
residence, on an existing 10,500 sq. ft. legal parcel, including removal of
two (2) significant trees, located at 115 West Point Avenue in the
unincorporated County area of Princeton. The Non-Conforming Use
Permit is required to allow enlargement of a non-conforming residential
use in a non-residential (Waterfront) zoning district. The project is
appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

County File Number: PLN 2014-00133 (McGiriff)

PROPOSAL

The applicant, Benjamin McGriff of McGriff Architects, requests permits to construct a
3,973 sq. ft. 2-story addition to an existing 1,888 sq. ft. 2-story single-family residence.
The existing residential use, established prior to 1944, is non-conforming as residential
uses are not a permitted use in the Waterfront (W) District. One 48” diameter-at-breast-
height (dbh) Monterey cypress tree and one 24” dbh palm tree are proposed for
removal.

RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning Commission certify the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
and approve the Non-Conforming Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Design
Review Permit, County File Number PLN 2014-00133, based on and subject to the
required findings and conditions of approval listed in Attachment A.

SUMMARY

The site is relatively flat in topography and is located in a general industrial area
predominantly characterized by warehouses and other similar uses, most of which



support the local established small harbor business economy. One other single-family
residence is located on West Point Avenue north of the subject site. Pillar Point Harbor,
Pillar Point Marsh and the shoreline beach area are within the immediate area of the
site. The subject parcel is also located near the southern end of West Point Avenue
immediately adjacent to a designated beach access point.

The project conforms with applicable policies of the County’s General Plan and the

San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (LCP). Specifically, the project complies with
applicable Visual Quality policies of the General Plan, as the height of the proposed
residence is kept at 22 ft. - 11 in., which is below the maximum allowed of 28 feet. The
Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) considered the project at the July 10,
2014 meeting and determined that the project, as designed, complies with applicable
Design Review Standards to warrant a recommendation for project approval. The
addition to the existing single-family residence integrates with the existing neighborhood
comprising predominantly of 2-story structures. The design of the single-family
residence exhibits adequate facade articulation and the corresponding break-up of the
roof mass helps to mitigate the appearance of mass and bulk and minimizes impacts to
existing views from neighbors’ properties.

Also, regarding the LCP, the project complies with policies regarding tsunami inundation
and geological hazards. Policy 9.3 (Regulation of Geologic Hazard Areas) requires the
application of the Resource Management (RM) Zoning Ordinance, specifically Sections
6326.3 (Seismic Fault/Fracture Area Criteria) and 6326.3 (Tsunami Inundation Area
Criteria) to the site which is located in a designated geologic hazard area.

Regarding the requested Non-Conforming Use Permit, staff has determined that the
project complies with the finding required by Section 6503 of the San Mateo County
Zoning Regulations, that the establishment, maintenance and/or conducting of the use
will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the public
welfare or injurious to property or improvements in said neighborhood. The project
complies with the R-1/S-17 Zoning District development standards and design review
standards. The project involves the expansion of an existing non-conforming residential
use within the Waterfront (W) District, which consists predominantly of marine-related
and industrial uses. The project would maintain residential setbacks, where no
setbacks are required for non-residential uses, such that the expanded use would not
impact surrounding development.

As discussed in the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) prepared for
the project, the project site is located in a tsunami hazard zone, as identified in the San
Mateo County General Plan Hazards Map. A Tsunami Runup and Force Analysis
Report (Tsunami Report; included in Attachment E) prepared by GeoSaoils, Inc., dated
December 12, 2014, states that the project site is safe from potential hazards due to the
presence of the breakwater that dissipates wave forces caused by tsunamis. Regarding
geological hazard, a Geotechnical Report prepared by Romig Engineers, Inc. (Geotech-
nical Report; included in Attachment E), dated September 12, 2014, located the primary
trace of the San Gregorio/Seal Cove Fault to be west of the project site. In order to



reduce geological hazard impacts to a less than significant level, one mitigation
measure has been included as Condition No. 14 of Attachment A, requiring the
completion of a design-level geotechnical investigation, including subsurface exploration
to address the geotechnical conditions at the site, and to provide earthwork guidelines
and foundation design criteria for the proposed remodeling and addition to the
residence.
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COUNTY OF SAN MATEO
PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

DATE: February 11, 2015
(Revised: March 4, 2015)

TO: Planning Commission
FROM: Planning Staff

SUBJECT: Consideration of the certification of an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
a Non-Conforming Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Design
Review Permit, pursuant to Sections 6134.6, 6328.4 and 6565.3 of the
San Mateo County Zoning Regulations, respectively, to allow construction
of a 3,973 sq. ft. 2-story addition that includes a 660 sq. ft. attached 2-car
garage, to an existing 1,888 sq. ft. 2-story single-family residence, on an
existing 10,500 sq. ft. legal parcel, including removal of two (2) significant
trees, located at 115 West Point Avenue in the unincorporated County
area of Princeton. The Non-Conforming Use Permit is required to allow
enlargement of a non-conforming residential use in a non-residential
(Waterfront) zoning district. The project is appealable to the California
Coastal Commission.

County File Number: PLN 2014-00133 (McGiriff)

PROPOSAL

The applicant, Benjamin McGriff of McGriff Architects, requests permits to construct a
3,973 sq. ft. 2-story addition to an existing 1,888 sq. ft. 2-story single-family residence.
The existing residential use, established prior to 1944, is non-conforming to the zoning
district as residential uses are not a permitted use in the Waterfront (W) District. The
enlarged first floor consists of the living room, kitchen, dining room, sun room and a new
rear deck. The old deck is replaced by a new outdoor deck that wraps around the rear
and left side areas of the residence. As proposed, the new garage and second floor
study area above would be connected by a central wing consisting of a covered
entryway, laundry area and shower room. A new driveway provides direct access from
West Point Avenue to the proposed 2-car garage. The existing second floor, consisting
of one bedroom, would be enlarged to include two bedrooms sharing a central common
bathroom and a master bedroom and bath. One 48" diameter-at-breast-height (dbh)
Monterey cypress tree and one 24” dbh palm tree are proposed for removal.



RECOMMENDATION

That the Planning Commission certify the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
and approve the Non-Conforming Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Design
Review Permit, County File Number PLN 2014-00133, based on and subject to the
required findings and conditions of approval listed in Attachment A.

BACKGROUND

Report Prepared By: Dennis P. Aguirre, Project Planner, Telephone 650/363-1867
Applicant/Owner: Benjamin McGriff (McGriff Architects)/Reza Malek

Location: 115 West Point Avenue, Princeton

APNs: 047-032-160, and -170 (Notice of Merger filed on December 4, 2014)

Parcel Size: 10,500 sq. ft.

Parcel Legality: Certificate of Compliance (Type A), recorded on December 4, 2014
Existing Zoning: W/DR/CD (Waterfront District/Design Review/Coastal Development)
General Plan Designation: General Industrial

Existing Land Use: Residential

Sphere-of-Influence: City of Half Moon Bay

Existing Land Use: Single-Family Residential

Water Supply: Coastside County Water District

Sewage Disposal: Granada Community Services District

Flood Zone: Zone X, areas of minimal flooding, Community Panel No. 06081 C0138E,
effective October 16, 2012

Environmental Evaluation: Mitigated Negative Declaration published with a public
review period starting on January 21, 2015 and ending on February 9, 2015.

Setting: The site is relatively flat in topography and is located in a general industrial
area predominantly characterized by warehouses and similar other uses, most of which
support the local established small harbor business economy. One other single-family
residence is located on this street north of the subject site. The site is accessed via
West Point Avenue. Pillar Point Harbor, Pillar Point Marsh and the shoreline beach



area are within the immediate area of the site. The subject parcel is located near the
southern end of West Point Avenue immediately adjacent to a designated beach access

point.

Chronology:

Date Action

April 23, 2014 - Application submitted.

July 10, 2014 - Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) recommends

September 12, 2014

December 4, 2014

December 12, 2014

January 21, 2015

February 11, 2015

approval of the project.

Submittal of a Geotechnical Report prepared by Romig
Engineers.

Certificate of Compliance (Type A) recorded and Notice of
Merger filed.

Submittal of a Tsunami Runup and Force Analysis Report
prepared by GeoSoils, Inc.

Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration published with
public review period ending on February 9, 2015.

Planning Commission public hearing, continued until
March 11, 2015.

DISCUSSION

A. KEYISSUES

1.

Conformance with the County General Plan

Upon review of the provisions of the General Plan, staff has determined that
the project complies with all applicable General Plan policies, including the
following:

Visual Quality Policy 4.14(a) (Appearance of New Development) specifically
addresses the requirement to regulate development to promote and
enhance good design, site relationships and other aesthetic considerations.
The addition is in keeping with the established design streetscape, which
includes predominantly industrial structures and one other single-family
residence. The architectural elements and exterior materials and colors
proposed are complementary with the neighborhood design context.
Potential mass and bulk impacts have been mitigated through the proposed



facade articulation and the break-up of the roof mass through the addition of
dormers. The height of the structure is kept at 22 ft. - 11 in., which is below
the maximum allowed of 28 feet. The project has received a recommenda-
tion for approval from the Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC)
based on the CDRC'’s conclusion that the project conforms to the design
standards that implement this policy as discussed in Section 5 below.

Visual Quality Policy 4.35 (Urban Area Design Concepts) calls for new
development to maintain and, where possible, improve upon the
appearance and visual character of development in urban areas, and to
ensure that new development in urban areas is designed and constructed to
contribute to the orderly and harmonious development of the locality. The
structure is well articulated with exterior walls that are broken up with well-
placed windows and dormers. The proposed colors are earth tones that
complement other neighborhood structures. The materials used, such as
cedar shingles and galvanized aluminum standing seam roof, are similar
with materials used in the construction of the other single-family residence in
the neighborhood located at 179 West Point Avenue, and other industrial
structures in the neighborhood. The covered garage accommodates off-
street parking for two cars. The structure’s height of 22 ft. -11 in., well-
articulated exterior facades, and the use of earth-tone colors for the project
color scheme contribute to the project’s compatibility with the neighborhood
character.

Urban Land Use Policy 8.24 (Land Use Compatibility) calls for the County to
ensure that industrial development is compatible with adjacent land uses.
The project involves the expansion of an existing non-conforming residential
use within the Waterfront (W) District, which consists predominantly of
marine-related and industrial uses. The project would maintain residential
setbacks, where no setbacks are required for non-residential uses, such that
the expanded use would not impact surrounding development.

Water Supply Policy 10.10 (Water Suppliers in Urban Areas) requires
consideration of water systems as the preferred method of water supply in
urban areas. The Coastside County Water District, as the service provider
for this urban area, has confirmed that a 5/8th-inch (20 gallons per minute)
non-priority water service connection from the Crystal Springs Water Supply
Project was installed in 1993 for this site.

Wastewater Policy 11.5 (Wastewater Management in Urban Areas) requires
consideration of sewerage systems as the appropriate method of waste-
water management in urban areas. The Granada Community Services
District (GCSD), as the service provider for this urban area, has provided a
written statement that projects involving additions to existing structures do
not require an application for a sewer connection permit to connect to



GCSD’s wastewater facilities. The existing residence is already connected
to the GCSD sewer system.

Conformance with the Local Coastal Program

Staff has determined that the project, as conditioned, is in compliance with
applicable Local Coastal Program (LCP) policies, including the relevant
components elaborated as follows:

a.

Locating and Planning New Development Component

Policy 1.17 (Existing Developed Areas) calls for conserving,
improving, and revitalizing residential, commercial and industrial
areas. The project complies with this policy since the addition to the
existing residence maintains its design integrity while at the same time
enhancing the visual character of the surrounding industrial area. The
proposed expansion of the non-conforming use would not negatively
impact surrounding development.

Sensitive Habitats Component

Policy 7.3 (Protection of Sensitive Habitats) prohibits any land use or
development which would have significant adverse impact on sensitive
habitat areas and requires development in areas adjacent to sensitive
habitats to be sited and designed to prevent impacts that could
significantly degrade the sensitive habitats. The area of the proposed
addition is disturbed and located within the building envelope of the
site. A Preliminary Delineation of Wetlands Report prepared by Coast
Range Biological, LLC (Wetlands Report; included in Attachment E),
dated December 2013, showed the location of a wetland area, the
Pillar Point Marsh, to be 125 feet southwest of the project site. The
project site falls outside the minimum 100-foot buffer zone required by
the County Local Coastal Program.

Visual Resources Component

Policy 8.9(g) (Trees) allows the removal of trees which pose a threat
to public health, safety and welfare. The proposed removal of two
significant trees is not in conflict with the County’s Significant Tree
Regulations. As described in the Tree Assessment Report (Arborist
Report) from Jim Gillespie, Consultant Arborist, one 24” dbh palm tree
is required to be removed since it is located within the building
envelope of the proposed addition. The removal of a 48” dbh
Monterey cypress tree is recommended to allow more light and
moisture to sustain the health of an existing Monterey cypress tree
that is to remain. The proposed landscaping shown on Sheet A-1.01,



included in Attachment E, includes the plantings of four (4) new
15-gallon trees. The Coastside Design Review Officer has determined
that the proposed replacement meets the requirement of Section
6565.21 of the Zoning Regulations to replace each significant
indigenous tree to be removed with three (3) or more trees of the
same species using at least five (5) gallon size stock.

Policy 8.12(a) (General Regulations) requires that the Design Review
Zoning District be applied to areas of the Coastal Zone. Section
6565.7 of the Zoning Regulations requires CDRC review of residential
and mixed-use projects in the Midcoast LCP Update Project Area. For
further discussion of the CDRC's review of the project and the project
compliance with Design Review Standards, see Section 5.

Hazards Component

Policy 9.3 (Regulation of Geologic Hazard Areas) requires the
application of the Resource Management (RM) Zoning Ordinance,
specifically Sections 6326.3 (Seismic Fault/Fracture Area Criteria) and
6326.3 (Tsunami Inundation Area Criteria) to the site which is located
in a designated geologic hazard area.

A Geotechnical Report prepared by Romig Engineers, Inc. (Geotech-
nical Report; included in Attachment E), dated September 12, 2014,
located the primary trace of the San Gregorio/Seal Cove Fault to be
west of the project site. The report declares that there is no evidence
to support the occurrence of potential ground surface rupture at the
site relative to the fault traces. Although no fault trenching is required
as a means to confirm this evaluation, the Geotechnical Report
recommends the following mitigation measure (included as Condition
No. 14 in Attachment A):

Mitigation Measure 1: Complete a design-level geo-
technical investigation including subsurface exploration
to address the geotechnical conditions at the site and to
provide earthwork guidelines and foundation design
criteria for the proposed remodeling and addition to the
residence.

The Geotechnical Section completed a preliminary review of this
report and found it adequate for Planning approval. A detailed review
will be conducted upon submittal of a building permit application, as
specified in Condition No. 37.

The project site is located in a tsunami hazard zone, as identified in
the San Mateo County General Plan Hazards Map. A Tsunami Runup



and Force Analysis Report (Tsunami Report; included in Attachment
E) prepared by GeoSaoils, Inc., dated December 12, 2014, was
submitted that indicated the project site to be safe from potential
hazards due to the presence of the breakwater that dissipates wave
forces caused by tsunamis.

e. Shoreline Access Component

Policy 10.1 (Permit Conditions for Shoreline Access) requires some
shoreline access provision as a condition of granting development
permits for any public or private development between the sea and the
nearest road. The policy requires the type of provision, the location of
the access and the amount and type of improvements to be consistent
with the policies of the Shoreline Access Component. The subject site
is located between the Pacific Ocean southward and West Point
Avenue northward and is therefore subject to this policy.

Policy 10.18 (Lateral Access (Shoreline Destinations) Without Coastal
Bluffs) requires the provision of access to and along the beach during
normal tides, with a right-of-way at least 25 feet in width, between the
mean high tide line and the first line of terrestrial vegetation. Vertical
access to the beach is provided by West Point Avenue. The property
owner, who owns four parcels located to the south of the subject
parcel, provides lateral beach access. Existing vertical and lateral
access would not be obstructed by the proposed development.

Policy 10.27 (Residential) requires separation between shoreline
access and adjacent residential uses to protect the privacy and
security of houses and the public nature and use of the shoreline.
Specifically, the policy requires development to keep the edge of the
lateral shoreline access trails 25 feet and vertical shoreline access
trails 10 feet from any occupied residential structure. The project site
is separated from West Point Avenue (vertical access) by an existing
11 ft. - 4 1/2 in. front setback and from the edge of lateral shoreline
access by over 50 feet.

Conformance with the Half Moon Bay Airport (HAF) Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP)

Upon review of the provisions of the Half Moon Bay Airport (HAF) Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan (ALUCP) for the environs of Half Moon Bay
Airport, as adopted by the City/County Association of Governments (C/CAG)
in October 9, 2014, staff has determined that the project’s site location
complies with the safety, noise and height limit criteria for compatibility. The
project site is located in Runway Safety Zone 7, the Airport Influence Area
(AIA), where the airport accident risk level is considered low. The project



site is outside of the defined aircraft noise exposure contours and, therefore,
would not be exposed to high levels of aircraft noise. The proposed height
of 22 ft. - 11 in. would not penetrate the established airspace threshold.

Conformance with Zoning Requlations

Pursuant to Section 6134.6, the enlargement of a non-conforming
residential use is subject to the issuance of a use permit, provided that the
project complies with the R-1/S-17 Zoning District development standards.

Development Standards

The following table summarizes the project’'s compliance with the
development standards of the R-1/S-17 Zoning District:

Development Regulations Required Proposed
Building Site Area 5,000 sq. ft. 10,500 sq. ft.
Building Site Width 50 ft. 105 ft.

Lot Coverage 35% max. (3,675 sq. ft.) 23% (2,418 sq. ft.)
Floor Area 53% max. (5,564 sq. ft.) 38% (3,973 sq. ft.)
Maximum Height of Structure 28 ft. 22 ft. - 11in.
Minimum Front Yard Setback 20 ft. 11 ft. - 4 1/2 in. (existing)*
48 ft. - 7 in. (new garage)
Minimum Right Side Setback 51t. 5ft.-1in.
Minimum Left Side Setback 51t 30 ft.
Minimum Rear Yard Setback 20 ft. 21 ft.- 6 1/2in.

Parking

Two covered spaces

Two covered spaces

*Legal non-conforming.

Conformance with Design Review District Guidelines

The Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) considered the project at
a regularly scheduled CDRC meeting on July 10, 2014, and adopted the
findings to recommend project approval, pursuant to the Design Review
Standards for One-Family Residential Development in the Midcoast, Section
6565.20 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations, specifically
elaborated as follows:

a. The proposed structure exhibits numerous articulated areas that
include the connection of two structures with an enclosed entry hall,
and architectural features such as gables and dormers (Section
6565.20(D)1.d and e).



b.  The proposed architectural style incorporates design elements such
as gable roofs, dormers and well placed fenestration with trim. As
proposed, the residence establishes itself as an example for future
neighborhood renovations (Section 6565.20(D)2).

C. The primary gable roof form serves both as a mitigating element for
potential mass and bulk impacts and maintains consistency with the
existing residence’s roof form (Section 6565.20(D)3).

d. As proposed and conditioned, the materials such as western red cedar
shingles and earth-tone colors as the project’s color scheme enhance
the neighborhood and are compatible with coastal architecture in the
area. Condition No. 4.a includes a recommendation to explore
changing the exterior material at the entry corner hall to a translucent
material, if deemed feasible (Section 6565.20(D)4).

6. Conformance with Use Permit Findings

Pursuant to Section 6134.6, the enlargement of a non-conforming
residential use is subject to the approval of a use permit, provided that the
project complies with the R-1/S-17 development standards. The project
complies with these standards as discussed in Section 4 of this report.

Pursuant to Section 6503 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations,
staff has determined that the establishment, maintenance and/or conducting
of the use will not, under the circumstances of the particular case, be
detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to property or improvements in
said neighborhood, based on project compliance with the R-1/S-17 develop-
ment standards and design review standards. As proposed and mitigated,
the project would not result in any significant adverse environmental impacts
on coastal resources as determined by the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative
Declaration.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Due to potential impacts associated with the project based on the expansion of
the existing single-family residential use that adds more than 50% of the existing
floor area to the existing structure, an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration
(IS/MND) has been prepared for the project, pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The IS/MND (Attachment E) was published
on January 21, 2015, with a review period ending on February 9, 2015. As of the
writing of this report, no comments have been received. Any comments received
will be addressed at the public hearing. In order to reduce geological hazard
impacts to a less than significant level, one mitigation measure has been included
as Condition No. 14 of Attachment A, requiring the completion of a design-level
geotechnical investigation, including subsurface exploration to address the



geotechnical conditions at the site, and to provide earthwork guidelines and
foundation design criteria for the proposed remodeling and addition to the
residence.

It should be noted that the IS/MND incorrectly stated that the two trees proposed
for removal were both Monterey cypress trees. As described in this report, the
two trees proposed for removal consist of one 24” dbh palm tree and one 48" dbh
Monterey cypress tree.

C. REVIEW BY THE MIDCOAST COMMUNITY COUNCIL
The Midcoast Community Council (MCC) did not forward a response to staff's
referral for this project. The MCC has been notified of the Planning Commission’s
review of this project.

D. REVIEW BY THE CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION
The California Coastal Commission (CCC) did not forward a response to staff’'s
referral for this project. The CCC has been notified of the Planning Commission’s
review of this project.

E. OTHER REVIEWING AGENCIES
Building Inspection Section
Department of Public Works
Environmental Health Division
Coastside Fire Protection District
Coastside County Water District
Granada Community Services District

ATTACHMENTS

A. Recommended Findings and Conditions of Approval

B.  Vicinity Map

C. Project Plans

D. CDRC Decision Letter, dated November 24, 2014

E. Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and Attachments

F.  Site Photos
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Attachment A

County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Department

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS AND CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit or Project File Number: PLN 2014-00133 Hearing Date: March 11, 2015

Prepared By: Dennis P. Aguirre For Adoption By: Planning Commission

Project Planner

RECOMMENDED FINDINGS

Regarding the Environmental Review, Find:

1.

That the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration is complete, correct and
adequate, and prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality
Act and applicable State and County Guidelines.

That, on the basis of the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and
comments hereto, there is no evidence that the project, subject to the mitigation
measures contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration, will have a significant
effect on the environment.

That the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration reflects the independent
judgment of San Mateo County.

That the mitigation measures identified in the Mitigated Negative Declaration,
agreed to by the applicant, placed as conditions on the project, and identified as
part of this public hearing, satisfy Mitigation and Reporting Plan requirements
established by California Public Resources Code Section 21081.6.

Regarding the Coastal Development Permit, Find:

5.

That the project, as described in the application and accompanying materials
required by the Zoning Regulations, Section 6328.4, and as conditioned in
accordance with Section 6328.14, conforms with the applicable policies and
required findings of the San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (LCP).
Specifically, the project complies with policies regarding hazards, sensitive
habitats and shoreline access and is in compliance with design review standards
and findings, as described further in the staff report dated March 4, 2015. The
project is also consistent with Coastal Access and Recreation Policies.
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Regarding the Design Review, Find:

6.

That, with the conditions of approval recommended by the Coastside Design
Review Committee at its meeting of July 10, 2014, the project is in compliance
with the Design Review Standards for the Coastside. The project, as designed
and conditioned, complements the predominant style of the neighborhood homes.
The project’s expansion of the existing residence adequately protects neighbors’
privacy and views; is well articulated; uses colors and materials that appear
natural; and uses downward-directed exterior lighting fixtures.

Regarding the Use Permit, Find:

7.

Pursuant to Section 6503 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations, that the
establishment, maintenance and/or conducting of the use will not, under the
circumstances of the particular case, be detrimental to the public welfare or
injurious to property or improvements in said neighborhood based on the
compliance with the R-1/S-17 Zoning District development standards and design
review standards. As proposed and mitigated, the project would not result in any
significant adverse environmental impacts on coastal resources as determined by
the Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration.

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Current Planning Section

1.

The project shall be constructed in compliance with the plans approved by the
Planning Commission on March 11, 2015. Any changes or revisions to the
approved plans shall be submitted to the Design Review Officer for review and
approval prior to implementation. Minor adjustments to the project may be
approved by the Design Review Officer if they are consistent with the intent of and
are in substantial conformance with this approval. Alternatively, the Design
Review Officer may refer consideration of the revisions to the Coastside Design
Review Committee, with applicable fees to be paid.

The Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit and Design Review final approvals
shall be valid for five (5) years from the date of approval, in which time a building
permit shall be issued and a completed inspection (to the satisfaction of the
Building Inspector) shall have occurred within 180 days of its issuance. The Use
Permit, Coastal Development Permit and Design Review approval may be
extended by one 1-year increment with submittal of an application for permit
extension and payment of applicable extension fees sixty (60) days prior to the
expiration date.

The applicant shall include the approval letter on the top pages of the building
plans to ensure that the conditions of approval are included with the on-site plans.
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The applicant shall submit the following items and/or indicate the following on
plans submitted for a building permit, as stipulated by the Coastside Design
Review Committee:

a.

Exterior material at the entry corner hall to be of translucent material, if
deemed feasible.

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.

a.

The applicant shall maintain the datum point so that it will not be disturbed
by the proposed construction activities until final approval of the building
permit.

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

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.

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

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.

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

13



10.

11.

During project construction, the applicant shall, pursuant to Chapter 4.100 of the
San Mateo County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of
stormwater runoff from the construction site into storm drain systems and water
bodies by:

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

b.  Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures
continuously between October 1 and April 30.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

14



12.

13.

14.

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

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

C. The applicant shall ensure that no construction-related vehicles shall
impede through traffic along the right-of-way on West Point Avenue. All
construction vehicles shall be parked on-site outside the public right-of-way
or in locations which do not impede safe access on West Point Avenue.
There shall be no storage of construction vehicles in the public right-of-way.

The exterior color samples submitted to the Coastside Design Review Committee
are approved. Color verification shall occur in the field after the applicant has
applied the approved materials and colors but before a final inspection has been
scheduled.

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

Mitigation Measure 1: Complete a design-level geotechnical investigation
including subsurface exploration to address the geotechnical conditions at the site
and to provide earthwork guidelines and foundation design criteria for the
proposed remodeling and addition to the residence.

Building Inspection Section

15.

The applicant shall apply for a building permit.

Department of Public Works

16.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or planning permit (for Provision C.3
Regulated Projects), the applicant shall have prepared, by a registered civil
engineer, a drainage analysis of the proposed project and submit it to the
Department of Public Works for review and approval. The drainage analysis shall
consist of a written narrative and a plan. The flow of the stormwater onto, over,
and off of the property shall be detailed on the plan and shall include adjacent
lands as appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow. The analysis shall detall
the measures necessary to certify adequate drainage. Post-development flows
and velocities shall not exceed those that existed in the pre-developed state.
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17.

18.

19.

20.

Recommended measures shall be designed and included in the improvement
plans and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or planning permit (if applicable), the
applicant shall submit a driveway “Plan and Profile,” to the Department of Public
Works, showing the driveway access to the parcel (garage slab) complying with
County Standards for driveway slopes (not to exceed 20%) and to County
Standards for driveways (at the property line) being the same elevation as the
center of the access roadway. When appropriate, as determined by the
Department of Public Works, this plan and profile shall be prepared from
elevations and alignment shown on the roadway improvement plans. The
driveway plan shall also include and show specific provisions and details for both
the existing and the proposed drainage patterns and drainage facilities.

No proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until
County requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including
review of the plans, have been met and an encroachment permit issued.
Applicant shall contact a Department of Public Works Inspector 48 hours prior to
commencing work in the right-of-way.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant will be required to
provide payment of “roadway mitigation fees” based on the square footage
(assessable space) of the proposed building per Ordinance No. 3277.

The applicant shall submit a permanent stormwater management plan in
compliance with the County’s Drainage Policy and National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) requirements for review and approval by the
Department of Public Works.

Coastside Fire Protection District

21.

22.

Smoke detectors which are hardwired: As per the California Building Code
(CBC), State Fire Marshal Regulations, and Coastside Fire District Ordinance No.
2013-03, the applicant is required to install State Fire Marshal approved and listed
smoke detectors which are hardwired, interconnected, and have battery backup.
These detectors are required to be placed in each new and recondition sleeping
room and at a point centrally located in the corridor or area giving access to each
separate sleeping area. In existing sleeping rooms, areas may have battery
powered smoke alarms. A minimum of one detector shall be placed on each floor.
Smoke detectors shall be tested and approved prior to the building final.

Add Note: Escape or rescue windows shall have a minimum net clear openable
area of 5.7 sq. ft. Five (5) sqg. ft. allowed at grade. The minimum net clear
openable height dimension shall be 24 inches. The net clear openable width
dimension shall be 20 inches. Finished sill height shall be not more than 44
inches above the finished floor.
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23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Occupancy Separation: As per the 2010 CBC, Section 406.1.4, a one-hour
occupancy separation wall shall be installed with a solid-core, 20-minute fire rated,
self-closing door assembly with smoke gasket between the garage and the
residence. All electrical boxes installed in rated walls shall be metal or protected.

New attached garage shall meet occupancy separation requirements. Provide
note/detail (CRC R302.6).

Address Numbers: As per Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2013-03,
building identification shall be conspicuously posted and visible from the street.
(TEMPORARY ADDRESS NUMBERS SHALL BE POSTED PRIOR TO
COMBUSTIBLES BEING PLACED ON-SITE.) The letters/numerals for
permanent address signs shall be 4 inches in height with a minimum 3/4-inch
stroke. Such letters/numerals shall be internally illuminated and facing the
direction of access. Finished height of bottom of address light unit shall be
greater than or equal to 6 feet from finished grade. When the building is served
by a long driveway or is otherwise obscured, a 6-inch by 18-inch green reflective
metal sign with 3-inch reflective numbers/letters similar to Hy-Ko 911 or equivalent
shall be placed at the entrance from the nearest public roadway. See Fire
Ordinance for standard sign.

Roof Covering: As per Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2013-03, the roof
covering of every new building or structure, and materials applied as part of a roof
covering assembly, shall have a minimum fire rating of Class “B” or higher as
defined in the current edition of the California Building Code.

Vegetation Management: As per the Coastside Fire District Ordinance

No. 2013-03, the 2013 California Fire Code (CFC) and Public Resources Code
4291, a fuelbreak of defensible space is required around the perimeter of all
structures to a distance of not less than 30 feet and may be required to a distance
of 100 feet or to the property line. In a State Responsible Area (SRA), the
fuelbreak is 100 feet or to the property line.

Trees located within the defensible space shall be pruned to remove dead and
dying portions, and limbed up 6 to 10 feet above the ground. New trees planted in
the defensible space shall be located no closer than 10 feet to adjacent trees
when fully grown or at maturity.

Remove that portion of any existing tree, which extends within 10 feet of the outlet
of a chimney or stovepipe or is within 5 feet of any structure.

Fire Access Roads: The applicant must have a maintained all-weather surface
road for ingress and egress of fire apparatus. The San Mateo County Department
of Public Works, the Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2013-03, and the
California Fire Code shall set road standards. As per the 2013 CFC, dead-end
roads exceeding 150 feet shall be provided with a turnaround in accordance with
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31.

32.

33.

34.

Half Moon Bay Fire District specifications. As per the 2007 CFC, Section
Appendix D, road width shall not be less than 20 feet. Fire access roads shall be
installed and made serviceable prior to combustibles being placed on the project
site and maintained during construction. Approved signs and painted curbs or
lines shall be provided and maintained to identify fire access roads and state the
prohibition of their obstruction. If the road width does not allow parking on the
street (20-foot road) and on-street parking is desired, an additional improved area
shall be developed for that use.

Fire Hydrant: As per 2013 CFC, Appendix B and C, a fire district approved fire
hydrant (Clow 960) must be located within 250 feet of the proposed single-family
dwelling unit measured by way of drivable access. As per 2013 CFC, Appendix B,
the hydrant must produce a minimum fire flow of 1,000 gallons per minute at 20
pounds per square inch residual pressure for 2 hours. Contact the local water
purveyor for water flow details.

Show location of fire hydrant on a site plan. A fire hydrant is required within 250
feet of the building and flow a minimum of 1,000 gpm at 20 psi. This information
is to be verified by the water purveyor in a letter initiated by the applicant and sent
to the San Mateo County Fire/Cal-Fire or Coastside Fire District. If there is not a
hydrant within 250 feet with the required flow, one will have to be installed at the
applicant’s expense.

Automatic Fire Sprinkler System: As per San Mateo County Building Standards
and Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2103-03, the applicant is required to
install an automatic fire sprinkler system throughout the proposed or improved
dwelling and garage. All attic access locations will be provided with a pilot head
on a metal upright. All areas that are accessible for storage purposes shall be
equipped with fire sprinklers including closets and bathrooms. The only exception
is small linen closets less than 24 sq. ft. with full depth shelving. The plans for this
system must be submitted to the San Mateo County Planning and Building
Department or the City of Half Moon Bay. A building permit will not be issued until
plans are received, reviewed and approved. Upon submission of plans, the
County or City will forward a complete set to the Coastside Fire District for review.
The fee schedule for automatic fire sprinkler systems shall be in accordance with
Half Moon Bay Ordinance No. 2006-01. Fees shall be paid prior to plan review if
addition/remodel exceeds 50% valuation.

All fire conditions and requirements must be incorporated into your building plans

prior to building permit issuance. It is your responsibility to notify your contractor,
architect and engineer of these requirements.
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Coastside County Water District

35. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall obtain a water service
connection to include a backflow device.

Geotechnical Section

36. The applicant shall submit the geotechnical report prepared by Romig Engineers,
Inc., dated September 12, 2014, for detailed review at the building stage.

DPA:fc — DPAZ0122(rev) _WFU.DOCX
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| 455 County Center, 2nd Floor Mail Drop PLN122
| Redwood City, California 94063 plngbldg@smcgov.org
| 650/363-4161 Fax: 650/363-4849 www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/planning

November 24, 2014

Planning Commission Meeting

Benjamin McGriff

McGriff Architects PLN 2014-00133
1475 - 15th Street ;‘59

San Francisco, CA 94103 Attachment

Dear Mr. McGriff:

SUBJECT: Coastside Design Review Recommended Approval
115 West Point Avenue, Princeton
APN 047-032-160; County File No. PLN 2014-00133

At its meeting of July 10, 2014, the San Mateo County Coastside Designh Review Committee
considered your application for design review approval as part of a Non-Conforming Use Permit,
Coastal Development Permit, and Lot Merger to allow construction of a 3,973 sq. ft. two-story
addition that includes a 660 sq. ft. attached two-car garage, to an existing 1,888 sq. ft. two-story
single-family residence, on an existing 7,000 sq. ft. legal parcel, where 5,000 sq. ft. is the
required minimum, including a proposal to remove two (2) trees. The Non-Conforming Use
Permit is required, pursuant to Section 6134.6 of the County Zoning Regulations, to allow
enlargement of a non-conforming residential use in a non-residential (Waterfront) Zoning
District. The Lot Merger is required to accommodate the proposed expansion. The project is
appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

Based on the plans, application forms and accompanying materials submitted, the Coastside
Design Review Committee recommended approval of your project based on and subject to the
following findings and recommended conditions of approval:

FINDINGS

The Coastside Design Review Officer found that:

1. For the Environmental Review

This project is exempt from environmental review pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15301, Class 1(e), relating to additions to existing structures.

The Coastside Design Review Committee found that:

2. For the Design Review

This project is in compliance with the Design Review Standards for One-Family
Residential Development in the Midcoast, Section 6565.20 of the San Mateo County
Zoning Regulations, specifically elaborated as follows:
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a.  The proposed structure exhibits numerous articulated areas that include the
connection of two structures with an enclosed entry hall, and architectural features
such as gables and dormers (Section 6565.20(D)1.d and e).

b.  The proposed architectural style incorporates design elements such as gable roofs,
dormers and well placed fenestrations framed with trims. As proposed, the home
establishes itself as an example for future neighborhood renovations (Section
6565.20(D)2).

c.  The primary gable roof form serves both as a mitigating element for mass and bulk
and maintains consistency with the existing home’s roof form (Section 6565.20(D)3).

d. As proposed and conditioned, the materials such as western red cedar shingles and
earth-tone colors as the project's color scheme enhance the neighborhood and are
compatible with coastal architecture in the area. Condition No. 4.a includes a
recommendation to explore changing the exterior material at the entry corner hali to
a translucent material, if deemed feasible (Section 6565.20(D)4).

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Current Planning Section

1.

The project shall be constructed in compliance with the plans recommended for approval
by the Coastside Design Review Committee on July 10, 2014. Any changes or revisions
to the approved plans shall be submitted to the Design Review Officer, subject to review
and approval, prior to implementation. Minor adjustments to the project may be approved
by the Design Review Officer if they are consistent with the intent of and are in substantial
conformance with this approval. Alternatively, the Design Review Officer may refer
consideration of the revisions to the Coastside Design Review Committee, with applicable
fees to be paid.

The design review final approval shall be valid for five (5) years from the date of approval,
in which time a building permit shall be issued and a completed inspection (to the
satisfaction of the Building Inspector) shali have occurred within 180 days of its issuance.
The design review approval may be extended by one 1-year increment with submittal of
an application for permit extension and payment of applicable extension fees sixty (60)
days prior to the expiration date.

The applicant shall include the recommended approval letter on the top pages of the
building plans.

The applicant shall submit the following items and/or indicate the following on plans
submitted for a building permit, as stipulated by the Coastside Design Review Committee:

a. Exterior material at the entry corner hall may be of transiucent material, if deemed
feasible.
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5.  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.

a.

The applicant shall maintain the datum point so that it will not be disturbed by the
proposed construction activities until final approval of the building permit.

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

Prior to Planning approvai 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.

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

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.

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

6.  During project construction, the applicant shall, pursuant to Chapter 4.100 of the
San Mateo County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of stormwater
runcff from the construction site into storm drain systems and water bodies by:

a.

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

Stabilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion control measures continuously
between October 1 and April 30.
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10.

11.

12.

¢. 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.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

c.  The applicant shall ensure that no construction-related vehicles shall impede through
traffic along the right-of-way on West Point Avenue. All construction vehicles shall
be parked on-site outside the public right-of-way or in locations which do not impede
safe access on West Point Avenue. There shall be no storage of construction
vehicles in the public right-of-way.

The exterior color samples submitted to the Coastside Design Review Committee are
approved. Color verification shall occur in the field after the applicant has applied the
approved materials and colors but before a final inspection has been scheduled.
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13.

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

Building Inspection Section

14.

The applicant shall apply for a building permit.

Department of Public Works

15.

16.

17.

18.

18.

20.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or planning permit (for Provision C3 Regulated
Projects), the applicant shall have prepared, by a registered civil engineer, a drainage
analysis of the proposed project and submit it o the Department of Public Works for
review and approval. The drainage analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan.
The flow of the stormwater onto, over, and off the property shail be detailed on the plan
and shall include adjacent lands as appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow. The
analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate drainage. Post-
development flows and velocities shall not exceed those that existed in the pre-developed
state. Recommended measures shall be designed and included in the improvement plans
and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall submit a driveway

“Plan and Profile,” to the Department of Public Works, showing the driveway access to the
parcel (garage slab) complying with County Standards for driveway slopes (not to exceed
20%) and to County Standards for driveways (at the property line) being the same
elevation as the center of the access roadway. When appropriate, as determined by the
Department of Public Works, this plan and profile shall be prepared from elevations and
alignment shown on the roadway improvement plans. The driveway plan shall also
include and show specific provisions and details for both the existing and the proposed
drainage patterns and drainage facilities.

No proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until County
requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including review of the plans,
have been met and an encroachment permit issued. Applicant shall contact a Department
of Public Works Inspector 48 hours prior to commencing work in the right-of-way.

The applicant shall submit to the project planner a copy of the recorded Grant Deed(s) of
only the parcels to be merged for review and approval prior to Planning Department
approval.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant will be required to provide
payment of “roadway mitigation fees” based on the square footage (assessable space) of
the proposed building per Ordinance No. 3277.

The applicant shall submit a permanent stormwater management plan in compliance with
the County's Drainage Policy and NPDES requirements for review and approval by the
Department of Public Works.



Benjamin McGriff -6- November 24, 2014
McGriff Architects

Coastside Fire Protection District

21.

22

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

Smoke detectors which are hardwired: As per the California Building Code, State Fire
Marshal Regulations, and Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2013-03, the applicant is
required to install State Fire Marshal approved and listed smoke detectors which are
hardwired, interconnected, and have battery backup. These detectors are required to be
placed in each new and recondition sleeping room and at a point centrally located in the
corridor or area giving access to each separate sleeping area. In existing sleeping rooms,
areas may have battery powered smoke alarms. A minimum of one detector shall be
placed on each floor. Smoke detectors shall be tested and approved prior to the building
final.

Add note: Escape or rescue windows shall have a minimum net clear openable area of
5.7 sq. ft. Five (5) sq. ft. allowed at grade. The minimum net clear openable height
dimension shall be 24 inches. The net clear openable width dimension shall be 20 inches.
Finished sill height shall be not more than 44 inches above the finished floor.

Occupancy Separation: As per the 2013 CBC, Section 406.3.4, a one-hour occupancy
separation wall shall be installed with a solid core, 20-minute fire rated, self-ciosing door
assembly with smoke gasket between the garage and the residence. All electrical boxes
instatled in rated walls shall be metal or protected.

New attached garage to meet occupancy separation requirements. Provide note/detail.
CRC R302.6

Address Numbers: As per Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2013-03, building
identification shall be conspicuously posted and visible from the street. (TEMPORARY
ADDRESS NUMBERS SHALL BE POSTED PRIOR TO COMBUSTIBLES BEING
PLACED ON-SITE.) The letters/numerals for permanent address signs shall be 4 inches
in height with a minimum 3/4-inch stroke. Such letters/numerals shall be internally
illuminated and facing the direction of access. Finished height of bottom of address light
unit shall be greater than or equal to & feet from finished grade. When the building is
served by a long driveway or is otherwise obscured, a 6-inch by 18-inch green reflective
metal sign with 3-inch reflective numbers/letters similar to Hy-Ko 911 or equivalent shall
be placed at the entrance from the nearest public roadway. See Fire Ordinance for
standard sign.

Roof Covering: As per Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2013-03, the roof covering of
every new building or structure, and materials applied as part of a roof covering assembly,
shall have a minimum fire rating of Class “B” or higher as defined in the current edition of
the California Building Code.

Vegetation management: As per the Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2013-03, the
2013 California Fire Code (CFC) and Public Resources Code 4291, a fuelbreak of
defensible space is required around the perimeter of all structures to a distance of not less
than 30 feet and may be required to a distance of 100 feet or to the property line. in SRA
(State Responsible Area), the fuelbreak is 100 feet or to the property line.
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Trees located within the defensible space shail be pruned to remove dead and dying
portions, and limbed up 6 to 10 feet above the ground. New trees planted in the
defensible space shall be located no closer than 10 feet to adjacent trees when fully grown
or at maturity.

Remove that portion of any existing tree, which extends within 10 feet of the outlet of a
chimney or stovepipe or is within 5 feet of any structure.

Fire Access Roads: The applicant must have a maintained all-weather surface road for
ingress and egress of fire apparatus. The San Mateo County Department of Public
Works, the Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2013-03, and the California Fire Code
shall set road standards. As per the 2013 CFC, dead-end roads exceeding 150 feet shall
be provided with a turnaround in accordance with Half Moon Bay Fire District
specifications. As per the 2007 CFC, Section Appendix D, road width shall not be less
than 20 feet. Fire access roads shall be instalied and made serviceable prior to
combustibles being placed on the project site and maintained during construction.
Approved signs and painted curbs or lines shall be provided and maintained to identify fire
access roads and state the prohibition of their obstruction. If the road width does not allow
parking on the street (20-foot road) and on-street parking is desired, an additionat
improved area shall be developed for that use.

Fire Hydrant: As per 2013 CFC, Appendix B and C, a fire district approved fire hydrant
(Clow 960) must be located within 250 feet of the proposed single-family dwelling unit
measured by way of drivable access. As per 2013 CFC, Appendix B, the hydrant must
produce a minimum fire flow of 1,000 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square inch
residual pressure for 2 hours. Contact the local water purveyor or water flow details.

Show the location of fire hydrant on a site plan. A fire hydrant is required within 250 feet
of the buiiding and flow a minimum of gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square inch.
This information is to be verified by the water purveyor in a letter initiated by the applicant
and sent to San Mateo County Fire/Cal-Fire or Coastside Fire District. If there is not a
hydrant within 250 feet with the required flow, one will have to be installed at the
applicant’s expense.

Automatic Fire Sprinkler System: As per San Mateo County Building Standards and
Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2103-03, the applicant is required to install an
automatic fire sprinkler system throughout the proposed improved dwelling and garage.
All attic access locations will be provided with a pilot head on a metal upright. All areas
that are accessible for storage purposes shall be equipped with fire sprinkiers including
closets and bathrooms. The only exception is small linen closets less than 24 sq. ft. with
full depth shelving. The plans for this system must be submitted to the San Mateo County
Planning and Building Department or the City of Half Moon Bay. A building permit will not
be issued until plans are received, reviewed and approved. Upon submission of plans, the
County or City will forward a complete set to the Coastside Fire District for review. The
fee schedule for automatic fire sprinkler systems shall be in accordance with Half Moon
Bay Ordinance No. 2006-01. Fees shall be paid prior to plan review if addition/remodel
exceeds 50% valuation.
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34. Allfire conditions and requirements must be incorporated into your building plans prior to
building permit issuance. It is your responsibility to notify your contractor, architect and
engineer of these requirements.

Coastside County Water District

35. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall obtain a water service
connection to include a backflow device.

Geotechnical Section

36. The applicant shall submit a new or updated geotechnical report at the building application
stage.

Please note that the decision of the Coastside Design Review Committee is a recommendation
regarding the project’s compliance with Design Review Standards, not the final decision on this
project, which requires a Non-Conforming Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Lot
Merger. The decision on the Non-Conforming Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and
Lot Merger will take place at a later date. For more information, please contact the project
planner, Dennis P. Aguirre, at 650/363-1867, or by email at daguirre@smcgov.org.

DPA:pac — DPAY1065_WPN.DOCX

Attachment

cc.  Diane Whitaker, Architect
Wiliard Williams, Architect
Annette Merriman, Community Representative (Alternate)



COUNTY OF SAN MATEO, PLANNING AND BUILDING DEPARTMENT

NOTICE OF INTENT TO ADOPT
NEGATIVE DECLARATION

A notice, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970, as amended (Public
Resources Code 21,000, et seq.), that the following project: Malek Single-Family
Residence Addition, when adopted and implemented, will not have a significant impact on
the environment.

FILE NO.: PLN 2014-00133

Planning Commission Meeting

PLN 2014-00133

OWNER/APPLICANT: Malek Reza/Benjamin McGriff

Case

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NOS.: 047-032-160, and -170 E

Attachment

LOCATION: 115 West Point Avenue, Princeton

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: The applicant is requesting approval of a Non-Conforming Use
Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Design Review Permit, pursuant to Sections
6134.6, 6328.4 and 6565.3 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations, respectively, to
allow construction of a 3,973 sq. ft. 2-story addition that includes a 660 sq. ft. attached 2-car
garage, to an existing 1,888 sq. ft. 2-story single-family residence, on an existing 13,500 sq.
ft. legal parcel, including a proposal to remove two (2) trees. The Non-Conforming Use
Permit is required to allow enlargement of a non-conforming residential use in a non-
residential (Waterfront) zoning district. The project is appealable to the California Coastal
Commission.

FINDINGS AND BASIS FOR A NEGATIVE DECLARATION

The Current Planning Section has reviewed the initial study for the project and, based upon
substantial evidence in the record, finds that:

1. The project, as proposed, will not adversely affect water or air quality or increase noise
levels substantially.

2. The project, as proposed, will not have adverse impacts on the flora or fauna of the
area.

3. The project, as proposed, will not degrade the aesthetic quality of the area.
4. The project, as proposed, will not have adverse impacts on traffic or land use.
5. In addition, the project, as proposed, will not:

a. Create impacts which have the potential to degrade the quality of the
environment.

b. Create impacts which achieve short-term to the disadvantage of long-term
environmental goals.



c. Create impacts for a project which are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable.

d. Create environmentat effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on
human beings, either directly or indirectly.

The County of San Mateo has, therefore, determined that the environmental impact of the
project is less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURE included in the project to avoid potentially significant effects:

Mitigation Measure 1: Complete a design-level geotechnical investigation including
subsurface exploration to address the geotechnical conditions at the site and to provide
earthwork guidelines and foundation design criteria for the proposed remodeling and
addition to the residence.

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY CONSULTATION: None,

INITIAL STUDY: The San Mateo County Current Planning Section has reviewed the
Environmental Evaluation of this project and has found that the probable environmental
impacts are less than significant. A copy of the initial study is attached.

REVIEW PERIOD: January 21, 2015 to February 9, 2015

All comments regarding the correctness, completeness, or adequacy of this Negative
Declaration must be received by the County Planning and Building Department, 455 County
Center, Second Floor, Redwood City, no later than 5:00 p.m., February 9, 2015.

CONTACT PERSON

Dennis P. Aguirre
Project Planner, 650/363-1867
daguirre@smcgov.org

DennTs\wJufrre,\El@ﬂ anner

DPA:fc — DPAZ0095 WPH.DOCX
FRM00013(click).doc (1/11/07)
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County of San Mateo
Planning and Building Department

INITIAL STUDY
ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST
(To Be Completed by Planning Department)

Project Title: Malek Single-Family Residence Addition
County File Number: PLN 2014-00133

Lead Agency Name and Address: County of San Mateo Planning and Building Department,
455 County Center, Second Floor, Redwood City, CA 94063

Contact Person and Phone Number: Dennis P. Aguirre, Project Ptanner, 650/363-1867
Project Location: 155 West Point Avenue, Princeton

Assessor’s Parcel Number and Size of Parcels: 047-032-160, and -170; 13,500 sq. ft.
Project Sponsor’s Name and Address: Benjamin McGriff, 1475 - 15th Street, San Francisco
General Plan Designation: General Industrial

Zoning: W/DR/CD (Waterfront District/Design Review/Coastal Development)

Description of the Project: The applicant is requesting approval of a Non-Conforming Use
Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Design Review Permit, pursuant to Sections 6134.6,
6328.4 and 6565.3 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations, respectively, to allow
construction of a 3,973 sq. ft. 2-story addition that includes a 660 sqg. ft. attached 2-car garage,
to an existing 1,888 sq. ft. 2-story single-family residence, on an existing 13,500 sq. ft. legal
parcel, including a proposal to remove two (2) trees. The Non-Conforming Use Permit is
required to allow entargement of a non-conforming residential use in a non-residential
(Waterfront) zoning district. The project is appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: The site is relatively flat in topography and is located
in a general industrial area predominantly characterized by warehouses and similar other uses,
most of which support the local established small harbor business economy. One other single-
family residence is located on this street north of the subject site. The site is accessed via
West Point Avenue. Pillar Point Harbor, Pillar Point Marsh and the shoreline beach area are
within the immediate area of the site. The subject parcel is also located toward the southern
end of West Point Avenue immediately adjacent to a designated beach access point.

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required: None



ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

There are no environmental factors that would be potentially be affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a “Potentially Significant Impact” or “Significant Unless Mitigated”, as
indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Aesthetics Climate Change Population/Housing

Agricultural and Forest Hazards and Hazardous Public Services

Resources Materials

Air Quality HydrologyMVater Quality Recreation

Biological Resources Land Use/Planning Transportation/Traffic

Cultural Resources Mineral Resources Utilities/Service Systems
X | Geology/Soils Noise Mandatory Findings of

Significance

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

1.

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately
supported by the information sources a lead agency cites. A "No Impact” answer is adequately
supported if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to
projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No
Impact” answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as
general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based on
a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as
on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well
as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the
checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than
significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appro-
priate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more
“Potentially Significant Impact’ entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the
incorporation of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact”
to a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures,
and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation
measures from “Earlier Analyses,” as described in 5. below, may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA
process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or negative declaration
{Section 15063(c)(3)(D)). In this case, a brief discussion should identify the following:

a. Earlier Analysis Used. ldentify and state where they are available for review.




b. Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were
within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and state whether such effects were addressed by mitigation
measures based on the earlier analysis.

C. Mitigation Measures. For effects that are “Less Than Significant with Mitigation
Measures Incorporated,” describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or
refined from the earlier document and the extent to which they address site-specific
conditions for the project.

6. Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a
previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the
page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

7.  Supporting Information Sources. Sources used or individuals contacted should be cited in the

discussion.
1. AESTHETICS. Would the project:
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
Impacts Mitigated Impact Impact
1.a. Have a significant adverse effect on a X
scenic vista, views from existing residen-
tial areas, public lands, water bodies, or
roads?

Discussion: The expansion of the existing single-family residence will not intrude into any scenic
vista. The project site is not located within any State or County Scenic Corridor norisitin a
residential zoning district. The Coastside Design Review Committee (CDRC) considered the project
at its July 10, 2014 meeting, and recommended approval, as submitted. The residence would not
be visible from nearby public beach areas. The adjacent undeveloped parcels south of the site
consisting of mature Monterey cypress trees visually buffer the residence from the beach area. The
site is visible from West Point Avenue which is not a scenic road.

Source: Project Plans, Field Observation and County GIS Resource Maps.

1.b.  Significantly damage or destroy scenic X
resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings within a state scenic highway?

Discussion: The project is not located within a State Scenic Highway.

Source: Project Plans, Field Observation and County GIS Resource Maps.




1.c.  Significantly degrade the existing visual X
character or quality of the site and its
surroundings, including significant
change in topography or ground surface
relief features, and/or development on a
ridgeline?

Discussion: The project does not involve a change in existing site topography, as the site is fiat.
The project will enhance the visual character of the neighborhood, as supported by the
recommendation of approval from the CDRC.

Source: Project Plans and Field Qbservation.

1.d.  Create a new source of significant light X
or glare that wouid adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area?

Discussion: As the project involves the installation of exterior lighting fixtures that are downward
directed, as required by the Design Review standards, no significant source of light and glare will be
created that would affect the views in the area.

Source: Project Plans and San Mateo County Zoning Regulations.

1.e. Be adjacent to a designated Scenic X
Highway or within a State or County
Scenic Corridor?

Discussion: N/A. The site is not located adjacent to a Scenic Highway or within a State or County
Scenic Corridor.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

1f. If within a Design Review District, conflict X
with applicable General Plan or Zoning
Ordinance provisions?

Discussion: The project is subject to the approval of a Non-Conforming Use Permit, pursuant to
Section 6134.6 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations. The project meets the required
findings for the enlargement of the existing non-conforming residential use since it will not result in a
significant adverse impact on coastal resources, or be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious
to property or improvements in the neighborhood.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

1.9.  Visually intrude into an area having X
natural scenic qualities?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 1.a., above.
Source. Project Plans and Field Observation.




2. AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOQURCES. In determining whether impacts to
agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the State’s
inventory of forestland, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment Project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in
Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project:

Potentially | Significant | Less Than

Significant Unless Significant No
Impacts Mitigated Impact Impact
2.a. For lands outside the Coastal Zone, X

convert Prime Farmland, Unique
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance (Farmland) as shown on the
maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-
agricultural use?

Discussion: N/A. The project site does not contain farmland and is not located in an agricultural
zoning district.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

2.b.  Conflict with existing zoning for X
agricultural use, an existing Open Space
Easement, or a Williamson Act contract?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 2.a., above.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

25 Involve other changes in the existing X
environment which, due to their location
or nature, could result in conversion of
Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forestland to non-forest
use?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 2.a., above.
Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

2.d. For lands within the Coastal Zone, X
convert or divide lands identified as
Class | or Class Il Agriculture Soils and
Class lll Soils rated good or very good
for artichokes or Brussels sprouts?




Discussion: Reference response to Section 2.a., above.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

2.e. Result in damage to soil capability or X
loss of agricultural land?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 2.a., above.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

41 Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause X
rezoning of, forestland (as defined in
Public Resources Code Section
12220(g)), timberland (as defined by
Public Resources Code Section 4526),
or timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by Government
Code Section 51104(q))?
Note to reader: This question seeks to address the

economic impact of converting forestland to a non-
timber harvesling use.

Discussion: N/A. The project site is not located in a forestland/timberland area.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

3. AIR QUALITY. Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air
quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations. Would the project:

Potentially | Significant | Less Than

Significant Unless Significant No
Impacts Mitigated Impact Impact
3.a. Conflict with or obstruct implementation X

of the applicable air quality plan?

Discussion: The construction of the addition may result in temporary generation of pollutants
related to construction. However, the project would not result in the generation of a significant level
of pollutants. Section 2-1-113 (Exemption, Sources and Operations) of the General Requirements
of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District exempts sources of air pollution associated with
construction of a single-family dwelling used solely for residential purposes, as well as road
construction. No mitigation measures are necessary.

Source: Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) Regulation 2, Rule 1. General
Requirements.

3b. \Violate any air quality standard or X
contribute significantly to an existing or
projected air quality violation?




Discussion: Reference response to Section 3.a., above.

Source: BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 1: General Requirements.

3.c. Result in a cumulatively considerable X
net increase of any criteria poliutant for
which the project region is non-
attainment under an applicable Federal
or State ambient air guality standard
(including releasing emissions which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone
precursors)?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 3.a., above.
Source: BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 1: General Requirements.

3.d.  Expose sensitive receptors to significant X
pollutant concentraticns, as defined by
BAAQMD?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 3.a., above.
Source: BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 1: General Requirements.

3.e. Create objectionable odors affecting a X
significant number of people?

Discussion: While project construction for the residential upgrade may create temporary
construction-related odors, the project would not result in any permanent odors, nor would
temporary odors affect a significant number of people as the project is located on private property
and is not located within a single-family residential neighborhood.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

3f Generate pollutants (hydrocarbon, X
thermal odor, dust or smoke particulates,
radiation, etc.) that will violate existing
standards of air quality on-site or in the
surrounding area?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 3.a., above.
Source: BAAQMD Regulation 2, Rule 1. General Requirements.




4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
impacts Mitigated impact Impact

4.a. Have a significant adverse effect, either X
directly or through habitat medifications,
on any species identified as a candidate,
sensitive, or special status species in
local or regional plans, pclicies, or
regulations, or by the California Depart-
ment of Fish and Wildlife or U.S, Fish
and Wildlife Service?

Discussion: The project site is disturbed and developed with an existing residential use. It is not
located within any riparian/sensitive habitat areas and will not modify the habitat of any species

identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Source: San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps.

4.b.  Have a significant adverse effect on any X
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional
plans, policies, and regulations or by the
California Department of Fish and
Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 4.a., above.

Source: San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps.

4.c. Have a significant adverse effect on X
federally protected wetlands as defined
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
{(including, but not limited to, marsh,
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption,
or cther means?

Discussion: A Preliminary Delineation of Wetlands Report prepared by Coast Range Biological,
LLC (Wetlands Report), dated December 2013, was submitted that showed the location of a wetland
area, the Pillar Point Marsh, to be 125 feet southwest of the project site. The project site falls
outside the minimum 100-foot buffer zone required by the County Local Coastal Program. No
mitigation measures are required.

Source: San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps, and
Wetlands Report.




4.d. Interfere significantly with the movement X
of any native resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with established native
resident migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native wildlife nursery
sites?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 4.a., above.
Source: San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps.

4.e.  Conflict with any local policies or ordi- X
nances protecting biological resources,
such as a tree preservation policy or
ordinance (including the County Heritage
and Significant Tree Ordinances)?

Discussion: The proposed removali of two significant trees is not in conflict with the County
Significant Tree Ordinance. A Tree Assessment Report (Arborist Report) from Jim Gillespie,
Consultant Arborist, was submitted for the two Monterey cypress trees proposed for removal. Based
on this report, one tree is required to be removed since it is located within the building envelope of
the proposed addition. The removal of the other tree is recommended to allow more fight and
moisture to sustain the health of an existing Monterey cypress tree. The proposed landscaping
shown on Sheet A-1.01 of Attachment A includes the plantings of four (4) new trees meeting County
replacement requirements,

Source: Project Plans, Field Observation and Arborist Report.

4f Conflict with the provisions of an adopted X
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural
Conservation Community Plan, other
approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plan?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 4.a., above.
Source: San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GiS Resource Maps.

4g. Be located inside or within 200 feet of a X
marine or wildlife reserve?

Discussion: N/A. The site is not located within a marine or wildlife reserve.

Source: San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps.

4.h. Result in loss of oak woodlands or other X
non-timber woodlands?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 4.e., above.
Source: San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats and GIS Resource Maps.




5. CULTURAL RESOURCES. Would the project:

Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
Impacts Mitigated Impact Impact |
5.a. Cause a significant adverse change in X

the significance of a historical resource
as defined in CEQA Section 15064.57

Discussion: N/A. The project site does not contain any historical resource. The residence is not

considered historic.

Source: Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County General Plan.

5.b. Cause a significant adverse change in X
the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to CEQA Section
15064.57
Discussion: N/A. No excavation is proposed as part of the project.
Source: Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County General Plan.
8.6 Directly or indirectly destroy a unigue X
paleontological resource or site or
unigue geologic feature?
Discussion: Reference response to Section 5.b., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans and San Matea County General Plan.
5.d. Disturb any human remains, including X
those interred outside of formal
cemeteries?
Discussion: Reference response to Section 5.b., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County General Plan.
6. GEQOLOGY AND SOILS. Would the project:
Potentially | Significant | Less Than |
Significant Unless Significant No |
Impacts Mitigated Impact Impact

Expose people or structures to potential
significant adverse effects, including the
risk of loss, injury, or death involving the
following, or create a situation that
results in:
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i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, X
as delineated on the most recent
Alguist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Map issued by the State
Geologist for the area or based on
other significant evidence of a known
fault?

Note: Referto Division of Mines and Geology

Special Publication 42 and the County
Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map.

Discussion: The Geotechnical Section will review the proposal when an application for the required
building permit is submitted to verify that there are no geotechnical issues.

A Geotechnical Report prepared by Romig Engineers, Inc. (Geotechnical Report), dated
September 12, 2014, was submitted that located the primary trace of the San Gregorio/Seal Cove
Fault to be west of the project site. The report declares that there is no evidence to support the
occurrence of potential ground surface rupture at the site relative to the fault traces. Although no
fault trenching is required as a means to confirm this evaluation, the Geotechnical Report
recommends the following mitigation measure:

Mitigation Measure 1: Complete a design-level gectechnical investigation including subsurface
exploration to address the gectechnical conditions at the site and to provide earthwork guidelines
and foundation design criteria for the propcsed remodeling and addition to the residence.

Source: San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map, California Geological Survey -
Alguist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones and Geotechnical Report.

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking? X

Discussion: Reference response to Section 6.a., above.

Source: San Mateo County Geotechnicat Hazards Synthesis Map, California Geological Survey -
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zcnes and Geotechnical Report.

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, X
including liquefaction and differential
settling?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 6.a., above.

Source: San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map, California Geological Survey -
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones and Geotechnical Report.

iv. Landslides? X

Discussion: The project is not located in an area susceptible to landslides. The topegraphy of the
site is relatively flat.

Source: State of California Seismic Hazard Zone Map/San Mateo County Landslide Susceptibility
Map.
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v. Coastal cliff/bluff instability or X
erosicn?

Note to reader: This question is looking at
instabffity under current conditions. Future,
potential instability is looked at in Section 7
(Climate Change).

Discussion: N/A. The site is not located on a cliff or bluff.
Source: Project Plans/County GIS Resource Map and Geotechnical Report.

6.b.  Result in significant soil erosion or the X
loss of topsoil?

Discussion: The project will not result in soil erosion or loss of topsoil.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

6.c. Be located on a geologic unit or soil X
that is unstable, or that would become
unstable as a resuit of the project, and
potentially result in on- or off-site
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
severe erosion, liquefaction or collapse?

Discussion: The site has not been identified to be made up of unstable soil. Reference response
to Section 6.a.i. through 6.a.iv., above.

Source: San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map, California Geological Survey -
Alquist-Priclo Earthquake Fault Zones, State of California Seismic Hazard Zone Map/San Mateo
County Landslide Susceptibility Map and Geotechnical Report.

6.d.  Be located on expansive soil, as noted X
in the 2010 California Building Code,
creating significant risks to life or
property?

Discussion: The site has not been identified to be made up of expansive soil. Reference response
to Section 6.a.i. through 6.a.iv., above.

Source: San Mateo County Geotechnical Hazards Synthesis Map, California Geological Survey -
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones, State of California Seismic Hazard Zone Map/San Mateo
County Landslide Susceptibility Map and Geotechnical Report.

6.e. Have soils incapable of adequately X
supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems
where sewers are not available for the
disposal of wastewater?

Discussion: The project does not involve a septic system for wastewater disposal since the project
area is already serviced by GSD.

Source: Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.
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7. CLIMATE CHANGE. Would the project:

Potentially | Significant | Less Than

Significant Unless Significant No
impacts Mitigated Impact Impact
7.a. Generate greenhouse gas (GHG) X

emissions (including methane), either
directly or indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the environment?

Discussion: To ensure new development projects are compliant with the County’s Energy
Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP), the County provides the EECAP Development Checklist.
Planning staff has reviewed the proposal with the criteria of the checklist and found that there are no
criteria that are applicable for the project. No mitigation measures required. Also, reference
response to Section 3.a., above.

Source: San Mateo County Energy Efficiency Climate Action Plan (EECAP) and BAAQMD
Regulation 2, Rule 1. General Requirements.

7.b.  Conflict with an applicable plan X
(including a local climate action plan),
policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 3.a., above.
Source: BAAQMD Reguiation 2, Rule 1: General Requirements.

D sley Result in the loss of forestland or X
conversion of forestland to non-forest
use, such that it would release signifi-
cant amounts of GHG emissions, or
significantly reduce GHG sequestering?

Discussion: The project does not involve loss or conversion of forestiand.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

7.d. Expose new or existing structures and/or X
infrastructure (e.q., leach fields) to
accelerated coastal cliff/bluff erosion due
to rising sea levels?

Discussion: The project site is not located on a cliff or bluff.
Source: San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

7.e. Expose people or structures to a X
significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving sea level rise?
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Discussion: The projected future sea level rise of 3.5 feet over the next 75 years will not expose
people or structures to significant environmental impacts.

Source: San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps and Tsunami Runup and Force Analysis Report
prepared by GecSoils, Inc. (Tsunami Report).

7.1 Place structures within an anticipated X
100-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

Discussion: The project site is located in Flood Zone X designated as minimal risk areas outside
the 1-percent and 0.2-percent-annual-chance floodplains.

Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map.

7.g.  Place within an anticipated 100-year X
flood hazard area structures that would
impede or redirect flood flows?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 7.1, above.
Source: Flood Insurance Rate Map.

8. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS., Would the project:
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
impacts Mitigated impact impact
8.a. Create a significant hazard to the public X

or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materiais (e.g., pesticides, herbicides,
other toxic substances, or radioactive
material)?

Discussion: N/A. The project does not involve the transport, use or disposal of hazardous
materials.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

8.b.  Create a significant hazard to the public X
or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident condi-
tions involving the release of hazardous
materials into the environment?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 8.a., above.

Source: Project Application/Plans.
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8.c. Emit hazardous emissions or handle X
hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or
proposed school?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 8.a., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans.

8.d. Be located on a site which is included X
on a list of hazardous materials sites
compiled pursuant to Government Code
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would
it create a significant hazard to the public
or the environment?

Discussion: The project parcel is not considered a hazardous material site, according to the latest
Hazardous Waste and Substances Site List posted by the California Department of Toxic
Substances Control (mandated by Government Code Section 65862.5).

Source: California Department of Toxic Substances Control, Hazardous Waste and Substances
Site List.

8.e.  For a project located within an airport X
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within 2 miles of a
public airport or public use airport, result
in a safety hazard for people residing or
working in the project area?

Discussion: Based on the Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, as adopted on October 9, 2014, the
project site is located in Zone 7 - Airport Influence Area (AlA), where the aircraft accident level is
considered to be low within this zone.

Source: Project Application/Plans, San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps and HMB ALUCP.

8f. For a project within the vicinity of a X
private airstrip, result in a safety hazard
for people residing or working in the
project area?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 8.e., above.
Source: Project Application/Pians and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

8.9. Impair implementation of or physically X
interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation
plan?
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Discussion: The project will not physically interfere with an adopted emergency plan. The project
site is located in a developed coastal area with available access to emergency response agencies
such as the Coastside Fire Protection District and the San Mateo County Sheriff's Department.

Source: Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

8.h.  Expose people or structures to a signifi- X
cant risk of foss, injury or death involving
wildiand fires, including where wildlands
are adjacent to urbanized areas or where
residences are intermixed with
wildlands?

Discussion: The project site is not located within a wildland area.
Source: Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

8.i. Place housing within an existing X
100-year flood hazard area as mapped
on a Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or
Ftood Insurance Rate Map or other flood
hazard delineation map?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 7.f., above.
Source: FEMA Flocd Insurance Rate Map.

8] Place within an existing 100-year flood X
hazard area structures that would
impede or redirect flood flows?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 7.f., above.
Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map.

8k. Expose people or structures to a signifi- X
cant risk of loss, injury or death involving
flooding, including flooding as a result of
the failure of a levee or dam?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 7.f., above.
Source: FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map.

8.1 Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or X
mudflow?

Discussion: The project site is located in a tsunami hazard zone, as identified in the San Mateo
County General Plan Hazards Map. A Tsunami Runup and Force Analysis Report (Tsunami Report)
prepared by GeoSoils, Inc., dated December 12, 2014, was submitted that indicated the project site
to be safe from potential hazards due to the presence of the breakwater that dissipates wave forces
caused by tsunamis.

Source: San Mateo County General Plan Hazards Map and Tsunami Report.
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9. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Would the project:
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
Impacts Mitigated Impact Impact
9.a. Violate any water quality standards X

or waste discharge requirements
(consider water quality parameters such
as temperature, dissolved oxygen,
turbidity and other typical stormwater
pollutants (e.g., heavy metals, pathogens,
petroleum derivatives, synthetic organics,
sediment, nutrients, oxygen-demanding
substances, and trash))?

Discussion: The project, as proposed, would result in less than significant impacts in this area
upon implementation of the proposed Erosion Control Plan and Best Management Practices (BMPs)
shown on Sheets C-3 and C-3.1 on Attachment A.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

9.b.

Significantly deplete groundwater
supplies or interfere significantly with
groundwater recharge such that there
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume
or a lowering of the local groundwater
table level (e.g., the production rate of
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a
level which would not support existing
land uses or planned uses for which
permits have been granted)?

Discussion: The existing residence does not involve direct use of groundwater as a domestic water
source since the project site is located in a developed industrial zone already serviced by Coastside
County Water District.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

9.c.

Significantly alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, in a manner that would
result in significant erosion or siltation
on- or off-site?

Discussion: The project would not impact the drainage pattern of the area. Also, see response to
Section 9.e., below.

Source: Project Application/Plans.
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94d.

Significantly alter the existing drainage
pattern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of a
stream or river, or significantly increase
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a
manner that would result in flooding on-
or off-site?

Discussion: The project would not impact the drainage pattern of the area. Also, see response to
Section 9.e., below.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

Ge.

Create or contribute runoff water that
would exceed the capacity of existing or
planned stormwater drainage systems or
provide significant additional sources of
polluted runoff?

Discussion: The project’s impervious areas will increase to include new drainage facilities to
address this accordingly. At the time of submittal for a building permit, the project will be subject to
review for compliance with all County drainage policies and the County's Municipal Stormwater
Regional Permit.

Source: Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County Drainage Policy.

9.f. Significantly degrade surface or ground- X
water water quality?
Discussion: Reference response to Section 9.e., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans.
8.g. Resultin increased impervious surfaces X
and associated increased runoff?
Discussion: Reference response to Section S.e., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans.
10. LAND USE AND PLANNING. Would the project:
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
impacts Mitigated Impact Impact
10.a. Physically divide an established X

community?
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Discussion: N/A. The project invoilves the enlargement of an existing residential use at the site
and will not divide an established community.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

10.b. Conflict with any applicable land use X
plan, policy or regulation of an agency
with jurisdiction over the project
(including, but not limited to, the general
plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating
an environmental effect?

Discussion: The project is subject to the approval of a Non-Conforming Use Permit, pursuant to
Section 6134.6 of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations. The project meets the required
findings for the enlargement of the existing non-conforming residential use.

Source: San Mateo County General Plan and San Mateo Zoning Regulations.

10.c. Conflict with any applicable habitat X
conservation plan or natural community
conservation plan?

Discussion: N/A. The project site is not located within any habitat/conservation areas. Reference
response to Section 4.a., above.

Source: California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Habitat Conservation Planning.

10.d. Result in the congregating of more than X
50 people on a regular basis?

Discussion: The project does not involve the congregation of more than 50 people since the
existing use will remain single-family residential.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

10.e. Result in the introduction of activities not X
currently found within the community?

Discussion: The proposed project would not result in the introduction of new activities at the site.
Single-family residential uses are established within the subject community.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

10.f.  Serve to encourage off-site development X
of presently undeveloped areas or
increase development intensity of
already developed areas (examples
include the introduction of new or
expanded public utilities, new industry,
commercial facilities or recreation
activities)?
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Discussion: The project does not encourage off-site development, as the proposed improvements
would only serve to enlarge the current use of the site.

Source: Project Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

10.g. Create a significant new demand for X
housing?
Discussion: N/A. Reference response to Section 10.f., above.
Source: Project Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.
1. MINERAL RESOURCES. Would the project:
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
Impacts Mitigated Impact Impact
11.a. Result in the loss of availability of a X

known mineral resource that would be of
value to the region or the residents of the
State?

Discussion: The project site is not located in an area known for mineral resources nor does the

project involve mineral extraction.

Source: Project Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.

11.b. Result in the loss of availability of a X
locally important mineral resource
recovery site delineated on a local
general plan, specific plan or other land
use plan?
Discussion: Reference response to Section 11.a., above.
Source: Project Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.
12. NOISE. Would the project result in:
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
Impacts Mitigated Impact Impact
12.a. Exposure of persons to or generation X

of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or
noise erdinance, or applicable standards
of other agencies?
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Discussion: While this project will not generate noise levels in excess of appropriate levels once
implemented, during construction activities, increased noise levels may occur. However, noise
sources associated with demcolition, construction or grading of any real property are exempt from the
County Noise Ordinance provided these activities occur during designated timeframes.

Source: Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County Noise QOrdinance.

12.b. Exposure of persons to or generation X
of excessive ground-borne vibration or
ground-borne noise levels?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 12.a., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County Noise Ordinance.

12.c. A significant permanent increase in X
ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 12.a., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County Noise Ordinance.

12.d. A significant temporary or periodic X
increase in ambient noise levels in the
project vicinity above levels existing
without the project?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 12.a., above,
Source: Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County Noise Ordinance.

12.e. For a project located within an airport X
land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within 2 miles of a
public airport or public use airport,
exposure to people residing or working in
the project area to excessive noise
levels?

Discussion: N/A. The project site is located outside the Community Noise Equivalent Level
{(CNEL) airport noise exposure contours and is therefore not exposed to significant levels of aircraft
noise.

Source: Project Application/Plans, San Mateo County Noise Ordinance and Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP).

12.f.  For a project within the vicinity of a X
private airstrip, exposure to people
residing or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?
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Discussion: Reference response to Section 12.e., above.

Source: Project Application/Plans, San Mateo County Noise Ordinance and Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plan (ALUCP).

13. POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the project:
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
Impacis Mitigated Impact Impact
13.a. Induce significant population growth in X
an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses)
or indirectly (for example, through exten-
sion of roads or other infrastructure)?
Discussion: Reference response to Section 10.f., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans.
13.b. Displace existing housing (including X

low- or moderate-income housing), in
an area that is substantially deficient in
housing, necessitating the construction
of replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion: The project does not displace housing but enlarges an existing single-family
residential use at the site.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

14. PUBLIC SERVICES. Would the project result in significant adverse physical impacts
associated with the provision of new or physically altered government facilities, the need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response
times or other performance objectives for any of the public services:

Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
Impacts Mitigated Impact Impact

14.a. Fire protection? X

14.b. Police protection? X

14.c. Schoois? X

14.d. Parks? X
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14.e.

Other public facilities or utilities (e.g.,
hospitals, or electrical/natural gas supply
systems)?

Discussion: The level of public services will not be significantly affected by the enlargement of the
existing single-family residence in the neighborhood.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

15. RECREATION. Would the project:
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
Impacts Mitigated Impact Impact
15.a. Increase the use of existing X

neighborhood or regional parks or other
recreational facilities such that significant
physical deterioration of the facility would
oceur or be accelerated?

Discussion: The project will not generate an increase in the use of existing recreational facilities.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

15.b. Include recreational facilities or require X
the construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might have
an adverse physical effect on the
environment?
Discussion: New recreational facilities will not be required by this project.
Source: Project Application/Plans.
16. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC. Would the project:
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
Impacts Mitigated Impact impact
16.a. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordi- X

nance or policy establishing measures of
effectiveness for the performance of the
circulation system, taking into account all
modes of transportation including mass
transit and non-moctorized travel and
relevant components of the circulation
system, including, but not limited to,
intersections, streets, highways and
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freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths,
and mass transit?

Discussion: The proposed addition to the existing residence would not result in noticeable changes
in either vehicular or pedestrian traffic or volumes.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

16.b. Conflict with an applicable congestion X
management program, including, but not
limited to, level of service standards and
travel demand measures, or other
standards established by the County
congestion management agency for
designated roads or highways?
Discussion: Reference response to Section 16.a., above,
Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.
16.c. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, X
including either an increase in traffic
levels or a change in location that resulis
in significant safety risks?
Discussion: N/A. The project will not result in a change in air traffic patterns.
Source: Project Application/Plans and San Mateo County GIS Resource Maps.
18.d.  Significantly increase hazards to a X
design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?
Discussion: No changes are proposed on any public right-of-way.
Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.
16.e. Result in inadequate emergency X
access”?
Discussion: The project will not impact emergency access to the site.
Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.
16.f.  Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or X

programs regarding public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or
otherwise decrease the performance or
safety of such facilittes?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 16.a., above.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.
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16.g. Cause noticeable increase in pedestrian X
traffic or a change in pedestrian
patterns?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 16.a., above.

Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

16.h. Result in inadequate parking capacity? X

Discussion: The project complies with the County's Parking Regulations, as it includes two on-site

covered parking spaces.
Source: Project Plans and Field Observation.

17. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Would the project:
Potentially | Significant | Less Than
Significant Unless Significant No
Impacts Mitigated Impact Impact
17.a. Exceed wastewater treatment require- X
ments of the applicable Regional Water
Quality Control Board?

Discussion: The project site is already serviced by a sewer/water provider. The proposed project
would not adversely affect the capacity of any public utilities. Any use of public facilities and other
public utilities would be minimal associated with this standard single-family dwelling and associated
residents.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

17.b. Require or result in the construction X
of new water or wastewater treatment
facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could

cause significant environmental effects?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 17.a., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans.

17.c. Require or result in the construction of X
new stormwater drainage facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause

significant environmental effects?

Discussion: Expanded drainage facilities would minimize the impacts of runoff to off-site areas.

Source: Project Application/Pians.
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17.d. Have sufficient water supplies available X
to serve the project from existing entite-
ments and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 17.a., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans.

17.e. Result in a determination by the waste- X
water treatment provider which serves
or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project’s
projected demand in addition to the
provider’s existing commitments?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 17.a., above.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

17.f. Be served by a landfill with insufficient X
permitted capacity to accommodate the
project’s needs?

Discussion: The project site is located in a developed industrial area already adequately serviced
by a solid waste disposal provider.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

17.g. Comply with Federal, State, and local X
statutes and regulations related to solid
waste?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 17.f., above.
Source: Project Application/Plans.

17.h. Be sited, oriented, and/or designed to X
minimize energy censumption, including
transportation energy; incorporate water
conservation and solid waste reduction
measures; and incorporate solar or other
alternative energy sources?

Discussion: Standard energy savings, practices and measures can be applied to this project.

Source: Project Application/Plans.
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17.1.

Generate any demands that will cause a
public facility or utility to reach or exceed
its capacity?

Discussion: Reference response to Section 17.a., above.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

18.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.

Potentially
Significant
Impacts

Significant
Unless
Mitigated

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No
iImpact

18.a.

Does the project have the potential to
degrade the quality of the environment,
significantly reduce the habitat of a fish
or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, reduce the number
or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate
important examples of the major periods
of California history or prehistory?

X

Discussion: Reference response to Section 4.a., above.

Source: San Mateo County General Plan Sensitive Habitats Map.

18.b.

Does the project have impacts that are
individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (“Cumulatively consider-
able” means that the incremental effects
of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of
past projects, the effects of other current
projects, and the effects of probable
future projects.)

Discussion: No cumulative effects are associated with this project.

Source: Project Application/Plans.

18.c.

Does the project have environmental
effects which will cause significant
adverse effects on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?
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Discussion: No environmental effects from the project will either directly or indirectly cause

adverse effects on human beings.
Source: Project Application/Plans.

RESPONSIBLE AGENCIES. Check what agency has permit authority or other approval for the

project.

AGENCY

YES

4
(@)

TYPE OF APPROVAL

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (CE)

State Water Resources Control Board

Regional Water Quality Control Board

State Department of Public Health

San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission (BCDC)

b e e 4

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

County Airport Land Use Commission {(ALUC)

CalTrans

Bay Area Air Quality Management District

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Coastal Commission

City

Sewer/\Water District;

P X | XX x| XX

Other:

MITIGATION MEASURE

Mitigation measure has been proposed in project application.

Other mitigation measures are needed.

The following measures are included in the project plans or proposals pursuant to Section

15070(b)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines:

Mitigation Measure 1: Complete a design-leve! geotechnical investigation including subsurface
exploration to address the geotechnical conditions at the site and to provide earthwork guidelines
and foundation design criteria for the proposed remodeling and addition to the residence.
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DETERMINATION (to be completed by the Lead Agency).

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

| find the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared by the Planning Department.

| find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environ-

ment, there WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case because of the mitigation

measure in the discussion that has been included as part of the proposed project. A
X NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

| find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required.

\

R \
January 21, 2015 Dennis Aguirre, Planner |

Date Name, Title

ATTACHMENTS:

Project Plans

Geotechnical Report prepared on September 12, 2014 by Romig Engineers, Inc.

Tsunami Runup and Force Analysis prepared on December 12, 2014 by GeoSoils, Inc.
Preliminary Delineation of Wetlands prepared on December 2013 by Coast Range Biological,
LLC

Review Letter prepared on April 17, 2014 by Jim Gillespie, Consulting Arborist

CDRC Decision Letter dated November 24, 2014

oW

nm

DPA:pac — DPAZ0094_WPH.DOCX
Initial Study Checklist 10.17.2013.docx
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ROMIG ENGINEERS, INC. ATTACHMENT B

GEOTECHNICAL & ENVIRCNMENTAL SERVICES

September 12, 2014

2995.2
Mr. Michael Paravati RE: GEOLOGIC FEASIBILITY EVALUATION
c/o Paravati Construction MALEK RESIDENCE
Redwood City. California 94062 PRINCETON-BY-THE-SEA

SAN MATEO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA

Dear Mr. Paravati:

This letter presents the results of our geologic feasibility evaluation for the proposed
addition to the Malek residence at 115 West Point Avenue (APN 047-032-160) in
Princeton-by-the-Sea, an unincorporated area of San Mateo County near El Granada,
California. In particular, we have evaluated the potential for ground surface rupture at the
site by the San Gregorio/Seal Cove Fault, which is considered to be active by the County.

The Malek property at 115 West Point Road is located approximately 100 feet north of the
beach along the north shore of the Pillar Point Harbor. The approximate location of the
site 1s shown on the Vicinity Map, Figure 1.

Our work included review of geologic maps, published reports and investigations, and a
review at the County offices of reports summarizing geologic and fault studies performed
in the immediate vicinity of the subject property. This informatton was used to evaluate
the feasibility of the proposed addition to the residence and to address the potential tor
seologic hazards to affect the residence and the proposed addition.

Based on the published information and reports we reviewed. we have concluded that the
primary trace of the San Gregorio/Seal Cove Fault is located west of the subject site, and

that there are no indications of the potential for ground surface rupture at the site from the
primary trace of the San Gregorio Fault or splays from the fault.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project consists of major remodeling and construction of an addition to the two-story
1930s vintage cottage at the subject site. Since the existing cottage does not conform to
current lot line setback standards, the proposed project intends to amend the setback non-
conformance by combining the existing ot with the adjacent fot (APN 047-032-170). The
addition is expected to add approximately 1,100 square feet to the cottage footprint and
approximately 2,000 square feet of total living space including a two-car garage with an
office/guest suite above. The existing deck will be renovated and expanded to extend
around the southeast and southwest sides of the residence.

1390 El Camino Real, Second Floor ® San Carlos, California 94070 e (850) 591-5224 e Fax (650) 591-5251



Mr. Michael Paravati 115 West Point Avenue Page 2 of 5

LIMITATIONS

This geologic feasibility study has been prepared for the exclusive use of Mr. Michael
Paravati for specific application to the proposed remodeling and addition to the Malek
residence at 115 West Point Avenue in Princeton-by-the-Sea. We make no warranty,
expressed or implied, for the services we perform for this project. Our services are
performed in accordance with geologic and geotechnical engineering principles generally
accepted at this time and location.

The analysis and conclusions presented in this feasibility study report are based on review
of reports and investigations for property in the vicinity of the subject site. The opinions
and conclusions presented in this letter are based solely on review of available documents.
Certain limitations are inherent in this type of feasibility evaluation, and subsurface
exploration was not performed as part of this study.

A design-level geotechnical investigation that includes subsurface exploration should be
performed to evaluate geotechnical conditions at the site. Information or data gathered
from a design-level geotechnical investigation could resuit in changes to the conclusions
that have been reached based on the geologic work that has been performed to date.

GEOLOGIC SETTING

The Malek property is located on an uplifted marine terrace along the northwest side of
Pillar Point Harbor adjacent to the Pacific Ocean. Based on published geologic maps. the
site is underlain by Pleistocene-age marine terrace deposits (Pampeyan, 1994). The
deposits are expected to consist of poorly to moderately conselidated marine, eolian, and
alluvial sand., silt, gravel. and clay in various proportions in indistinct to distinct lenses and
beds. A marsh area west of the subject site is underlain by Holocene-age fine-grained
alluvial deposits consisting of unconsolidated, poorly sorted, plastic, organic clay, and silty
clay in poorly drained interfluvial basins. The geology of the general area of the site is
shown on the Vicinity Geologic Map, Figure 2.

The site is situated within an area considered to have the potential for ground surface
rupture along the San Gregorio / Seal Cove Fault. The potential for ground surface
rupture at the site is discussed in subsequent sections of this letter.

The Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning (2009) indicates the site is within
a tsunami hazard zone. Areas mapped within a tsunami hazard zone may be affected by a

series of waves or surges following a large earthquake in or along the Pacific Ocean.

The site and the immediately surrounding area are relatively flat with no indications of
landslides or earth movement.

ROMIG ENGINEERS, INC.
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NEARBY INVESTIGATIONS

A geotechnical investigation was performed northwest of the site at 179 West Point
Avenue by Buckley Engineering Associates (2001). The site at 179 West Point Avenue is
located approximately 50 feet northwest of the subject site. Subsurface exploration
consisted of advancing two exploratory borings that encountered clay with intermittent
lenses of silty sand. The borings extended to a depth of approximately 12 feet below the
ground surface. Based on their work, Buckley Engineering Associates concluded there
was no indication that faulting would affect the proposed development or the property.

In 1990, Earth Sciences Associates (ESA) prepared a geologic and geotechnical report for
the El Granada Mobile Home Park, which is located approximately 2,300 feet northwest
of the site, prior to construction of water tanks and a retaining wall on the property. This
investigation included advancing exploratory borings and excavating two fault trenches.
The fault trenches were located along the base of the east-facing bluff, where the primary
fault trace has been mapped. There were no indications of faulting within the trenches
during the initial study or during construction, although a linear, soft zone was observed
during construction. This soft zone was deemed to be a depositional feature by ESA after
the second fault trench was completed. Based on their investigation, ESA concluded the
fault is not located in the area of the water tanks, although it is likely the fault is located
within 100 feet of the tanks, probably to the east.

SITE RECONNAISSANCE

Our geologist performed a surface reconnaissance of the arca on September 4, 2014
consisting of walking the subject site, nearby properties, and roads to observe surficial
features. The existing residence at the site and the adjacent structures on neigbboring
properties appeared to be in satisfactory condition. The subject site appears to have been
graded to create the level building pad, which may have modified or destroyed any fault
related features. The building pad for the residence is located approximately 12 feet
above sea level and 5 feet above the surface of the marsh. No indications of faulting were
observed on the subject site.

Our site reconnaissance included observation of surficial features within the adjacent
marsh area, along West Point Avenue extending to Pillar Point, the harbor shoreline, and
San Mateo County park areas northwest of the site near the EI Granada Mobile Home
Park. There were no indications of active faulting or surface ruptures along the trace of
the San Gregorio/Seal Cove Fault (where viewed as mentioned above), although the
dense vegetation and the recent fluvial activity and deposition in the marsh and harbor
would likely cover any features related to Holocene fault movement,

FAULT ZONE RESEARCH

The Malek property is located along the northeast boundary of the State of California
Earthquake Fault Zone (formerly known as a Special Studies Zone) on the Montara
Mountain Quadrangle (1982), due to the presence of the active San Gregorio/Seal Cove
Fault southwest of the site. Published and unpublished investigation reports have identified

ROMICG ENGINEERS, INC.
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the San Gregorio/Seal Cove Fault within the immediate vicinity of the site along with a
series of “splay faults” near Moss Beach, which is located northwest of the subject site.
The splay faults are presumed to be related to the San Gregorio/Seal Cove Fault and are
variously located on published maps oriented sub-parallel to and west of the primary fault
trace. The following discussion provides a review of investigations and reports related to
the fault in the immediate vicinity of the subject site.

Published geologic maps (Simpson, et al, 1997; Kenneth and Lajoie, 1980: Pampeyan,
1994; William Lettis & Associates, Inc., 2000; William Lettis & Associates, Inc., 2005)
locate the primary trace of the San Gregorio/Seal Cove Fault approximately 400 feet west
of the site within the low-lying marsh (as shown on Figures 3, 4, 5, and 6). Topographic
evidence (including uplifted west bluff, east-facing scarp, deformed marine terrace, and
the low-lying basin/marsh) indicates the fault extends northwest from the marsh along the
east-facing scarp. The location of the fault near the subject site and within the marsh area
was confirmed by fault trenching within the Seal Cove Gap (Simpson, et al, 1997; see
Figure 5) and at the base of the Seai Cove Bluffs (William Lettis & Associates, Inc., 2005;
see Figure 3).

A study by Jack (1969) indicates the presence of a northeast-facing scarp on the ocean
floor to the southwest, which may indicate the location of the fault beneath the harbor.
The subject site is located northeast of this scarp, as shown on Figure 5.

Simpson, et al (1997) concluded that the mapped fault as identified in their study
represents the eastern-most fault feature within the broad zone of the San Gregorio/Seal
Cove fault system and that other faults within the fault system would lie offshore to the
west, with the exception of a smalt west-facing scarp across a Holocene-aged alluvial fan
of Denniston Creek, which is located approximately 3,500 feet northeast of the subject
site (See Figure 2). Fault splays extending from the primary trace were mapped by
William Cotton and Associates (1980) and are shown extending to the west of the fault in
general agreement with conclusions by Simpson, et al (1997).

Review of Google Earth imagery and a subsequent overlay displaying the approximate
location of Alquist Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone indicates a “trace™ of a fault trending
toward the subject site from the southeast beneath the harbor. Our research did not
indicate the basis or source for the mapped fault trace.

AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS

Two sets of stereo pair aerial photographs were viewed and interpreted for this study. The
images were flown in 1931 and 1941, and ranged in scale from 1:18,000 to 1:24,000.
These images are listed in the References section of this report. The existing residence is
present in both photo imagery sets. The residence is located on an elevated terrace
adjacent to the beach. The surrounding area on the north and northeast is developed as
agricultural ficlds. The ground surface is thus disturbed and fauit-related features may be
obscured. However, there are no apparent lineations or tonal features projecting toward
the site and thus no indications of prior ground surface rupture.

ROMIG ENGINEERS, INC.
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In our opinion, there are no indications in the published geologic literature of active faults
trending toward or beneath the subject site. Based on our review of published and
unpublished reports and maps. the primary trace of the San Gregorio/Seal Cove Fault is
located west of the subject site.

Due to the proximity to the San Gregorio/Seal Cove Fault, severe ground shaking should
be anticipated at the site during an earthquake along this fault system.

Although we do not believe that fault trenching is required to confirm the conclusions
from our geologic review, a design-level geotechnical investigation including subsurface
exploration should be completed to address the geotechnical conditions at the site and to
provide earthwork guidelines and foundation design criteria for the proposed remodeling
and addition to the residence.

Please call if you have questions or comments about the findings and conclusions from the
geologic feasibility study summarized in this letter report.

Very truly yours,

ROMIG ENGINEERS, INC.

Ch St long

Christina M. Tipp
Senior Staff Geologist

D

Expires 11/30/15

Crchard SWtelard.-

Richard G. Woodard, P.E., G.E.

Attachments:

List of References

Figure 1 — Vicinity Map

Figure 2 — Vicinity Geologic Map

Figure 3 — Geologic Map Excerpt (William Lettis & Associates, 2003)
Figure 4 — Geologic Map Excerpt (William Lettis & Associates, 2000)
Figure 5 — Geologic Map Excerpt (Simpson et al. 1997)

Figure 6 — Geologic Map Excerpt (L.ajoie and Weber, 1980)

Copies: Addressee (1)

McGrift Architects (4)
Attn: Mr. Benjamin McGriff

ROMIG ENGINEERS, INC.
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Geotechnical » Geologic » Coastal = Environmental

5741 Palmer Way » Carlsbad, California 92010 » (760) 438-3155 « FAX (760) 931-0915 » www.geosoilsinc.com

December 12, 2014

Dr. Reza Malek

c/o McGriff Architects
1475 15" Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

SUBJECT: TsunamiRunupand Force Analysis for 114 West Point Avenue, El Granada,
San Mateo County, California.

Reference: “Tsunami Inundation Map for Emergency Planning, Montara Mountain Quadrangle,”
1:24,000 scale, dated June 15, 2009, by Stale of California, County of San Mateo.

Dear Dr. Malek:

At your request, GeoSoils Inc. (GSl) is pleased to provide this Tsunami Runup and Force
Analysis for114 West Point Avenue in San Mateo County. The reason for the report is that
the site is mapped by the State of California to be in a tsunami inundation zone (see above
reference). The County of San Mateo is required to determine if the proposed
development is reasonably safe from damage due to a tsunami over the life of the
development. Our scope of work includes our previous inspection of the site and
surrounding area, review of the available oceanographic data and tsunami information for
the area (see references), analysis of tsunami propagation onto the subject site, and
preparation of this report. Photograph 1, downioaded, with permission from the California
Coastal Records Project web site (http://www.californiacoastline.org/), shows the site and
the adjacent shoreline in September 2013. The site is currently occupied by a residential
structure. The proposed project is a renovation and addition to the structure. The
development is over 130 feet from the highest water mark surveyed on January 27, 2014.
The site is fronted by a very gently sloping beach. The beach is subject to very little wave
energy due to the breakwater located about 3000 feet away.

ATTACHMENT C



Photograph 1. Subject site and adjacent shoreline/development September 2013,

TSUNAMI RUNUP AND OVERTOPPING ANALYSIS

The stated purpose of the above referenced tsunami inundation map is for coastal
gvacuation planning only. It is not a site specific analysis of the potential impacts of a
tsunami on the existing or proposed development. In order to determine potential tsunami
impacts at the site, in light of future sea level rise over the life of the development (75
years), an extreme event tsunami analysis will be provided herein. There are many
experts that study and publish up to date information on tsunamis including Dr. James
Lander at NOAA, Dr Jose Borrero, and Dr. Costa Synolakis at the USC Tsunami Research
Center (http://www.usc.edu/dept/tsunamis/2014/index.php). Either of these sources can
provide the San Mateo County reviewer with extensive information on tsunami events.
Based upon our review of the historical data and tsunami forecast modeling by the USC
Tsunami Research Center, a 6.5 feet high tsunami for this area would be on the order of
a 500-year recurrence interval event. For our analysis, a 6.5 feet tsunami will be the
conservative, extreme, tsunami wave height.

To determine how a tsunami may impact the site, the physical setting of the site relative
to the ocean needs to be discussed. As a tsunami propagates towards the site, it first
encounters the breakwater at Half Moon Bay. The breakwater is located in about 30 feet
of water and rises to an elevation of about +15 feet NGVD29 (~mean sea level [MSL]).
The tsunami will break on or before the breakwater and then possibly overtop the
structure. Depending upon the tide, sorne or most of the tsunami energy will be lost on the
breakwater and or reflected back offshore. The portion of the tsunami that overtops the
breakwater forms a critical flow bore that will then propagate across the bay to the site, a
distance of about 3,000 feet. The tsunami bore will reach the shoreline and will than



propagate onto the site. Basic hydraulic modeling of this bore propagation would use the
Manning Equation for open channel flow with a roughness coefficient (Manning Equation
variable N) due to the vegetation. It is very important to point out that the tsunami will
reach the shoreline area in the form of a bore, that is a pulse of water. It is NOT a
continuous flow nor a sustained flow of water.

As a tsunami encounters the breakwater in front of the property, the wave will rush up, and
sometimes over, the breakwater crest. Wave runup is defined as the vertical height above
the still water level to which a wave will rise on a structure (breakwater) of infinite height.
Overtopping is the flow rate of water over the top of a finite height structure (breakwater)
as a result of wave runup. Wave runup and overtopping for an extreme tsunami event is
calculated using the US Army Corps of Engineers Automated Coastal Engineering System
(ACES). ACES is an interactive computer based design and analysis system in the field
of coastal engineering. The methods to calculate runup and overtopping implemented
within this ACES application are discussed in greater detail in Chapter 7 of the Shore
Protection Manual {1984 ) and the Coastal Engineering Manual (2004). The overtopping
estimates calculated herein are corrected for the effect of onshore winds. Figure 1is a
diagram showing the analysis terms.

Figure 1. Wave runup terms from ACES manual.

The wave, wind, and water level data used as input to the tsunami runup and overtopping
application will be the extreme tsunami height of 6.5 feet with the water level at highest
recorded water level, corrected for future sea level rise (SLR). This represent the worse
case scenario with a very low probability of occurrence, if the tsunami occurs at low tide it



will liely not overtop the breakwater. Figure 2 shows the spread of sea level rise projection
over the next 90 years. The proposed development will have an estimated design life of
50 to 75 years. The range spread over the economic life of the proposed project is from
a low of 0.5 feet (USACOE/Low) to a high 4.5 feet (COPC high). The California Coastal
Commission (CCC) released a Draft Sea-Level Rise (SLR) Policy Guidance document in
October 2013. The document is currently undergoing revisions, and has not been finalized,
approved, or officially implemented. The CCC currently proposes to adopt the National
Research Council (NRC) 2012 SLR estimates (NRC is the same as COPC) of 16.56 inches
to 65.76 inches over the time peried from 2000 to 2100. The CCC recommendaticn is to
use an SLR estimate in that range. The extreme water elevation at the breakwater used
in this analysis is +8.5 feet NGVD29 (max recorded historical still water of 5.0 feet NGVD29
on January 27, 1983 [Monterey NOAA Tidal Station]+ 3.5 feet sea level rise). TABLE Il is
the ACES output for these design condlitions.

A COPC High
B COPC Low

b0 s  CAComial Conmwrvaney
LISACE / Migh

- e USACE / intermediate
"""" USACE / Low e e B R e—— -, PR

. Wermeer and Rahmstod
*Aean and Range
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5ea Level Change Relative to Year 2010 [R)

o
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Year
Figure 2. Range of sea level rise predictions over the next 90 years adopted from Everest
International Consultants Inc. 2011.
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ﬂCES J Mode : ‘Smgle Caze Funct mnal ﬂrea '.-.laue 73 Structure Interact ion
ﬁppl ication: Haue Btmup imd Eluertnpp mg on Impermf:ablf: Structures
I
Item Ln 1t Value i Bcrugh Slope

i Runup and
lnc: 1dent l.-.laue nght Hi: | i‘t & .5@@ t Dvertupp 1ng i
Wave Period T: | sec 30.6000 e
COTAN of HNearshore Slope COT(#): | 180.000

Water Depth at Structure Toe ds: ft 30.000 114 West Point
COTAN of Structure Slope COT(8): 1.560 TSUNAMI RUNUP
Structure Height Above Toe hs: ft 35.000 SLR 3.5 FEET
Rough Slope Coefficient a: 0.956

Rough Slope Coefficient b: 0.398

kave Runup R: It 13.677

Onshore Wind Uelocity u: ft-sec 33.756

Deepuwater Wave Height HO: ft 4.092

Relative Height ds-HO: | 7.332

Wave Steepness HO/ (gT*2): | 0.000141 ;

Overtopping Coefficient i 0. 050000 |

Overtopping Coefficient (star0: 0.140000

I]w:r*topp mg Rate 0: 1735t 3.581

The calculated overtopping rate of the breakwater with 3.5 feet of future SLR is 3.6 ft¥/s-ft.
For the calculated overtopping rate the height of water can be calculated using the
following empirical formula provided by the USACOE (Protection Alternatives for Levees
and Floodwalls in Southeast Louisiana, May 2006, equation 3.1) based upon the calculated
overtopping rate Q for the 3.5-foot SLR. case.

g = 05443, [g. h**

Therefore, for SLR of 3.5 feet with an overtopping rate of 3.6 ft*/s-ft the water height h,=
1.1 feet. The overtopping waters will propagate across the bay with some loss in elevation
due to friction. For conservative analysis, assume that the height of the tsunami bore is
1 feet when it reaches the shoreline. The US Army Corps of Engineers Coastal
Engineering Manual (CEM)states that for every 25 feet that a wave overtopping travels
across the beach, the height of the runup bore is reduced by 1 foot. The distance from the
shoreline to the closet portion of the development is over 100 feet. |t is unlikely that the



tsunami bore will reach the site and even if it does the bore height will be less than 1 foot.

The proposed development has a very low but not zero probability of being subject to some
tsunami runup. The runup will be less than 1 foot in height for the reasons detailed above.
The methodology for calculating wave forces on a building/wall is contained in Chapter Vi-5
of the US Army Corp of Engineers CEM (2004). This method is reasonably conservative
and consistent with the standard of practice. Figure 3 below shows the terms used in the
calculation.

Assumed Decay of Breaker

Figure 3. Broken wave force on wall/building/footing from the CEM.

The formula for the force of the broken wave surge is:

F

surge

~4.5pgH,?

Using a H, of 0.75 feet the calculation yields a F_ .= 160 |bs/ft. This force is the horizontal
force of the bore or wave surge on the wall of the building. This force is not considered
significant as compared to dynamic forces on the building due to seismic acceleration of
the building mass. In addition, the proposed finished floor is about 1.5 feet above the
existing grade. Therefore, it is unlikely that the building will be subject to flooding.

SAN MATEO COUNTY TSUNAMI REVIEW SCOPE OF WORK

GSl is please to respond possible concerns that may be raised by San Mateo County
{SMC) officials. For ease of review the possible concerns are provided in italics followed
by our response.

PURPQSE: The purpose of this report is to demonstrate that the design of the proposed
development complies with Section 6326.2(b) of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations
(Tsunami inundation Area Criteria).



Does the design of the project, as described in the plans, comply with Section 6326.2 of the
Zoning Regufations?

It is GSl's opinion that the development as proposed complies with Section 6326 of the
SMC Zoning Regulations.

A. Section 6326.2(b) of the San Mateo County Zoning Regulations: This section provides
the following criteria for Residential Structures proposed in areas designated as “Tsunami
Inundation Areas”. Section (b} states “residential structures and resort developments
designed for transient or other residential use may be permitted under the following
circumstances™:

1. The applicant submits a report prepared by a competent and recognized authority
estimating the probable maximum wave height, wave force, run-up angle, and level of
inundation in connection with the parcel or lof upon which the proposed devefopment is to
be located.

This report is prepared by David Skelly, a California licenced professional engineer
specializing in coastal engineering. | have over 37 years experience in coastal
engineering. Prior to joining the GSI team, | worked as a research engineer at the Center
for Coastal Studies at Scripps Institution of Oceanography for 17 years. During my tenure
at Scripps, | worked on coastal erosion problems throughout the world. | have written
numerous technical reports and published papers on these projects. | have performed
numerous wave runup analysis for coastal development, including analyzing coastal
processes, wave forces, water elevation, longshore transport of sand, and coastal erosion.
| have extensive experience in producing environmental doccumentation concering coastal
projects on the federal, state, and local level. | am recognized by the California Coastal
Commission as professionally capable of producing this type of tsunami runup analysis.
I am a founding member of the Association of Coastal Engineers.

Does the report provide estimates, based on credible and listed sources, of the following,
in connection with the parcel or lot upon which the proposed devefopment is to be located:
a) probable maximum wave height, b) wave force, ¢) run-up angle, and d) leve! of
inundation?

Yes. The maximum tsunami bore height at the site will be less than 1 foot. The force will
be minimal. Provided that the finished first floor is 1 foot or greater above adjacent grade
there will be no inundation of the structure.

How do a) through d) of the question above change with anticipated rises in sea level?

The analysis herein used 3.5 feet of sea level rise over the next 75 years. This is in the
upper range recommended by the CCC.

2. No structure covered by this section shall be alfowed within that portion of the lot or
parcel where the projected wave height and force is fifty (50) percent or more of the
projected maximum, unless: (a) the highest projected wave height above ground level at



the location of the structure is less than six (6) feet, (b) no residential floor level is less than
two (2) feet above that wave height, and (c) the structural support is sufficient to withstand
the projected wave force.

No portion of the site will be subject to bore height or forces that are greater than about
15% of the design tsunami height (6.5 feet) and resulting force. The wave force is
proportional to the square of the velocity. Therefore, a 6-foot tsunami will have 36 times
the force of a 1 foot tsunami bore.

Are residential structure(s) proposed within that portion of the lot or parcel where the
projected wave height and force is fifty (50) percent or more of the projected maximum?

No.

With anticipated rise in sea level factored in, would the project comply with the question
above?

The analysis herein accounted for 3.5 feet of sea level rise over the next 75 years. This
is based upon the latest published SLR predictions. It should be noted that an increase
of sea level as much a 4 feet over the next 75 years will not change the level of inundation
at the site. The site is reasonably safe from tsunamis due to the breakwater, the 3000 feet
set back from the breakwater, and elevation above the potential flood levels. The natural
grade at the base of the structures is ~9 feet NGVD29. The first floor height is ~11 feet
NGVD29.

3. No structure covered by this section shall be allowed within that portion of the lot or
parcel where the projected wave height and force is less than fifty (50) percent of the
projecfed maximum unless the requirements of subsection b, 2), (a), and (c) are satisfied
and the residential flood level is at least one (1) foot above the highest projected level of
inundation.

Not applicable.

Are residential structure(s) proposed within that portion of the lot or parcel where the
projected wave height and force is less than fifty (50) percent of the projected maximum?

No.
4. Permission under this subsection shall not be granted if the Planning Commission
determines that sufficient dafa, upon which the report required by subsection 1) must be

based, is unavailable and cannot feasiblely be developed by the applicant.

Is the report required by subsection 1) based on sufficient data? If not, is the information
available or can the preparer feasiblely develop the sufficient data? '



It is GSI opinion that the the analysis herein meets the standard of practice for coastal
engineering and accurately describes the potential tsunami hazard at the site.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The proposed project is reasonably safe from tsunami hazards due to its elevation and
location relative to the shoreline. in addition, the breakwater provides a significant
structural barrier to tsunami propagation onto the sites. The tsunami wave will break on the
breakwater and possibly overtop the structure. It will then propagate across the open
water of the protected bay to the shoreline. Upon reaching the shoreline, the tsunami bore
will runup as the grade elevation increases. Ifit reaches the site the bore will be less than
1 foot in height with no significant force. The proposed finished floors are reasonably safe
from tsunami inundation due to their elevation above finished grade.

In closing, there is no significant tsunami hazard at the proposed project. No
recommendations are necessary to mitigate the less than significant hazard from an
extreme tsunami to the development. However, because there will be many hours of
warning prior to the arrival of a tsunami, the applicant should be aware of the tsunami
evacuation routes in the area.

Should have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned at (760)
438-3155.

Sincerely,

.

GeoSoils, Inc.
David W. Skelly MS, PE
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

At the request of Paravati Construction Inc., Coast Range Biological LLC conducted a preliminary
delincation to determine the location and extent of waters, including wetlands, potentially subject to
jurisdiction by the U.5. Amy Corps of Engineers (Corps) under Section 404 of the Clcan Water Act
(CWA), and by the California Coastal Cominission {CCC)/County of San Mateo under the California
Coastal Act (CCA)/San Mateo County Local Coastal Program (LCP) at 1 15 West Point Avenue in El
Granada in unincorporated San Mateo County, California (“project site™) (Figure 1). The proposed
project involves construction of a garage, upstairs office, and storage building northwest of an existing
residence, as shown on project plans prepared by McGriff' Architects. The “study area™ for this
delineation includes the project site and adjacent areas extending ~100-feet around the project site.
Due to a lack of access on adjacent private property, areas outside the project site were assessed by an
analysis of background materials along with a visual reconnaissance from the project site and other
publicly accessible areas. A particular focus of the delincation was determining the location of the
Pillar Point Marsh boundary in rclation to the project site.

The CWA gives the Corps and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) jurisdiction over “waters of
the United States™ which include lakes, rivers, strears (including intermittent or ephemeral sircams)
and wetlands. “Wetlands™ are jointly defined by thc Corps and EPA as:

"Those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and
duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence
of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include
swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas” (Federal Register 1980; Federal Register 1982).

Wetlands are defined in the LCP as:

“An area where the water table is ar, near, or above the land surface long enough to bring
about the formation of hydric soils or to support the growth of plants which normally are
Jfound to grow in water or wet ground. Such wetlands can include mudflats (barren of
vegetation), marshes, and swamps. Such wetlands can be either fresh or saliwater, along
streams (riparian), in tidally influenced areas (near the ocean and usually below extreme high
water of spring tides), marginal to lakes, ponds, and man-made impoundments. Wetlands do
not include areas which in normal rainfall years are permanently submerged (streams, lakes,
ponds and impoundments), nor marine or estuarine areas below extreme low water of spring
tides, nor vernally wet areas where the soils are not hydric.”

2.0 METHODS

Prior to the field delineation, available reference materials were reviewed, including the Soil Survey of’
San Mateo County (NRCS 2013), National Wetlands Inventory maps (USFWS 2013), topographic
maps {(USGS 1956), acrial photographs, and the San Matco County LCP. A routine-level jurisdictional
delincation was conducted on December 19, 2013. The project site was field-checked for indicators of
hydrophytic vegetation, wettand hydrology, and hydric soils. Sampie points were taken on the project
site and recorded on Corps data forms provided in the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers
Wetland Delineation Manual. Arid West Region (Version 2.0} (*“Arid West Supplement’)
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(USACE 2008)'. Data forms arc prescnted in Appendix A. The adjacent study area, where access was
unavaitable due to private property constraints, was visually asscssed from the project site and
surrounding publicly acccssible areas in conjunction with a detailed review of acrial photographs, Soil
Survey data (NRCS 2013), National Wetlands [nventory maps (USFWS 2013), topographic maps
{USGS 1956), and the San Mateo County LCP.

This wetland delineation and preliminary jurisdictional determination followed guidelines provided in
the Arid West Supplement and the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (“Corps
Manuai”) (Environmental Laboratory 1987). In addition, areas that could meet the CCA/LCP wetland
definition were also evaluated (¢.g., the “one-parameter approach”, where the presence of any one
indicator—hydrophytic vegetation, wetland hydrology, or hydric soils—is generally sufficient to
delineate an area as wetland under the CCA/LCP). Based on the presence or absence of field
indicators—including vegelation, hydrology and soils—the limits of potential jurisdictional wetlands
and other waters of the U.S. and CCA/L.CP wcre detcrmined. Study area features were mapped on a
2010 digital orthophoto using ArcGIS mapping software (Appendix B).

2.1 Bydrophytic Vegetation

Hydrophytic vegetation is defined as “the sum total of macrophytic plant life that occurs in areas
where the frequency and duration of inundation or zoif saturation produce permanently or periodically
saturated soils of sufficient duration to exert a controlling influence on the plant species present”
(Environmental Laboratory 1987). In order to detcrmine if hydrophytic vegetation is present, each
plant species occurting in a sample plot is identified and assigned a wetland indicator status (Table 1)
based on the National Wetland Plant List (Lichvar 2013).

Table 1. Wetland Plant Indicator Status.

Indicator Qualitative Description
Status Rating Designatien (Lichvar 2013)
Obligate (OBL) Hydrophvte Almost always occur in wetlands
Facultative Wetland {(FACW)| Hydrophyie Usually occur in wetlands, but may occur in non-wetlands
Facultative (FAC) Hydrophyte Occur in wetlands and non-wetlands
Facuitative Upland (FACU) | Nonhydrophyte | Usually occur in non-wetlands, but may oceur in wetlands
Upland {UPL) Nonhydrophyte Almost never ocour in wetlands

Plants that have an indicator status of OBL, FACW, and FAC are considcred to be typically adapted
for life in anacrobic soils conditions, and qualify as hydrophytic species for Section 404 dclincations.
If more than 50 percent of the dominant plant species present in a sample plot are classified as
hydrophytic species (€.g., FAC or wetter), the arca has met the hydrophytic vegetation criterion,
Dominant species are selected using the *50/20 rule” (USACE 2008).

! The Arid West Supplement wes chosen for the delineation rather than the Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region
Supplement because the study area’s habitat and climatic conditions are more typical of San Francisco Bay Area coaditions
where the Arid West Supplement is nsed. As sisted in the Arid West Supplement: “The decision to use the Western
Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Regional Supplement or the Arid West Regional Supplement on a particular field site should
he based on landscape and site conditions, and not solely on map location.”
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2.2 Wetland Hydrology

Wetland hydrology “encompasses all hydrologic characteristics of areas thal are periodically
inundated or have soils saturated to the surface at some time during the growing season sufficicnt to
create anacrobic and reducing conditions™ (Environmental Laboratory 1987). The jurisdictional
wetland hydrology criterion is satisfied if the area is inundated or saturated to the surface for a
minimum of five percent of the growing season. If recorded data, such as stream or tidal gauge data,
arc lacking, field indicators are used to determine the presence of wetland hydrology. Field indicators
include primary indicators, such as observed inundation or saturation, biotic crust, and oxidized
rhizospheres on living roots; or secondary indicators, such as drainage patterns and FAC-neutru) tcst.
The presence of one primary indicator, or two sccondary indicators, is sufficient to conclude that san
arca has wetland hydrology (USACE 2008).

2.3 Hydric Soils

Hydric soils are defined by the Natural Resources Conservation Service as *'soils that formed under
conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding long enough during the growing season to develop
anaerobic conditions in the upper part of the soil” (Federal Register 1994), Nearly all hydric soils
exhibit characteristic morphologies that result from repeated periods of saturation or inundation, or
both, for more than a few days. Characteristic hydric soil indicators observable in the field include:
histic epipedons; sutfidic material; aquic or preaquic meisture regime; reducing conditions; iron and
manganese concretions; and soil colors (gleyed soils, soils with mottles and/or low chroma matrix).
Celor designations are determined by comparing a soil sample with a standard Munsell soil color chart
{Gretag Macbeth 2000). The presence of any one of the above listed field indicators is considered
sufficient to meet the hydric soil criterion.

2.4 Other Waters of the U.S.

In addition to potential jurisdictional wetlands, this study evaluated the presence of any waters of the
U.S. and/or State of California other than wetlands potentially subject to jurisdiction under Section
404 of CWA and/or the CCA/LCP. “Other walers” are seasonal or perennial water bodies, such as
lakes, strearn channels (including intermittent or ephemeral streams), drainages, ponds, and other
surface water features that cxhibit an Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM) but lack positive indicators
of one or more of the three wetland parameters (hydrophytic vegetation, wetland hydrology, hydric
soils) (Federal Register 1986). In non-tidal “other waters,” Corps jurisdiction extends to the OHWM,
defined as “that line on the shore established by the fluctuations of water and indicated by physical
characteristics such as clear, natural line impressions on the bank, shelving, changes in the
charactcristics of the soil, destruction of terrcstrial vegetation, the presence of litter and dcbris, or other
appropriate mcans that consider the characteristics of the surrounding arcas” (Federal Register 1986;
USACE 2005).

3.0 LIMITATIONS

This is a preliminary delineation based on the aforementioned methods, conditions observed at the
time of the field survey, the biologist’s interpretation of those conditions, and best professional
judgment. Expert opinion may differ. The rcgulatory agencies make the final determination on the
prescnce or absence of wetlands or other waters on a project site, and a delineation is not final unless
verified by thesc agencies. The delingation was conducted at a time of year when seasonal hydrology
was lacking and plant identification difficult due to senescence of herbaceous species from the
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previous growing season and recent germination of grasses and forbs afier fall rains. Plants that arc
dominant at the time of this survey may shift in imporiance depending on rainfall conditions and the
season of the survey, or population shifts over time. Areas outside the project site werc not surveyed
on foot due to private property constraints. These areas were assessed from publicly accessible areas
and a review of background matenials.

4.0 PROJECT SITE AND STUDY AREA DESCRIPTION

The project site covers ~4,150 ft? (0.095-acre) and occurs at 115 West Point Avenuc in El Granada in
unincorporated San Mateo County (Figure 1). The study area covers ~1.4-acres and includes the
project site and adjacent areas extending outward 100 feet, The project site and study area occur at ~10
feet elevation and are gencrally level or sloping gradually toward the southwest (USGS 1956). The
project site is heavily disturbed by past and ongoing activity associated with the adjacent residence,
and is used priroarily as a parking and storage arca for vehicles, shipping containers, and other debris
{Appendix C). The surrounding study area consists of commercial development to the north and east
and undeveloped land associated with Pillar Point Marsh and Pillar Point Harbor to thc west and
south, respectively.

4,1 Vegetation

Four habitats are present on the study area: Ruderal, Developed, Iceplant-Dune, and Poison Hemlock
(Appendix B). Ruderal habitat covers the project site and consists of highly disturbed areas dominated
by non-native grasses and forbs including soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus’, FACU), sweet alyssum
(Lobularia maritima, UPL), Italian ryegrass (Festuca perennis, FAC), wild oats (dvena sp., UPL),
ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus, UPL), cheeseweed (Maiva parviflora, UPL), wild radish (Raphanus
sativus, UPL), and Bermuda buttercup (Oxalis pes-caprae, UPL), along with patches of saltgrass
{Distichlis spicata, FAC) in sandy areas and planted Montercy cypress (Hesperocyparis macrocarpa,
UPL) southeast of the house. Developed habitat consists of residential and commercial development,
along with associated infrastructure and landscaping, and occurs adjacent o the project site around the
cxisting residence, and north and east of the project site in areas of commercial development. Iceplant-
Dune habitat occurs in southwestern portions of the study area in remnant sand dunes, and is
dominated by a dense cover of non-native iceptant (Carpobrotus edulis, UPL), along with occasiona)
native dune spccics such as saltgrass, beach strawberry (Fragaria chiloensis, UPL), and American
duncgrass (Elvmus mollis, FACU). Poison Hemlock consists of dense areas of poison hemlock
{Conium maculatum, FACW), wild radish (LUJPL), bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare, FACU), and other
species that were not identifiable due to lack of site access.

4.2 Hydrology

The principal hydrologic sourees for the project site are direct precipitation and surface sheet flow
from surrounding uplands. No drainage channels or ponds were observed on or adjacent to the project
site, No streams have been mapped on the project site or surrounding study area (USGS 1956;
USFWS 2013). Piliar Point Marsh occurs ~125-feet southwest of the project site, and Pillar Point
Harbor occurs ~200-feet southeast of the project site. The study area was dry at the time of the
December 19, 2013 ficld visit.

% Botanical nomenclature foliows Baldwin et al. (2012).
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4.3 Soils

One soil type has been mapped for the study area (NRCS 2013): Denison clay loam, nearly level. This
moderatcly well-drained soil is derived from alluvium, and is typically found on terraces and toc-
slopes. A typical profile consists of clay loam in the upper 10 inches of soil profile, clay from 10 to 45
inches, clay loam from 45 to 61 inches, and loam from 61 to 70 inches. The depth to a restrictive
feature is typically greater than 80 inches, Soils on most of the study area are heavily disturbed by past
land use, and contain areas of non-native gravel as well as sandy areas, and generally did not match
the mapped type.

5.0 RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

Pillar Point Marsh

Based on a review of background materials and a visual rcconnaissance of vegetation, hydrology, and
topogtaphy, the Pillar Point Marsh boundary occurs ~125-feet southwest of the project site (Appendix
B). Previous mapping (USGS 1956; USFWS 2013; LCP Map 7.1} located the marsh boundary
southwest of the project site, and this was confirmed during the field reconnaissance. The marsh is
dominated by open watcr and mudilat in the vicinity of the study arca, with fringing wetland species
such as pickleweed {Salicornia pacifica, OBL) and saltgrass (FAC) near the upland edge. Unvegetated
coastal strand habitat occurs gast and south of the marsh boundary where it enters Pillar Point Harbor,
and the marsh boundary in this area is expected to shift frequently based on rainfall and tidal action.
North and northeast of the marsh boundary, at higher elevations, dense areas of iceplant (UPL) are
present on and adjacent to reminant sand dunes, along with scattered native dune species such as
saltgrass, American duncgrass (FACU), beach strawberry (UPL), and gumplant (Grindelia sp.). In
disturbed areas north and east of the Iceplant-Dune habitat, dense non-native herbaceous vegetation is
present, dominated by poison hemlock (FACW), along with wild radish (LJUPL), bull thistle (FACU),
and other species that were not identifiable due to a lack of site access, Though poison hemlock is
wetland-classified, this area is at a higher elevation than the marsh and separated from it by upland
sand dunes, with no other hydrologic sources observed. Poison hemlock is disturbance-adapted and
tends to occur on berms and other disturbed upland locations with moist soils (Bossard et al. 2000,
Baldwin et al. 2012; personal observation), which frequently occur in the Coastal Zone due to fog drip
and reduced evaporative stress during the dry season from coastal stratus.

Pillar Point Marsh would qualify as a wetland by the Corps and the CCA/LCP. Wetland buffer zones
arg outlined in Section 7.18 of the LCP: “Buffer zones shall extend a minimum of 100 feet landward
Jrom the outermost line of wetland vegelation, This setback may be reduced to no less than 50 feet
only where: (1) no alternative development site or design is possible; and (2) adequacy of the
alternative setback to protect wetland resources is conclusively demonstrated by a professional
biologist to the satisfaction of the County and the State Department of Fish and Game. A larger
setback shall be required as necessary to maintain the functional capacity of the wetland ecosystem.”

Based on the dclincation described abovc, the project site falls outside the Pillar Point Marsh 100-foot
buffer zone (Appendix B).

Project Site

Three sample points were taken on and adjacent to the project site where access was available
(Appendix A), and indicators of the three wetland parameters were generally not observed’. The

¥ See Scclion 3.0 for limitations associated with the delincation,
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project site is highty disturbed and dominated by Ruderal habitat. No surface waler, soil saturation, or
other indicators of wetland hydrology were observed on or adjacent to the project site, (though the
field visit occurred prior to the onset of substantial rainfall typical of the late fall and winter),
Vegetation on the project site was difficult to identify due to extensive disturbance and the season in
which the work was conducted (senescence of herbaceous species from the previous growing season
and recent germination of grasses and forbs after initial fall rains). Based on identifiable species, the
project site is dominated by a mixture of upland or facultative upland grasses and forbs, such as soft
chess (FACU), sweet alyssum (UPL), cheeseweed (UPL),wild radish (UPL), and red filarec (Erodium
cicutarium, UPL), along with areas of FAC-classified species including talian rycgrass and saltgrass
(Appendix A), Saltgrass may be responding to sandy soils rather than wetland hydrology, as the
species was observed on nearby upland dunes and adjacent roadside areas. Species composition is
anticipated to change as vegetation matures throughout the growing season.

Soils on the project site were heavily disturbed by gravel and compaction from ongoing land use, and
gencrally consisted of 10YR 3/2 loam in the upper 4 inches of soil profile and 10YR 4/4 or 4/3 loamy
sand from 4 10 20 inches (Appendix A). Some areas had a clay layer >12 inches deep that contained
redoximorpbic mottles, but this layer generally cccurred beneath the plant rooting zone, and therefore
did not meet hydric soil indicators (USACE 2008).
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APPENDIX A
CORPS DELINEATION DATA FORMS
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM ~ Arid West Region

City/County: El Granada/San Mateo County Sampling Date: __12/19/13
CA Sampling Point: 1
Section, Township, Range: T55,R6W,sec14

Local relief (concave, convey, none): hummocky Slops (%) __0
Lat: 37.502307 Long: ~122.493464 Datum: WGS84

NWI classification: Upland

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the sile typical for this time of year? Yes _J_ No ______ (fno, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation _ v, Soll__¥ _, orHydrology _____ significantly disturbed?
naturally problematic?

Project/Site: 115 West Point Avenue
Applicant/Owner: Reza Malek
Investigator(s}: Coast Range Biological, LLC
Landform (hillsiope, terrace, etc.): vacant lot
Subregion (LRR): LRR-A

Soil Map Unit Name: Denison clay loam, nearly level

Siate:

Are "Normal Circumslances” present? Yes__ v No

Are Vegetation v . Soll , or Hydrology v {If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegstation Present? Yos No__ v to T Dninpled Afee
Fiydde: ol Prawait? Yo No_ ¥ within a Wetland? Yes No_ ¥
Waetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ ¢
Remarks:
Located on hummaocky area next to house. Highly disturbed.
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum {(Plotsize: =} Y% Cover Specles? Status Number of Dominant Speciss
1% That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A}
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Spacies Across All Strata: 4 (B)
4,

Percent of Dominant Species
' . —_=Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 50 (A/B)

Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Flotsize: _  }
£ Prevalence Index worksheet:
2 — Tolal % Coverof.  __ Multiplyby:
a OBL species x1=
4. FACW specles x2=
5. FAC species 40 x3= 120

_ _ =Total Caver FACU species 20 xd= 80
Herb Stratum (Plot size: __ 5'radius ) UPL spedes 30 x5= 150
1. Lobularia maritima 20 Y UPL | column Totals: 90 (A) 350 (8)
2. Distichlis spicata 20 Y FAC
3. Bromus hordeaceus (7} 20 Y FACU Prevalence Index = B/A = 3.88
4. Festuca perennis (7] 20 ¥ FAC Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. Malva parviflora 5 N UpPL __ Dominance Test is >50%
6. Erodium cicutarium 5 N UPL | — Prevalence Index is $3.0'
7. Unknown grass/forb seedlings 5 N __ Morphological Adaptations’ (Provide supporting
B data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)

" " 1 "
95 =Tolal Cover _ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation® (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Flot size: )
1, "indicators of hydric soli and wetland hydrology must
o be prasant, unless disturbed or prablemalic.
__= Total Cover Hydrophytic
Vegetation

% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 5 % Cover of Biotic Crust 0 Present? Yas Mo _ v
Remarks:
Sample point not dominated by hydraphytic vegetation, but plant ID extremely difficult due to disturbance and season.
Abundant seedlings not identifiable, best professional judgment used. Dominance could change based on season.
Distichlis appears most dominant in sandy soils, and is possibly responding to sandy substrate rather than hydrology.
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SOIL Sampling Point; 1

Profila Description: {Describe to the depth needed to decumant the Indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.)

Depth Matrix Redox Faatures

{inches) Color {imelst) % Color(moist) % _ _Tvpe' _ Lgg Texiyre Remarks
04 10YR 3/2 100 sndy loam

4-12 10YR 4/4 100 loamy snd

12-20 10YR 4/3 100 loamy snd

'Type: C=Concantration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains. * ocation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soll Indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unieas otherwive noted.) Indicators for Prohlematic Hydric Solls™:
___ Histosal (A1) ___ Sandy Redox (55) 1 .cm Muck (A9) {LRR C}
___ Histlc Eplpadon (A2) __ Stipped Matrix {S6) ___ 2 cm Muck (A10) {LRR B}
__ Dlack Hietic (A3} ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __. Reduced Vertic (F18)
___ Hydrogen Sulfida (A4) ___ Loamy Gleyed Matrix {F2) ___ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Stratifled Layars {AS) {LRR C) ___ Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Other (Explain n Remarks)
1 em Muck (A9) (LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (FG)
__ Depleted Below Dark Surface {(A11) __ Depletsd Dark Burface (F7)
_ Thick Dark Surface (A12) __ Redox Depressions (F8) *Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and
___ Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1) ___ Vemal Pools (F9) wetland hydrology musl be present,
. Sandy Gleyed Matrix {S4) uniess disturbed or problematic.
Restrictive Layer {if preaent):

Type: none

Depth {inches): Hydric Scil Present? Yes Ne v
Remarks:

Soils highly disturbed. Do not match mapped type. Non-native fill present.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary indicators (minlmum of one required; t apply) Secondary k ulred
___ Surface Water (A1) __ Salt Crust (B11) ___ Water Marks {B1) {Riverine)
__ High Water Tabla (A2) ___ Biotic Crust (B12) ___ Sediment Deposits {B2) (Riverine)
___ Saluration {A3) . Aquatic Invert¢brates (B13) ___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverina)}
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverins) ___ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor {C1) ___ Drainags Pattems (B10)
___ Sadiment Deposits (82) (Nonriverine) __ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) __ Dry-Ssason Water Tabla (C2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3} (Nonriverine) ___ Presence of Reduced iron {C4) __ Crayfieh Bumowe (CB)

___ Surface Soil Cracks (B6} Recent {ron Raduction in Tilled Soils (C6) Saluration Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

___ Inundation Visible on Aerial magery (B7) ___ Thin Muck Surface (CT7) —. Shallow Aquitard (D3)
__ Waler-Stained Leaves {Bf) __ Other {(Explaln In Remarks) . FAC-Neutral Test (D5)
| Fleld Observations:;
Surface Waler Present? Yes___ No_+¥  Depth (inches): Nane
Water Table Present? Yes ____ No_+Y  Depth linches); none
Saturation Present? Yes_ No _,_f_ Depth (inches). none Wetiand Hydrology Present? Yes No
{includes capillary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previeus inspections), if available;
None

Remarks.

Soils dry. No wetland hydrology indicators observed.

US Army Corps of Englneers Arid West - Version 2.0




WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Arid West Region

Project/Site: 115 West Point Avenue City/County: El Granada/San Mateo County Sampling Date: __12/19/13
Applicant/Owner: Reza Malek State: __ CA Sampling Point: 2
Investigator(s): Coast Range Biological, LLC Section, Township, Range: T5S,R6W,secl14

Landform (hillslops, terrace, etc.): vacant lot/hummocky Local relief (concave, convex, none): concave Slope (%) __ 5
Subreglon (LRR): LRR-A Lat: 37.502366 Long: -122.493441 Datum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Denison clay loam, nearly level NWI dlassification: Upland

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this lime of year? Yes L No (i no, explain in Remarks.)

Are Vegetation __ v Soit __ v, or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _ v Mo
Are Vegetation ___v_/__. Soil , or Hydrology __v/_ naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ~ Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydr?phytic Vegetation Present? :es No :: Is the Sampled Area

Hydric Soil Present? o5 No within a Wetland? Yes No
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No__ -

Remarks:

Located on hummacky area next to house. Highly disturbed.

VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.

Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Plot size: ) % Cover Species? _Stalus Number of Dominant Species
1 That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 2 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 4 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
) 3 — = Total Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 50 (AB)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plotsize: ) —ia——
1. Prevalence Index worksheet:
3 —Total%Coverof:  __ Mulliplyby.
3. OBL species x1=
4, FACW species Xx2=
5. FAC species 30 x3= 90
___ _=Total Cover FACU spacies 15 X4= 60
Herb Stratum (Plot size: _ 5" radius ) UPLspedes 25 x5= 125
1. Lobularia maritima 15 vi UPL Column Totals: 70 A) 275 8)
2. Distichlis spicata 15 ¥ FAC
3. Bromus hordeaceus (?) 15 ¥ FACU Prevalence index =B/A= ___ 3.3
4. Festuca perennis (?) 13 Y _EAC_ | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators:
5. Malva parviflora 5 N UPL | __ Dominance Test is >50%
6. Erodium cicutarium 5 N UpL | __ Prevalence Index is $3.0'
7. _Unknown grass/forb seedlings 30 N __ Morphological Adaptations' (Provide supporting
X dala in Remarks or on a separate shaet)
" e Vi P | i
100 _ = Total Cover __ Problematic Hydrophylic Vegetation' {Explain}
Woody Vine Stralum (Plotsize: 1}
1 "Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
2 be present, unless disturbed or problemalic.
__ _=Total Cover Hydrophytic
Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum o % Cover of Biolic Crust 0 Present? Yas No _ ¥
Remarks:

Sample point not dominated by hydrophytic vegetation, but plant ID extremely difficult due to disturbance and time of
year. Abundant seedlings not identifiable, best professional judgment used. Dominance could change based on season.
Distichlis appears most dominant in sandy soils, and is possibly responding to sandy substrate rather than hydrology.

UUS Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 2.0



SOIL Sampling Point: 2

Profile Description: {Describe to the depth needed to decument the indicator or confinm the absenca of indicators,)

Depth Matrix Redox Features

{inches) Color (moist) % Color (moll) % Type' _Loc Texture Remarks
0-4 10YR 3/2 100 sndy {oam

4-10 10YR 4/4 100 ioamy snd

10-20 10YR 3/3 100 ioamy snd

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Deplstion, RM=Reduced Matrix, C5=Covered or Coaled Sand Grains. * acation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

Hydric Soil Indicators: {Applicabls to all LRRs, unless otherwisie noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soits™:
. Histosol (A1) __ Sandy Redox (55} __ 1cm Muck (AS) (LRR C)
__ Histic Epipedon {(A2) . Stipped Matrix (56} — 2gm Muck (A10) (LRR B)
__ Black Histic (A3) ___ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) __ Reduced Verfic (F18)
___ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Glayed Matrix (F2) __ Red Parent Material (TF2)
___ Siratified Layers (AS) (LRR C) __. Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Other (Explain in Remarks)
_ 1 cm Muck (A9} (LRR D) ___ Redox Dark Surface (F&)
___ Deplatad Below Dark Surface (A11) ___ Depleted Dark Swrface (F7)
___ Thick Dark Surface (A12) .. Redox Depressions {F8) *indicators of hydrophytic vegelation and
__ Sandy Mucky Mineral (31) __ Vema Pools (F9) wetland hydrology must be present,
__ Sandy Gleyed Matrix (54} untess disturbed or problematic,
Reatrictive Layer {if present):
Type: NONe
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present?  Yes No_ v
Remarks:

Solls highly disturbed. Do not match mapped type. Restrictive layer not present, but occasional clay layer observed in surrounding
sails >12 inches deep with 10YR 4/6 redox features accurring at/below this layer. Possibly impedes drainage, but redox generally not
observed in upper 12 inches of soil profile.

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology Indicators:
Primary Indicators {minkmum of one required; check all that gpoty) Secondary Indicators (2 of more required)
___ Surfacs Water (A1) __ Sah Crust (Bi1) __ Water Marks (B1) (Riverine)
___ High Water Table (A2) .. Bintic Crust (B12) ___ Sadiment Depoeits (B2) {Riverine)
___ Saturation {A3) ___ Aquatic Inveriebrates (B13} ___ Drift Deposhis (B3) (Riverine)
___ Water Marks (B1) (Nonriverine) ___ Hydogen Sulfide Odor (Ct) ___ Drainage Pattems (B10)
___ Sedimant Deposits (B2} (Nonrivarine} ___ Oxidized Rhizospheras along Living Rools (C3) __ Dry-Season Water Tabla (C2)
___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Nonrlverine) ___ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) _._ Crayfish Burrows (C8}
. Surface Soil Cracks (B6) __ Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) ___ Saluralion Visible on Aeriat Imagery {C9)
___ inundatien Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)  ___ Thin Muck Surface (C7) ___ Shallow Aquitard {D3)
___ Waler-Steined Leaves (B9) . Othar (Expisin in Remarks) ___ FAC-Neutral Tesl (D5)
" Fisld Observations:
Surface Water Present? Yes ____ No_v _ Depih (inches) none
Water Table Present? Yes _____ No_ ¥ __ Depth(inches) none
Saturation Present? Yes__ No_¥_  Depth (inches) _none Woetland Hydrology Presenmt? Yes No_ v
|_{Includes capiflary fringe)

Destribe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitering well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available:
None

Remarks:

Soils dry. No wetland hydrology indicators observed.

US Armmny Corps of Engineers Arid West ~ Version 2.0



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Arid West Region

Project/Site: _115 West Point Avenue City/County: El Granada/San Mateo County Sampling Date: ___12/19/13
Applicant/Owner: Reza Malek Stete: ___CA Sampling Point; 3
Investigator{s) Coast Range Biological, LLC Seclion, Township, Range: T55,R6W,sec14
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): terrace Local relief {concave, convex, none); level Slope (%) __ 0
Subragion (LRR): LRR-A Lat 37.502143 Long: -122.493285 Datum: WGS84
Soil Map Unit Name: Denison clay loam, nearly level NWI dassification: Upland
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes L_ No (f no, explain in Remarks.)
Are Vegetation ____ , Soll , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes _ v No S
Are Vegetation _ v, Soil ______, or Hydrology ¥___ naturally problematic? (If needed, sxplain any answers in Remarks.)
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ~ Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes No__ v Is the Sampled Area
mﬁﬂmﬁl@m ::: :: j within a Wetland? Yes No_
Remarks:

Located in ievel area south of house. No wetland indicators observed.

VEGETATION -~ Use scientific names of plants.

Absoiutes Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratym (Plotsize: ) % Cover Specles? SWatus | nmber of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 A
2 Total Number of Dominant
3 Species Across All Strata: 2 (B)
4.
Percent of Dominant Species
— = Tatal Cover That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 0 (AB)
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plotsize: ______ )
1 Prevalence index worksheet:
2 Total % Coverof.  _ Mullilvby,
3 OBLepacies _  xi=
4 FACW species x2=
5 FAC species 5§ x3= 15
) _= Total Cover FACU BpOGiGS xd=
Herb Stratum (Plotsize: __ 5'radius ) UPL species 80 B 400
1. Oxalis pes-caprae 40 _ Y UPL Colurnn Tolals: 85 (A) 415 ®)
2. Lobularia maritima i s e UPL
3. Malva parviflora 10 N upL Prevalence Index =B/A= ___ 4.88
4. Festuca perennis 5 N FAC Hydrophytic Yegetation Indicators:
5. Unknown grass/forb seedlings 10 N ___ Dominance Test is >50%
5. ___ Pravalence Index is <3.0'
7 __ Morphological Adaptations' (Pravide supporting
5 data in Remarks or on a separale sheet)
3 . : s 1 .
95 = Total Cover ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
Woody Vine Stratum (Plotsize: )
1. "Indicators of hydric soll and wetiand hydrology must
2 be present, unless disturbed or problematic.
— = Total Cover Hydrophytic
Vegetation
% Bare Ground in Herb Stratum 5 % Cover of Biotlic Crust (1] Present? Yes No
Remarks:

Sample point not dominated by hydrophytic vegetation. Some species not identifiable due to season.

US Army Corps of Engineers Arid West — Version 2.0



SOIL Sampling Point: 3
Profile Description: (Describe to the depth neaded to document the indlcator or confirm the absence of indicators.)
Depth Matrix Redox Features
{inches) Colot {molsl) % Colorimoisl) %  Typs' loc  _ Texiure _Remarks
0-8 10YR 3/2 100 loam
8-20 10YR 4/4 100 sndy loam

"Type: C=Concentration, D=Depistion, RM=Reduced Matrix, CS=Covered or Coated Sand Grains.

*Lacation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix.

__ Histasol (A1)

___ Higtic Epipadon {A2)

Black Histic (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A4)

. Stratified Layers (AS) (LRR C}

_—. 1 cm Muck {A9) (LRR D)

__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11)

Hydric Soll indicators: {Applicable to all LRRs, unleas otherwine notad.)

___ Loamy Gleyad Matrix (F2)
. Depleted Matrix (F3}

Sandy Redox (S5)
Stripped Matrix {56)
Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)

Redox Dark Surface (F6)

__ Depletad Dark Surfacs (F7)

Indicators for Problamatic Hydric Solls™:
__ 1cm Muck (A9) (LRR C)

—. 2cm Muck (A10) (LRR B}

___ Reduced Vartic (F18)

__ Red Parent Material (TF2)

___ Other (Explain in Remarks)

__ Surface Soil Cracks (B6})
___ Inundaticn Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7)

___ Recent Iron Reducllon in Tilled Soils {CE)
___ Thin Muck Surface (C7)

_.. Thick Derk Surface (A12) — Redox Depressions (FB} *ndicators of hydrophylic vegetation and
___. Sandy Mucky Mineral (51) __ Vemal Pools (F9) wetand hydrology must be present,
___ Sandy Gleyed Matrix {S4) urjase disturbed or problematic.
[ Restrictive Layer (if present):
Type: None
Depth (inches): Hydric Soil Present? Yes No_ v
Remarks:
Soils do not match mapped type.
HYDROLOGY
Watland Hydrology indicators:
i jicators [mi eck all that app Secondary [ndi 2 of more i
__ Surface Waler (A1) __ Salt Crust (B11) __ Waler Marks (B1) {Riverine)
. High Water Table (A2) __ Biotic Crust (B12) __ Sediment Deposiis (B2) (Riverine)
__ Sawrsllon (A3) — Aguatic Invertebrates (B13) ___ Drift Deposits (B3) (Riverne)
__ Water Marks {B1) (Nonriverine) —— Hydrogen Sullide Odor (C1} ___ Drainaga Pattems (B10)
__ Sadimant Deposits {B2)} (Nonriverine) __ Oxidlzed Rhizospherea along Living Roots (C3) __ Dry-Season Water Table {C2)
__ Drift Deposits (B3) {Nonriverine) — Presence of Reduted lron (C4) ___ Crayfish Burrows {C8)

— Saluration Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9)

Shallow Aquitard (D3)

No wetland hydrology indicators observed.

___ Water-Slained Leaves (B9} __ Other (Explain in Remarks) __ FAC-Neutral Test (D5)

Flald Observations:

Surlace Water Present? Yes __ No_+ _ Depih (inches} none

Water Table Present? Yes No _v _ Dapth {inches): none

Saturation Present? Yes No __/__ Depth (inches): none Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No_ v
{includes capiliary fringe)

Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, meniloring well, asrial photos, previous inspections), if available:

None

Remarks:

US Army Corps of Engineers

Arid West — Varsion 2.0




APPENDIX B
DELINEATION MAP OF THE STUDY AREA

Preliminary Wetland Delineaiion Coast Ronge Biologicat, LLC
115 West Point Avenue, Bl Granada December 2013



sszmss Pillar Point Marsh Boundary (Approx.)

Appendix B, Preliminary delineation map of the study area.

Mapscale: 1:800 N ‘

. 0 25 50 100 A
Orthaphoto Dale: 2010 — — ot

Coast RaNGE
Pt




APPENDIX C

STUDY AREA PHOTOS

Preliminary Wetland Delineation Coasl Ringe Biological, LLC
E15 West Point Avenue, El Granada December 2013



Appendix C, Photograph 1. Project site, north of existing house, looking southwest.

Appendix C, Photograph 2. Southeast of existing house, looking northwest.

Preliminary Wetland Delineation Coast Range Biclogical, LLC
115 West Point Avemue, El Granada December 2013



ATTACHMENT E

__From the o of J lles ie L

Date: April 17, 2014

To: Dr. Reza Malek, care of Paravati Construction
From: Jim Gillespie, Consulting Arborist

Subject: Monterey Cypress - Review Letter

The purpose of this letter is review the current health of the Monterey cypress, cupressus macrocarpa,
which is defined as a significant tree by San Mateo County. This tree will need to be removed to make
way for the proposed remodel of the existing cottage on the property.

LOCATION OF THE TREE

The Monterey cypress is located adjacent to the southwest corner of an existing deck structure at 115
West Point Ave, in San Mateo County, California. The tree is 39 inches in diameter and is fully mature.
It is important to note that the tree canopy is overtopped by another Monterey cypress within 25ft.

HEALTH OF THE TREE

The tree is in good health at the time of inspection, as there are no symptoms or signs of dangerous
diseases or insects. This being said, shaded out. trees may eventually succumb to insects or disease.
Removing the overtopped tree will increase the amount of light and moisture received by the remaining
tree and therefore increase its health, growth, and resistance to other stresses. '

PICTURE

1Tree Growth and Competition. 2007. 1st ed. [ebook] Qakland, Califormia: Regents of the /c
Division of Agriculture and Natural Resources., pp.3-5. Available at: <http://ucanr.edu/sitesffore m D

[Accessed 17 Apr. 2014]. APR 2 3 20
14
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County of San Mateo

)

"% Planning & Building Department

2 | 455 County Center, 2nd Floor Mail Drop PLN122
o ,.f:.,.f(“ Redwood City, California 94063 plngbldg@smcgov.org
650/363-4161 Fax: 650/363-4849 www.C0o.sanmateo.ca.us/planning

November 24, 2014

Benjamin McGriff
McGriff Architects
1475 - 15th Street
San Francisce, CA 94103

Dear Mr. McGriff:

SUBJECT: Coastside Design Review Recommended Approval
115 West Point Avenue, Princeton
APN 047-032-160; County File No. PLN 2014-00133

At its meeting of July 10, 2014, the San Mateo County Coastside Design Review Committee
considered your application for design review approval as part of a Non-Conforming Use Permit,
Coastal Development Permit, and Lot Merger to allow construction of a 3,973 sq. ft. two-story
addition that includes a 660 sq. ft. attached two-car garage, to an existing 1,888 sqg. ft. two-story
single-family residence, on an existing 7,000 sqg. ft. legal parcel, where 5,000 sq. ft. is the
required minimum, including a proposal to remove two (2) trees. The Non-Conforming Use
Permit is required, pursuant to Section 6134.6 of the County Zoning Regulations, to allow
enlargement of a non-conforming residential use in a non-residential (Waterfront) Zoning
District. The Lot Merger is reguired to accommeodate the proposed expansion. The project is
appealable to the California Coastal Commission.

Based on the plans, application forms and accompanying materials submitted, the Coastside
Design Review Committee recommended approval of your project based on and subject to the
following findings and recommended conditions of approval:

FINDINGS

The Coastside Design Review Officer found that.

1. For the Environmental Review

This project is exempt from environmeantal review pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), Section 15301, Class 1(e), relating to additions to existing structures.

The Coastside Design Review Committee found that:

2 For the Design Review

This project is in compliance with the Design Review Standards for One-Family
Residential Development in the Midcoast, Section 6565.20 of the San Mateo County
Zoning Regulations, specifically elaborated as follows:

ATTACHMENT F



Benjamin McGriff -2- November 24, 2014
McGriff Architects

a. The proposed structure exhibits numerous articulated areas that include the
connection of two structures with an enclosed entry hall, and architectural features
such as gables and dormers (Section 6565.20(D)1.d and e).

b.  The proposed architectural style incorporates design elements such as gable roofs,
dormers and weli placed fenestrations framed with trims. As proposed, the home
establishes itself as an example for future neighborhood renovations (Section
6565.20(D)2).

c.  The primary gable roof form serves both as a mitigating element for mass and bulk
and maintains consistency with the existing home's roof form (Section 6565.20(D)3).

d.  As proposed and conditioned, the materials such as western red cedar shingles and
earth-tone colors as the project’'s color scheme enhance the neighborhood and are
compatible with coastal architecture in the area. Condition No. 4.aincludes a
recommendation to explore changing the exterior material at the entry corner hall to
a translucent material, if deemed feasible (Section 6565.20(D)4).

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Current Planning Section

1.

The project shall be constructed in compliance with the plans recommended for approval
by the Coastside Design Review Committee on July 10, 2014, Any changes or revisions
to the approved plans shall be submitted to the Design Review Officer, subject to review
and approval, prior to implementation. Minor adjustments to the project may be approved
by the Design Review Officer if they are consistent with the intent of and are in substantial
conformance with this approval. Alternatively, the Design Review Officer may refer
consideration of the revisions to the Coastside Design Review Committee, with applicable
fees to be paid.

The design review final approval shall be valid for five (5) years from the date of approval,
in which time a building permit shall be issued and a completed inspection (to the
satisfaction of the Building Inspector) shall have occurred within 180 days of its issuance.
The design review approval may be extended by one 1-year increment with submittal of
an application for permit extension and payment of applicable extension fees sixty (60)
days prior to the expiration date.

The applicant shall include the recommended approval letter on the top pages of the
building plans.

The applicant shall submit the following items and/or indicate the following on plans
submitted for a building permit, as stipulated by the Coastside Design Review Committee:

a.  Exterior material at the entry corner hall may be of translucent material, if deemed
feasible.



Benjamin McGriff -3- November 24, 2014
McGriff Architects

5. 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 {and surveyor or engineer establish a baseline elevation datum peint in
the vicinity of the construction site.

a.

The applicant shall maintain the: datum point so that it will not be disturbed by the
proposed construction activities until final approval of the building permit.

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

Prior to Planning approval of the building permit application, the applicant shall also
have the licensed [and 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.

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

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 reguired.

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

6.  During project construction, the applicant shall, pursuant to Chapter 4.100 of the
San Mateo County Ordinance Code, minimize the transport and discharge of stormwater
runoff from the construction site into storm drain systems and water bodies by:

a.

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

Stahilizing all denuded areas and maintaining erosion controt measures continuously
between October 1 and April 30.
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10.

12,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

¢c. The applicant shall ensure that no construction-related vehicles shail impede through
traffic along the right-of-way on West Point Avenue. All construction vehicles shall
be parked on-site outside the public night-of-way or in locations which do not impede
safe access on West Point Avenue. There shall be no storage of construction
vehicles in the public right-of-way.

The exterior color sampies submitted to the Coastside Design Review Committee are
approved. Color verification shall occur in the field after the applicant has applied the
approved materials and colors but before a final inspection has been scheduled.
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13.

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

Building Inspection Section

14,

The applicant shall apply for a building permit.

Department of Public Works

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or ptanning permit (for Provision C3 Regulated
Projects), the applicant shall have prepared, by a registered civil engineer, a drainage
analysis of the proposed project and submit it to the Department of Public Works for
review and approval. The drainage analysis shall consist of a written narrative and a plan.
The flow of the stormwater onto, over, and off the property shall be detailed on the plan
and shall include adjacent lands as appropriate to clearly depict the pattern of flow, The
analysis shall detail the measures necessary to certify adequate drainage. Post-
development flows and velocities shall not exceed those that existed in the pre-developed
state. Recommended measures shall be designed and included in the improvement plans
and submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant shall submit a driveway

"Plan and Profile,” to the Department of Public Works, showing the driveway access to the
parcel {garage slab) complying with County Standards for driveway slopes {not to exceed
20%) and to County Standards for driveways (at the property line) being the same
elevation as the center of the access roadway. When appropriate, as determined by the
Department of Public Works, this plan and profile shall be prepared from elevations and
alignment shown cn the roadway improvement plans. The driveway plan shall also
include and show specific provisions and details for both the existing and the proposed
drainage patterns and drainage facilities.

No proposed construction work within the County right-of-way shall begin until County
requirements for the issuance of an encroachment permit, including review of the plans,
have been met and an encroachment permit issued. Applicant shall contact a Department
of Public Works Inspector 48 hours prior to commencing work in the right-of-way.

The applicant shall submit to the project planner a copy of the recorded Grant Deed(s) of
only the parcels to be merged for review and approval prior to Planning Department
approval.

Prior to the issuance of the building permit, the applicant will be reguired to provide
payment of “roadway mitigation fees” based on the square footage (assessable space) of
the proposed building per Ordinance No. 3277.

The applicant shall submit a permanent stormwater management plan in compliance with
the County's Drainage Policy and NPIDES requirements for review and approval by the
Department of Public Works.
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Coastside Fire Protection District

21.

22,

23.

24.

25,

26.

27.

Smoke detectors which are hardwired: As per the California Building Code, State Fire
Marshal Regulations, and Coastside Fire District Crdinance No. 2013-03, the applicant is
required to install State Fire Marshal approved and listed smoke detectors which are
hardwired, interconnected, and have battery backup. These detectors are required to be
placed in each new and recondition sleeping room and at a point centrally located in the
corridor or area giving access to each separate sleeping area. In existing sleeping rooms,
areas may have battery powered smoke alarms. A minimum of one detector shall be
placed on each floor. Smoke detectors shall be tested and approved prior to the building
final.

Add note: Escape or rescue windows shall have a minimum net clear openable area of
5.7 sq. ft. Five (5) sq. ft. allowed at grade. The minimum net clear openable height
dimension shall be 24 inches. The net clear openable width dimension shall be 20 inches.
Finished sill height shall be not more than 44 inches above the finished floor,

Qccupancy Separation: As perthe 2013 CBC, Section 408.3.4, a one-hour occupancy
separation wall shall be installed with a solid core, 20-minute fire rated, self-closing door
assembly with smoke gasket between the garage and the residence. All electrical hoxes
installed in rated walls shall be metal or protected.

New attached garage to meet occupancy separation requirements. Provide note/detail,
CRC R3026

Address Numbers: As per Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2013-03, building
identification shall be conspicuously posted and visible from the street. (TEMPORARY
ADDRESS NUMBERS SHALL BE POSTED PRIOR TO COMBUSTIBLES BEING
PLACED ON-SITE.) The letters/numerals for permanent address signs shall be 4 inches
in height with a minimum 3/4-inch stroke. Such letters/numerals shall be internally
iluminated and facing the direction of access. Finished height of bottom of address light
unit shall be greater than or equal to 6 feet from finished grade. When the building is
served by a long driveway or is otherwise obscured, a 8-inch by 18-inch green reflective
metal sign with 3-inch reflective numbers/etters similar to Hy-Ko 911 or equivalent shall
be placed at the entrance from the nearest public roadway. See Fire Ordinance for
standard sign.

Roof Covering: As per Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2013-03, the roof covering of
every new building or structure, and materials applied as part of a roof covering assembly,
shall have a minimum fire rating of Class "B" or higher as defined in the current edition of
the California Building Code.

Vegetation management: As per the Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2013-03, the
2013 California Fire Code (CFC) and Public Resources Code 4291, a fuelbreak of
defensible space is required around the perimeter of all structures to a distance of not less
than 30 feet and may be required to a distance of 100 feet or to the property line. In SRA
{State Responsible Area), the fuelbreak is 100 feet or to the property line.
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Trees located within the defensible space shall be pruned to remove dead and dying
portions, and limbed up 6 to 10 feet above the ground. New trees planted in the
defensible space shall be located no closer than 10 feet to adjacent trees when fully grown
or at maturity.

Remove that poriion of any existing tree, which extends within 10 feet of the outlet of a
chimney or stovepipe or is within 5 feet of any structure.

Fire Access Roads: The applicant must have a maintained all-weather surface road for
ingress and egress of fire apparatus. The San Mateo County Department of Public
Works, the Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2013-03, and the California Fire Code
shall set road standards. As perthe 2013 CFC, dead-end roads exceeding 150 feet shall
be provided with a turnaround in accordance with Half Moon Bay Fire District
specifications. As per the 2007 CFC, Section Appendix D, road width shall not be less
than 20 feet. Fire access roads shall be installed and made serviceable prior to
combustibles being placed on the project site and maintained during construction.
Approved signs and painted curbs or lines shall be provided and maintained to identify fire
access roads and state the prohibition of their obstruction. If the road width does not allow
parking on the street (20-foot road) and on-street parking is desired, an additional
improved area shall be developed for that use,

Fire Hydrant: As per 2013 CFC, Appendix B and C, a fire district approved fire hydrant
(Clow 960) must be located within 250 feet of the proposed single-family dwelling unit
measured by way of drivable access. As per 2013 CFC, Appendix B, the hydrant must
produce a minimum fire flow of 1,000 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per square inch
residual pressure for 2 hours. Contact the local water purveyor or water flow details.

Show the location of fire hydrant on a site plan. A fire hydrant is required within 250 feet
of the building and flow a minimum of gailons per minute at 20 pounds per square inch.
This information is to be verified by the water purveyor in a letter initiated by the applicant
and sent to San Mateo County Fire/Cal-Fire or Coastside Fire District. If there is not a
hydrant within 250 feet with the required flow, one will have to be installed at the
applicant's expense.

Automatic Fire Sprinkler System: As per San Mateo County Building Standards and
Coastside Fire District Ordinance No. 2103-03, the applicant is required te install an
automatic fire sprinkler system throughout the proposed improved dwelling and garage.
All attic access locations will be provided with a pilot head on a metal upright. All areas
that are accessible for storage purposes shall be equipped with fire sprinklers including
closets and bathrooms. The only exception is small linen closets less than 24 sq. ft. with
full depth shelving. The plans for this system must be submitted to the San Mateo County
Planning and Building Department or the City of Half Moon Bay. A building permit will not
be issued until plans are received, reviewed and approved. Upon submission of plans, the
County or City will forward a complete set to the Coastside Fire District for review. The
fee schedule for automatic fire sprinkler systems shall be in accordance with Half Moon
Bay Ordinance No. 2006-01. Fees shall be paid prior to plan review if addition/remodel
exceeds 50% valuation.
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34 All fire conditions and requirements must be incorporated into your building plans prior to
building permit issuance. It is your responsibility to natify your contractor, architect and
engineer of these requirements.

Coastside County Water District

35. Prior to the issuance of a building permit, the applicant shall obtain a water service
connection to inciude a backflow device.

Geotechnical Section

36. The applicant shall submit a new or updated geotechnical report at the building application
stage.

Please note that the decision of the Coastside Design Review Committee is a recommendation
regarding the project's compliance with Design Review Standards, not the final decision on this
project, which requires a Non-Conforming Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and Lot
Merger. The decision on the Non-Conforming Use Permit, Coastal Development Permit, and
Lot Merger will take place at a later date. For more information, please contact the project
planner, Dennis P. Aguirre, at 650/363-1867, or by email at daguirre@smecgov.org.

DPA:pac — DPAY1065_WPN.DOCX

Attachment

cc. Diane Whitaker, Architect
Willard Williams, Architect
Annette Merriman, Community Representative {Alternate)
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ATTACHMENT B
(Staff Report Addendum)

Midcoast Community Council

An elected Advisory Council to the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors
representing Montara, Moss Beach, El Granada, Princeton, and Miramar
P.O. Box 248, Moss Beach, CA 94038-0248 - www.MidcoastCommunityCouncil.org

Lisa Ketcham Dave Olson Chris Johnson Laura Stein Erin Deinzer Dan Haggerty Joel Janoe
Chair Vice-Chair Secretary Treasurer

Date: July 23, 2014
To: Dennis Aguirre, Project Planner
From: Lisa Ketcham, MCC Chair

Subject: PLN2013-00133 — 115 West Point Ave — CDP for addition of 2,085 total sq/ft
to existing 1,888 sq/ft legal non-conforming residence in Waterfront Zoning
District

The Midcoast Community Council has the following comments on the June 16, 2014,
permit application referral.

As a condition of this project, we would like to ensure that coastal armoring is never
allowed for this house or for the contiguous lots under common ownership that serve as
the yard on the shoreline (#047-032-280, 270, 260, 250).

We would like to ensure that development never has to be allowed on those shoreline
parcels due to their 6 to 9 ft elevation on the shoreline. What is their legal status in light of
the Witt and Abernathy* decisions? Are they indeed separate parcels from the two to be
combined for the house (#047-132-160, 170)?

Public coastal views should not be blocked from West Point Ave across the yard toward
Pillar Point and the marsh in the area seaward of the most-seaward tree. It is not clear
whether the proposed solid wood fence will extend into that area and block the view.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

! california Court of Appeal, First Appellate District (Witt Home Ranch Inc. v. County of Sonoma
and Abernathy Valley, Inc. v. County of Solano). The mere reference to a subdivision map filed
in compliance with the 1908 subdivision map law “does not conclusively establish its legal
separation from adjacent lands in common ownership.”
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CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION ATTACHMENT C
NORTH CENTRAL COAST DISTRICT OFFICE (Staff Report Addendum)

45 FREMONT STREET, SUITE 2000
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
PHONE: (415) 904-5260

FAX: (415) 904-5400

WEB: WWW COASTAL.CA.GOV

Dennis Aguirre

San Mateo County

Planning and Building Department
455 County Center

Redwood City, CA 94063

RE: PLN2014-00133 (McGriff ) — 115 West Point Avenue, Princeton, San Mateo County
Dear Mr. Aguirre,

Thank you for returning my February 9, 2015 call regarding San Mateo County Planning Case
No. PLN2014-00133. We received County staff’s report on February 9, 2015 for the proposed
addition to a single-family residence located at 115 West Point Avenue, Princeton-by-the Sea,
which is an unincorporated area of San Mateo County. The proposed project entails construction
of a 3,973 square-foot addition to an existing 1,888 square-foot residence on a 10,500 square-
foot legal parcel. The addition includes a 660 square-foot attached two-car garage. The
proposed project would also remove two trees. We appreciate the opportunity to provide you
with our comments and ask that you share them with the Planning Commission.

Tsunami Hazard

The Coastal Commission’s Senior Coastal Engineer, Dr. Lesley Ewing, reviewed the December
12, 2014 report (Isunami Runup and Force Analysis for 114 West Point Avenue, El Granadai)
prepared by David Skelly of GeoSoils, Inc. which is Attachment C to the County staff report.
The purpose of the report was to determine the potential for tsunami impacts at the subject
property. We have concerns regarding the analysis and our comments are provided below.

Component 9 (Hazards) of the County’s LCP defines hazardous areas to include land that is
subject to dangers from tsunamis and flooding, among other things. The proposed project must
be consistent with the criteria in LCP Sections 6324.6 (Hazards to Public Safety Criteria), and
6326.2 (Tsunami Inundation Area Criteria). LCP Policies 9.10 and 9.11 require measures
necessary to safely site new development to avoid and minimize hazards within hazard areas.
LCP Policy 9.10 requires site specific geotechnical investigations in order to determine
appropriate mitigation measures for the remedy of such hazards as may exist for structures of
human occupancy. The project site is within a Tsunami Inundation Hazard Area as shown on the
Natural Hazards Map in the Natural Hazards Chapter of the San Mateo County General Plan and
the California Geological Survey (CGS) tsunami inundation maps and thus, the tsunami

' We note that the staff report indicates the proposed project site is on property located at 115 West Point
Avenue, Princeton, although the GeoSoils, Inc. report says 114 West Point Avenue, El Granada. This
should be clarified.



Dennis Aguirre, San Mateo County
PLN2014-00133 (McGriff)
February 23, 2015

inundation area criteria apply to the location of the proposed project. The intent of Section
6326.2 is to prohibit certain types of development within tsunami hazard areas as well as to
restrict residential structures and resort developments in these areas unless they meet certain
criteria based upon maximum probable tsunami estimates which use the best available science,
understanding of tsunami characteristics, and potential risks of hazards from said forces, so that
risks to human life and properties are minimized.

The proposed project located at 115 West Point Avenue geographically falls within the tsunami
run-up area shown on the site-specific tsunami run-up elevation map generated by CalOES in
April 2014 for properties located on Princeton Avenue. A copy of the map annotated with the
subject project location is attached. The map shows the existing breakwater (on the base map)
and provides evidence that the areas inland of the shoreline could be subject to tsunami run-up,
even with the presence of the constructed breakwater. The project site is shown to be exposed to
a possible tsunami run-up of 23 to 26 feet (7 to 8 meters). Also, as shown by the CalOES map
for tsunami wave run-up, the run-up from a large tsunami is expected to increase with inland
distance, so that the area inland of the proposed project could have run-up of 26 to 29.5 feet (8 to
9 meters). It is also important to note that the run-up elevation seaward of the breakwater is only
about 6.5 to 10 feet (2 to 3 meters).

The results of the current GeoSoils, Inc. tsunami analysis is that if the tsunami bore reaches the
site the bore will be less than 1 foot in height and that there is no significant tsunami hazard at
the proposed project site thereby no mitigation measures are required. The Pillar Point Harbor
breakwater was modeled by GeoSoils, Inc. as impermeable; however it is a porous, rubble-
mound, structure. >

GeoSoils, Inc. has modeled the tsunami as a 30 second wave for determining the wave run-up;
under this assumption, the tsunami would overtop the breakwater for approximately 15 seconds,
and the overflow water would travel through the harbor area as a bore, or a broken wave and
then retreat. However, tsunamis are often referred to as long waves that have periods
represented by minutes, rather than seconds. A large tsunami bore would flow into the harbor
through the harbor entrance, through the permeable breakwater and over the breakwater for
possibly a 10 to 15-minute time period. Water would fill the harbor and then flow overland into
parts of the community. Eventually, the water would recede, but the conditions following 10 to
15 minutes of flow into the harbor would be significantly different from those for a 10 to 15-
second flow from a wave with similar height.

The LCP also requires that development within coastal high hazard areas subject to high velocity
waters from tsunamis meet the requirements of Section 6825.3 which include that the structure

? The greatest damages to coastal communities in California from the 2011 Tohoku tsunami resulted in
confined harbor areas when very strong currents resulted from the large volumes of water that surged in
and out of the harbor over 18 to 15 minute periods. These harbors experienced significant damage,
despite the presence of protective structures.
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be in compliance with applicable construction standards and building regulations. Staff suggests
that the development be designed to be consistent with the building standards outlined in IP
Section 6825.3. New development projects which include a residential component have recently
been approved by the Commission for the Princeton shoreline area with a requirement that all
habitable portions of the new development be located above the run-up elevation and meet the
requirements of LCP Section 6825.3 for coastal high hazard areas. The GeoSoils, Inc. analysis
for the current project provides no information about the elevation of the project site or of the
proposed renovation or addition. Commission staff recommends that the attached CalOES
tsunami run-up map be used to inform the analysis since the entire site is located within the run-
up area. Commission staff also recommends that the residential portions be located above the
tsunami run-up elevation consistent with the requirements of LCP Sections 6326.2 and 6324.6.

The GeoSoils, Inc. analysis of run-up inland of the breakwater is based upon the assumption that
the run-up will decrease by 1 foot in elevation for every 25 feet of horizontal travel. This “rule-
of-thumb™ has little substantiation within the coastal research community and is not appropriate
to use in this type of wave analysis.

The State of California recognizes civil engineering expertise through the examination and
issuance of a Professional Engineering license; however as of yet, there is no official recognition
of any coastal engineering expertise or tsunami engineering expertise. Tsunami modeling is a
specialty field within coastal engineering. There are engineers who have spent a number years
refining and modeling tsunami inundation, and while Commission staff are familiar with the
work of some of these engineers, Staff cannot know everyone who has done such analysis. There
are no objective criteria for being professionally capable of modeling tsunami run-up. The
Applicant’s coastal engineering consultant states in the GeoSoils, Inc. report (on page 7 of
Attachment C) that he is “...recognized by the California Coastal Commission as professionally
capable of producing this type of tsunami runup analysis.” For clarification purposes, it is
important for the County to understand that the Coastal Commission has not reco%nized any
individuals as being professionally capable of producing tsunami run-up analysis.

Based upon our review of materials contained in the County’s staff report, Commission staff
recommends that the County consider reevaluation of the project in light of the CalOES tsunami
run-up map results for consistency with LCP Section 6326.2.

Geologic Hazards

LCP Policy 9.3¢c requires a geologic report prepared by a certified Engineering Geologist for all
proposed development in designated geologic hazard areas. The Coastal Commission’s Senior
Geologist, Dr. Mark Johnsson, reviewed the September 12, 2014 letter report prepared by
Christina M. Tipp, David F. Hoexter, and Richard Woodard of Romig Engineers, Inc. which is

? The California Coastal Commission does recognize the need for professional expertise in many aspects of project
development; however, the Commission does not recognize individuals for professional capability with respect to
tsunami run-up analysis.



Dennis Aguirre, San Mateo County
PLN2014-00133 (McGriff)
February 23, 2015

Attachment B to the County staff report. The purpose of the document was to report on the
evaluation of the geologic feasibility at the site of the proposed project. The report does not
include a description of any conducted subsurface investigations as the geologic hazard
evaluation is based “solely on review of available documents.” The report identifies potential
hazards at the site that include fault surface rupture and tsunamis; however it does not contain
sufficient information to determine whether or not an unmapped fault splay from the Seal Cove
Fault (which is part of the San Gregorio Fault system located nearby) could exist at the property,
the nature of the subsurface materials (important for determining bearing capacity and
liquefaction potential), potential tsunami run-up elevations, or seismic design parameters. Staff
suggests that the requirements contained in Condition No. 14 including a design-level
geotechnical investigation with a subsurface investigation (e.g., borings and fault trenching) be
conducted prior to issuance of the CDP.

Sensitive Species and Habitat

The certified LCP Sensitive Habitats Component contains policies to ensure the protection of
biological resources, specifically sensitive habitats. A preliminary wetland delineation was
conducted for the site on December 19, 2013 (i.e., outside of the growing season). Staff
recommends that a final delineation be conducted at a time when vegetation on the property can
more easily be identified along with seasonal wetland hydrology, i.e., during the growing season.
We also suggest that the analysis of the project’s consistency with LCP policies for the
protection of sensitive habitats include a discussion of whether or not there are sensitive species
that use Pillar Point Marsh, which is located southeasterly of the project site, could be found on
the subject site and incorporate any mitigation measures as necessary.

We did not receive a project referral form from the County for this project. This is the first
opportunity Coastal Commission staff has had to review the proposal and provide you with our
comments. As a reminder, we respectfully request that County staff coordinate with
Commission staff early in the permit review process so as to ensure our timely
participation/review. We convey these comments with the hope that they will be useful in the
future when County staff is evaluating the subject project and other similar, proposed,
development projects for the Princeton shoreline area.

Please feel free to contact me regarding these comments. You can reach me by telephone at 415-
904-5260; in writing at the address listed in the letter head; or via e-mail at rananda@coastal.ca.gov.

Sincerely, A
/ J WM_,
Womiend

Renée T. Ananda
Coastal Program Analyst

Attachment

CC: Camille Leung, San Mateo County
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